First Avenue Properties Rezoning
Final Scope of Work for a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

A. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

INTRODUCTION

East River Realty Company, LLC (ERRC) proposes to rezone and obtain other land use
approvals, including special permits, for four parcels along First Avenue in midtown Manhattan
for predominantly residential and commercial mixed-use redevelopment. Owned by ERCC, the
four parcels are located between East 35th Street and East 41st Street (see Figure 1). The
specific addresses are 616 First Avenue, 685 First Avenue, 700 First Avenue, and 708 First
Avenue. The proposed actions would permit development of the parcels with a mix of
residential, commercial, retail, community facility, and open space uses. It is expected that
development would be complete in 2014.

Potential development resulting from Con Edison’s sale of the properties to ERRC was the
subject of a Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (FGEIS) completed by the New
York State Public Service Commission (PSC) in January 2004. Because the development
program under the proposed actions may result in significant adverse environmental impacts not
identified in the FGEIS, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is being
prepared. The SEIS will analyze the extent to which the development and zoning actions as
currently proposed could potentially result in any significant adverse environmental impacts not
previously identified in the FGEIS.

Specifically, the SEIS will consider differences between the programs and site plans described in
the FGEIS and the current proposed program, site plan, and zoning actions and will consider
changes in background conditions in the study areas to reflect the current status of planned and
proposed projects and the new anticipated year of completion for the current proposed
development program. While the proposed development program falls within the maximum
development envelope analyzed in the FGEIS, specific zoning districts are now proposed, and
programming, placement, and size of the buildings are different. The proposed actions including
all the zoning actions are described in greater detail below. In several instances, the FGEIS was
unable to rule out the possibility of significant adverse impacts due to the absence of a specific
site design; the proposed development plan now includes the detail required for these
assessments. With respect to zoning, as outlined under “Required Approvals” below, specific
zoning actions have now been proposed that require environmental review.

As planning for the project has evolved and in response to public comments, the proposed
development program and site plan have been revised since issuance of the Draft Scope of Work
and the two scoping meetings held on March 28, 2006 and May 16, 2006. This Final Scope of
Work reflects the current program and site plan. In addition, in response to public comments
made on the Draft Scope of Work, the Final Scope of Work includes: an assessment of the
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First Avenue Properties Rezoning

proposed development program’s potential impacts on emergency vehicle response times; an
analysis of the Community Board 6 197-c application as an alternative to the proposed actions
and development program; an analysis of CO concentrations adjacent to the Franklin D.
Roosevelt (FDR) Drive within the project site; to the extent that relevant information is publicl
available, a consideration of whether the proposed development program would present unusual
demands on the Police and Fire Departments; and, to the extent that relevant information is
publicly available, a gualitative discussion of atypical conditions that occur during special events
at the United Nations (UN) in the traffic and parking, transit and pedestrians, air gquality, and
noise analyses. Changes to the Scope of Work are indicated by double-underlining. In addition,
tasks in the Draft Scope that were associated with the overlap of construction of the proposed
project and the Second Avenue Subway have been deleted, because construction of the subway
within the project study area will not occur until after the proposed project’s 2014 Build year.

DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT PARCELS

The four parcels of land have an aggregate area of 378,280 square feet, or approximately 8.7
acres. Each parcel is described below and shown in Figure 2. Figure 3 shows the existing zoning
designations on the development parcels.

616 First Avenue: The 616 First Avenue site encompasses an entire city block bounded by First
Avenue, East 36th Street, the FDR Drive and East 35th Street and has an area of approximately
68,770 square feet. The site is in both an M1-5 zoning district (39,500 square feet) and an M3-2
zoning district (29,270 square feet), which permit development of limited commercial and
manufacturing uses at floor area ratios (FARs) of 5.0 and 2.0 FAR, respectively. This site
contained the Kips Bay Steam Generating Station and fuel oil storage facility. These structures
have been demolished and the site is currently vacant.

685 First Avenue: The 685 First Avenue site is a 32,365-square-foot parcel located between
East 39th Street and East 40th Street west of First Avenue. It is part of a larger, 80,677-square-
foot zoning lot, which includes a Con Edison substation and an open area used by Con Edison in
servicing the substation. The site is in a C1-9 zoning district, which permits high-density
residential development with some neighborhood retail and service uses. It is subject to a special
permit granted by the Board of Standards and Appeals under BSA No. 257-81 BZ authorizing
development of the substation (“Special Permit”). BSA approval of a modification of the Special
Permit is required for new development on the site. The 685 First Avenue site is currently used
as a support area for work associated with the demolition and remediation efforts on the
development parcels.

700 First Avenue (Waterside): The 700 First Avenue site is bounded by First Avenue, the
southern boundary of the 708 First Avenue site, the FDR Drive and East 38th Street and has an
area of approximately 194,721 square feet. The site is located in an M3-2 zoning district and is
occupied by decommissioned power generating and related facilities. As part of the
Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Con Edison)’s long-range steam plan, which
addresses the economics, competitiveness, and structure of its steam business, Con Edison has
retired the Waterside plant and it is being demolished. The Waterside output has been replaced
by an expansion of the East River Generating Station as part of the East River Repowering
Project (ERRP).

708 First Avenue: The 708 First Avenue site is located within the area bounded by First
Avenue, East 41st Street, the FDR Drive and the extension of the northern street line of East
40th Street and has an area of 82,424 square feet. It is in an M3-2 zoning district. The site
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Final Scope of Work

formerly contained a 10-story office building used by Con Edison; this structure has been
demolished, and the site is currently vacant.

PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Con Edison entered into a November 15, 2000 contract of sale with ERRC for the transfer of its
fee interest in the four parcels (“Purchase Agreement”). Con Edison’s objective for the sale, as
provided in the Purchase Agreement, is to realize and maximize proceeds on behalf of its
customers, consistent with responsible development. The sale of the parcels required
discretionary approval from the Public Service Commission (PSC) and, therefore, compliance
with Article 8 of the Environmental Conservation Law, State Environmental Quality Review
Act, and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617) (SEQRA).

On April 12, 2001, Con Edison and ERRC filed an environmental assessment form and a draft
scope of work for a GEIS to be prepared in conjunction with PSC’s consideration of the
proposed transfer. On April 16, 2001, PSC issued a notice of proposed SEQRA lead agency
designation that was sent to the following involved agencies: New York City Planning
Commission (CPC); the New York City Department of Transportation (DOT); and the New
York City Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA). On May 9, 2001, PSC declared itself lead
agency and issued a positive declaration of significance, formally commencing the coordinated
environmental review process. Over the next four months, PSC solicited and analyzed comments
from regulatory agencies and the public on the scope of work for the GEIS. To facilitate the
public’s involvement in the scoping process, four public meetings were conducted and the public
was able to provide comments in writing, electronically, and via telephone. By Order issued
September 6, 2001, PSC approved the Final Scope of Work and directed Con Edison and ERRC
to prepare and file a Draft GEIS (DGEIS). On June 24, 2002, PSC accepted the DGEIS as
complete and issued it for public comment. In order to maximize public involvement in the
process, the comment period was held open until October 7, 2002, and the public was given the
same options as identified above for providing comments. During the extended comment period,
PSC held two public informational forums on the DGEIS, and on September 26, 2002, PSC held
two public hearings on the DGEIS.

Based on the comments received and announcements of other projects in the immediate area of
the parcels, Con Edison and ERRC determined that additional environmental analysis would be
necessary and prepared a Supplemental DGEIS. The Supplemental DGEIS was completed on
May 23, 2003, and issued for public comment. During the subsequent two month public
comment process, two public hearings on the Supplemental DGEIS were held on June 19, 2003.
On January 30, 2004, PSC adopted and issued an FGEIS, which incorporated the DGEIS and
Supplemental DGEIS, the comments received, and the analysis of and response to the comments
received.

By order dated May 20, 2004, PSC approved Con Edison’s petition to dispose of the four parcels
for redevelopment (the “PSC Order”). As required by SEQRA, the PSC made a written
statement of findings as laid out in the PSC Order. Specifically, the PSC required that ERRC
“shall undertake and implement the mitigation measures specified in, and satisfy the obligations
imposed on it by” the FGEIS and PSC Order. In addition, the PSC Order included the finding
that subject to conditions specified in the PSC Order, the sale of the parcels would be in the
public interest and its benefits would outweigh its adverse impacts.

The PSC Order identified and analyzed the effects of categories of mitigation measures because
a specific development program had not been formulated for the parcels. The PSC Order
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recognized that when a specific project plan for the parcels was proposed, a lead agency would
examine the potential environmental impacts of that plan. Therefore, the PSC Order stated “[t]o
the extent we have provided ranges of mitigation measures, the future Lead Agency shall select
from among the options specified in the FGEIS and summarized [in the PSC Order], and/or
other mitigation measures it deems appropriate, to mitigate the significant impacts that have
been identified.” The PSC permitted the future lead agency and any other relevant agencies to
refine and apply mitigation measures in light of the impacts associated with ERRC’s future
specified development plan. However, as a condition of its approval the PSC required “ERRC to
seek relevant approvals from and implementation by agencies with requisite jurisdiction for the
mitigation measures in the areas of community facilities, traffic, transit, and pedestrians
specified in the FGEIS” and the PSC Order.

The PSC Order did not, however, condition the approval of the sale on ERRC’s undertaking of
any of the development programs described in the scenarios included in the FGEIS. Rather, the
PSC provided that future governmental agencies would have the discretion to review the specific
development plan for the parcels and determine the mix of uses, density, and specific mitigation
measures.

THE FINAL GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A GEIS is a broader, more general EIS that analyzes the impacts of a concept or overall plan
rather than a specific project plan for a redevelopment. The FGEIS therefore assessed the full
range of reasonable environmental impacts that would be likely to result from the approval of the
sale and the subsequent development of the parcels under future zoning actions that could be

undertaken. The FGEIS indicated that a specific project plan and rezoning application to allow for
higher density development would be presented to the New York City Department of City
Planning (DCP) in the event the sale was approved and consummated. The FGEIS further stated
that the application would then be subject to the city’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure
(ULURP) and environmental review to obtain the necessary approvals, with the GEIS forming

the foundation for such further environmental review.

At the time the FGEIS was published, no specific development proposals for the parcels had been
developed_and specific zoning actions had not been fully identified. Accordingly, the FGEIS
identified certain prototypical programs that were reasonably expected to occur. These
development programs were “reasonable worst-case programs,” which consisted of maximum
development envelopes for a variety of potential uses.

The FGEIS assessed several reasonable worst-case development scenarios:

o As-of-Right Scenario. The As-of-Right scenario assumed that PSC approved the sale and the
development parcels were improved in accordance with the provisions of the Zoning
Resolution currently applicable to the parcels.

e Rezoning Scenario. Because there was no specific project plan for future improvement of
the development parcels, the FGEIS analyzed reasonable worst-case development programs

that could result if the parcels were rezoned to allow for a maximum of 12.0 FAR (the
illustrative rezoning scenario):

- Residential Development Program. This program included approximately 5.1 million
gross square feet (gsf) of residential space (6,131 dwelling units), 39,243 gsf of retail
space, 132,000 gsf of medical community facility uses, 3.3 acres of open space, and
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1,700 parking spaces. A variation providing 20 percent of the rental dwelling units for
low-income families was also assessed.

- Mixed-Use Development Program. This program included approximately 2.8 million gsf
of office space, 2.4 million gsf of residential space (3,000 units), 70,300 gsf of retail
uses, 132,000 gsf of medical community facility uses, 3.3 acres of open space, and 2,100
parking spaces. A variation of this plan in which the uses would be distributed
differently across the parcels was also assessed.

The FGEIS examined the potential for significant impacts resulting from the disposition and
redevelopment of the properties in the impact categories of land use, zoning and public policy;
socioeconomic conditions; community facilities; open space; shadows; historic resources; urban
design and visual resources; neighborhood character; hazardous materials; infrastructure, solid
waste and energy; traffic and parking; transit and pedestrians; air quality; noise; coastal
resources; and construction impacts. With respect to land use, zoning and public policy,
socioeconomic conditions, historic resources, hazardous materials, infrastructure, solid waste
and energy, parking, and coastal resources, the FGEIS found that no significant adverse
environmental impacts would result from the development scenarios. Potentially significant
impacts were identified for certain community facilities, open space, shadows, traffic, transit and
pedestrians, air quality, noise, and construction. In addition, given the generic nature of the
development scenarios, different or additional significant impacts could not be ruled out for
open space, urban design, neighborhood character, and air quality.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

ERRC, the owner of the four parcels, is applying to the CPC for discretionary actions that will
allow new development at an FAR of 12.0. The proposed rezoning would permit mixed-use
redevelopment of the underutilized parcels. Figure 4 shows the proposed zoning designations on
the development parcels.

Occupied by vacant land and former power generating facilities that have been decommissioned
and are being demolished, the four parcels currently offer no benefits to the surrounding
community. They detract from the surrounding street life and hinder access to the East River
waterfront. Located close to the Midtown Central Business District and the United Nations, and
surrounded by low- to high-density residential developments that include Tudor City, the parcels
offer an opportunity to accommodate the needs of the area and City for economic growth,
housing, and open space. The City has historically supported policies and public-private
initiatives, such as rezoning, to foster economic growth and encourage commercial and
residential development.

The proposed rezoning would permit a proposed mixed-use development program that would
transform the underutilized utility parcels into a thriving mixed-use development. Overall, the
goals and objectives of the proposed actions are to provide zoning to permit the development of
a mix of high-density uses and a substantial amount of new open space. The commercial
component of the development program would provide jobs and accommodate growth in office-
based economic sectors, the substantial residential component would accommodate a portion of
the City’s current and future housing needs, and the retail, community facility, and open space
components would provide community benefits to the area’s existing and future residents and
workers.
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ERRC’s development program would offer open space and public amenities in a site plan
designed to integrate the development into the neighborhood and open access through the 700
and 708 First Avenue parcels. Open spaces and ground-level retail uses would improve the
streetscape and pedestrian experience adjacent to the development parcels and create
neighborhood amenities. The open space envisioned under the proposed development program
would provide new waterfront views.

The land use approvals requested of CPC would permit the development program envisioned by
ERRC, as described below.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The proposed actions would allow redevelopment of the First Avenue Properties. The
development program proposed for consideration in the SEIS assumes a rezoning that would
permit development at an FAR of 12.0, which was the same FAR considered in the FGEIS
Rezoning Scenario. As with the Rezoning Scenario in the FGEIS, the proposed development
program would introduce a mix of residential, commercial office, community facility, retail, and
open space uses (see Table 1).

Table 1-1
Summary of Proposed Development Program
Bublicly
Below- Accessible
Residential [Community| Commercial | Retail Grade Parking |Qpen Space
Site (gsf) Facility gsf)| Office (gsf) | (gsf) Space? (gsf)|Total (gsf)| Spaces (gsf)
616 First Avenue 748,574 119,936 - 2,071 137,540 | 1,008,121 | 294 public 34,507
685 First Avenue 967,376 6,352 32,365 1,006,093 | 110 accessory 7,605
700 First Avenue 1 651 public,
(Waterside) 2.037.651 58074 499
accessory
_ 470,125 | 4,102,963 (combined 168,659
708 First Avenue 1,532,437 4,670 700/708 First
Avenue)
945 public,
TOTAL 3,753,607 119,936 1,532,437 71,167 640,030 | 6,117,177 609 210,771
accessory
Notes:

1 Rt||t7

First Aven
€ Space ca

Source: East River Realty Company, LLC

Overall, the_proposed 6,117,177-gsf development program would introduce a total of 3,
119,936 gsf of community facility use, 1,532,437 gsf

753,607

gsf of residential use (4,166 dwelling units"),
of commercial office use, 71,167 gsf of retail use, and 640,030 gsf of below-grade space (which
includes 315,105 gsf of parking, or 945 public spaces and 609 accessory spaces). The proposed
development program would also include 210,771 square feet (4.84 acres) of publicly accessible

open space, as well as 33,910 square feet (0.78 acres) of private open space. Figure 5 shows the

! For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that 1 dwelling unit = 850 zoning square feet (zsf). The proposed
development program includes 3,541,399 zsf of residential use.
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proposed site plan for the development program, Figure 6 shows an illustrative view from the East
River, and Figures 7 through 9 show axonometric views of the proposed development program.

The applicant’s proposal calls for all market-rate dwelling units; however, for purposes of a
reasonable worst-case analysis, a project scenario has been developed that includes the provision
of dwelling units for low- to moderate-income households. Under this development scenario (the
Affordable Housing Scenario), there would be the same number of residential units as under the
proposed development program, but 833 of the units, or 20 percent of the total, would be
affordable to low- to moderate-income households. The Affordable Housing Scenario will be
analyzed in the “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” “Socioeconomic Conditions,”
“Community Facilities” (public schools, outpatient health care facilities, publicly funded da

care facilities, and libraries), and “Open Space” chapters of the SEIS.

By parcel, the proposed development program would be as follows:

616 First Avenue. The 616 First Avenue site would be developed with a 47-story (506-foot-tall)

residential building along First Avenue, and a 37-story (433-foot-tall) residential building to the
east with community facility use provided in a 5-story (123-foot-tall) component of the eastern
building. The total 1,008,121-gsf development would include 748,574 gsf of residential use (833
units), 119,936 gsf of community facility use, 2,071 gsf of retail use along First Avenue, and 294

public parking spaces in a 137,540-gsf below-grade space. The site would also include_34,507
square feet (0.79 acres) of publicly accessible open space. There would be a curb cut for the

parking garage entrance on East 35th Street toward the intersection with the FDR Drive service

road, and a curb cut for truck loading would be located on East 36th Street toward the eastern
end of the site.

685 First Avenue. The 685 First Avenue site would be developed with a 69-story (721-foot-
tall), 973,728-gsf tower (above grade). The total 1,006,093 gsf of development would include
967,376 gsf of residential use (1,066 units), 6,352 gsf of retail use, and 110 accessory parking

spaces in a 32,365-gsf below-grade space. A 7,605-square-foot (0.17-acre) publicly accessible
landscaped area would be located on the site adjacent to East 40th Street. Curb cuts for the

parking garage would be located to the west of the building on both East 39th and 40th Streets.

700 First Avenue (Waterside). The 700 First Avenue site would be developed with_2,053,825
gsf (above grade) in three residential towers. The tower on the southwestern portion of the site
would be 66 stories tall (rising to a height of 705 feet); the tower on the eastern portion of the

site would be 60 stories (rising to a height of 650 feet); and the northernmost tower on the parcel

(along First Avenue between the eastern prolongation of East 39th and 40th Streets) would be 57
stories (rising to a height of 606 feet). The total residential area would be 2,037,657 gsf (2,267

units). There would be 16,168 gsf of ground-floor retail along First Avenue, East 38th Street
and the eastern prolongation of East 39th Street, along with 36,279 gsf of below-grade retail
space. The 700 and 708 First Avenue parcels would contain a combined 470,125-gsf below-
grade area with 499 accessory parking spaces and 651 public parking spaces. Curb cuts for
below-grade loading and access to the parking garage would be located mid-block on East 38th
Street and on the FDR Drive service road. The 700 First Avenue and 708 First Avenue parcels
would also include 168,659 square feet (3.87 acres) of publicly accessible open space as well as

33,910 square feet (0.78) acres of private open space.

708 First Avenue. The 708 First Avenue site would be developed with a 1,537,107-gsf (above
grade)_commercial office tower. The tower would be 47 stories tall (rising to a height of 688
feet), and it would include_1,532,437 gsf of commercial office space_and 4,670 gsf of ground-
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floor retail along First Avenue. Two curb cuts for below-grade truck loading and unloading and

for access to the parking garage would be located on East 41st Street toward the intersection
with the FDR Drive service road.

The proposed program would include the development of substantial new areas of publicly
accessible open space. The project’s open spaces would provide areas for both passive and
active recreation and would open up views to the East River. Approximately 168,659 square feet
(3.87 acres) of new publicly accessible open space would be provided between East 38th and
East 41st Streets from First Avenue to the FDR Drive. On the 616 First Avenue site, new
publicly accessible open space of 34,507 square feet (0.79 acres) would be developed, and there
would be a 7,605-square-foot landscaped area on the 685 First Avenue parcel. These publicly
accessible open spaces would total 210,771 square feet (4.84 acres). In addition to publicly
accessible open space, the proposed development program includes 33,910 square feet (0.78

acres) of private open space for project residents and commercial tenants.

The proposed zoning actions and development program for the First Avenue parcels are largely
consistent with the 12 FAR rezoning scenario analyzed in the FGEIS:

o Development would still be occurring on the same parcels (616, 685, 700, and 708 First
Avenue);

e The overall bulk would be the same at 12 FAR, resulting in a similar maximum zoning floor
area of approximately 5.1 million zoning square feet;

e The programming would continue to be predominantly a mix of residential and commercial
office uses; and

e Buildings heights under the proposed development program would generally be within the
range of heights analyzed under the 12 FAR rezoning scenario.

The principal differences between the proposed development program (and the associated
zoning actions) and the rezoning scenarios analyzed in the FGEIS are as follows:

e Zoning actions have been specified that had not been identified in the FGEIS, including
actions that may require analyses beyond the project area;

e On some parcels, the placement of buildings is different from that analyzed in the FGEIS;

e The SEIS development program contains more detail on the open space programming,
streetscape, and design elements of buildings; and

e For some parcels, vehicular circulation is different from that analyzed in the FGEIS due to
differences in vehicle entrances and loading areas.

REQUIRED APPROVALS

Development of the proposed development program would require a number of discretionary
actions (collectively, “the proposed actions™), as follows:

Zoning Map Amendments

e Rezoning of the 616 First Avenue parcel from M1-5 and M3-2 to C4-6.

e Rezoning of the 685 First Avenue parcel from C1-9 to C5-2.

e Rezoning of the 700 First Avenue (Waterside) and 708 First Avenue parcels from M3-2 to
C5-2.
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Zoning Text Amendments

Definition of General Large Scale Development under ZR Section 12-10 expanded to
include, in C5 and C6 zoning districts, for a development with a lot area of at least 5 acres, a
zoning lot that contains an existing building that is not integrally related to the other parts of
the general large-scale development, provided that the building covers less than 15 percent
of the general large-scale development lot area and provided that there is no bulk

distribution from the zoning lot containing such existing building. Currently, a General
Large Scale Development may only contain an existing building if it forms an integral part
of the general large-scale development and provided no bulk is distributed from the zoning
lot containing the existing building.

General Large Scale Development Plan ZR Section 74-743 amended to allow by special
permit a residential plaza to be located anywhere within a general large-scale development
without regard for zoning lot lines, provided the general large-scale development has a
minimum lot area of 5 acres and is located in a C5 or a C6 zoning district. Under current

regulations, the bonus floor area generated by a residential plaza in a general large-scale
development may be used only on the zoning lot that contains the plaza, and this amendment
would allow a residential plaza that generates a floor area bonus on one zoning lot within a
general large-scale development to be located on another zoning lot within the same general
large-scale development.

Special Permits

At Waterside/708 and 685 First Avenue to allow a residential plaza to be located anywhere
in a General Large Scale Development Plan pursuant to ZR Section 74-74 as amended. The
proposed General Large Scale Development Plan boundary is shown on Figure 10.

At all parcels to modify height and setback regulations, pursuant to ZR Section 74-74.
At all parcels to modify the residential plaza design standards pursuant to ZR 74-96.

At 616 First Avenue to allow a public parking garage pursuant to ZR Sections 13-562 and
74-52.

At Waterside/708 First Avenue to allow a public parking garage and an accessory parking
garage, pursuant to ZR Sections 13-561, 13-562 and 74-52.

Miscellaneous

At 685 First Avenue, modification of a previously-approved BSA Special Permit to permit

new development on the site. The special permit currently limits development on the site to
the existing Con Ed substation and parking lot.

Certification from CPC pursuant to ZR Section 26-15 (curb cuts) to allow more than one
curb cut on a narrow street for the 685 First Avenue site (East 39th Street) and for the 708

First Avenue/Waterside site (East 41st Street) and ZR Section 26-17 modifying the curb cut
requirements of ZR Section 26-15 for wide streets to allow curb cuts for public parking and
loading berths on the FDR Drive service road.

Certification from CPC pursuant to ZR Section 37-015 modifying the retail continuit

requirements along the FDR Drive service road frontage of the 616 First Avenue and 700
and 708 First Avenue parcels and the retail continuity reguirements along the First Avenue
frontage of the 685 First Avenue parcel.
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e Certification from CPC pursuant to ZR Section 26-17 modifying the streetwall transparenc

requirements of ZR Section 37-017 with the respect to the FDR Drive service road frontage
of the 616 First Avenue parcel and to the East 38th Street, East 41st Street, FDR Drive
service road, and certain residential plaza frontages of the 700 and 708 First Avenue parcels.

e Certification from CPC pursuant to ZR Section 27-01 that the residential plazas on the 616
First Avenue and 700 and 708 First Avenue parcels comply with ZR Section 27-00, except
as _modified by the proposed special permit pursuant to ZR Section 74-96 (which is

described above).

RESTRICTIVE DECLARATION

The project sponsor intends to record a Restrictive Declaration that will govern development of

the parcels, whether or not the General Large Scale Development special permits are exercised.
The Restrictive Declaration will require that any construction on the development parcels
conform to the plans and drawings approved pursuant to ULURP, which plans and drawings will
regulate the uses and envelope of all buildings, including their height, dimensions, and location
on the site, the floor area of each building in the development, the location and dimensions of
curb cuts, and the dimensions and design elements of the residential plazas, including the
location and size of view corridors. The Restrictive Declaration will also provide for the
implementation of any reguired mitigation measures. If the project sponsor wishes to build on

the premises other than in accordance with these approved plans, it will be necessary to seek a
modification of the Restrictive Declaration.

B. CITY ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW

Because the proposed project requires discretionary approvals from the CPC and BSA, it is
subject to City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). CPC is the CEQR lead agency for the
proposed project. The SEIS will follow the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, dated
October 2001.

Scoping is the first step in SEIS preparation and provides an early opportunity for the public and
other agencies to be involved in the SEIS process. It is intended to determine the range of issues
and considerations to be evaluated in the SEIS. This SEIS scope has therefore been prepared to
describe the proposed actions and development program, present the proposed content of the
SEIS, and discuss the analytical procedures to be followed.

Two public scoping_meetings were held: the first meeting was held on March 28, 2006; the

second meeting was held on May 16, 2006. The period for submitting written comments
remained open until May 26, 2006, 10 days after the close of the second scoping meeting. This

Final Scope of Waork for an SEIS incorporates responses to all relevant comments made on the
scope (see attached Scoping Comments and Responses) and includes revised methodologies of
the studies, as appropriate, in response to comments made during scoping. The Draft SEIS will
be prepared in accordance with this Final Scope of Work for an SEIS.

10



Final Scope of Work

C. ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

OVERVIEW
The SEIS will contain:

e A description of the proposed actions, the proposed development program, and their
environmental setting;

e The identification and analysis of any significant adverse environmental impacts of the
proposed actions and proposed development program that were not identified in the FGEIS,
including the short- and long-term impacts;

e An identification of any significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if
the proposed actions and development program are implemented;

e A discussion of reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions and proposed development
program;

e An identification of irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would be
involved in the proposed actions and proposed development program should they be
implemented;

e The identification and analysis of appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures
specified in the PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the
lead agency; and

e The identification and analysis of practicable mitigation to address any significant adverse
impacts generated by the proposed actions and proposed development program not
previously identified in the FGEIS.

THE SEIS AND THE FGEIS

BACKGROUND

The SEIS for the development of the four parcels will supplement the January 2004 FGEIS,
which addressed the sale and disposition of the land itself. The FGEIS assessed three illustrative
scenarios, framed to encompass the range of development that could occur if the sale were
approved and if zoning to permit such development were also subsequently adopted. The
scenarios were necessarily generic, because specific zoning and development proposals for the
sites were not available or appropriate at the time. Nonetheless, the FGEIS framed a range of
environmental conditions, impacts and related mitigation that could occur were the sites to be
developed under the illustrative scenarios.

ANALYSIS APPROACH

Each chapter of the SEIS will first summarize the conclusions of the FGEIS for that particular
technical area. Then, the chapter will assess whether changes in the analysis year and
background conditions, variations between the proposed development program and the FGEIS
rezoning scenarios, and new proposed zoning actions could result in new or different significant
adverse impacts than those disclosed in the FGEIS. To the extent that background changes could
potentially change the findings of the analysis, the existing conditions will be updated as
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necessary and presented. Next the chapter will project changed existing conditions forward into
the future without the proposed actions, incorporating the most recent information available on
known land-use proposals and, as appropriate, changes in anticipated overall growth. Finally, the
future with the proposed actions will be described, the differences between the future without
and with the proposed actions will be measured, and in the event that any new significant
adverse environmental impacts not previously identified in the FGEIS are identified, those
impacts will be disclosed. To the extent that specific CPC land use actions or specific program
elements could potentially alter the conclusions in the FGEIS, the SEIS will focus on evaluating
the potential significant adverse impacts of those actions or program elements. In addition, the

SEIS will include a separate conceptual analysis of potential effects of the future application of
the proposed zoning text amendments at other locations.

The SEIS will identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures
specified in the PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead
agency. The SEIS will also identify and analyze appropriate mitigation for any new significant
adverse environmental impacts not previously identified in the FGEIS.

STUDY AREAS

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS IMPACT AREAS

Each technical study must address impacts within an appropriate geographical area. These
“study areas” vary depending on the technical issue being addressed. The study areas for the
SEIS for impacts arising from the proposed development program will be the same as those
presented in the FGEIS.

STUDY AREAS FOR TEXT CHANGES

Because the SEIS proposed actions also include amendments to the text of the NYC Zoning
Resolution, and these would apply to more than just the First Avenue parcels, the SEIS will
include a separate conceptual analysis of potential effects of the future application of the

proposed zoning text amendments. The FGEIS assumed that zoning text amendments would be
required to authorize at least some of the zoning actions for development of the parcels, but the
FGEIS did not analyze specific text amendments and did not consider the city-wide applicability
of any required text amendments.

FUTURE ANALYSIS YEAR AND BASELINE CONDITIONS

For all technical issues where an updated assessment is necessary, the analysis of the proposed
actions and development program will be performed for the expected year of completion of the
project, which is 2014. However, since the proposed development would be built out over an
approximately seven year period, some buildings would be completed before 2014 and they
could result in significant adverse impacts prior to completion of the full development program.
Therefore, for specific areas of assessment, such as impacts related to schools, shadows, and
traffic, the technical analyses will identify the approximate level of development at which
significant adverse impacts would first be generated, so that proposed mitigation could be
implemented in a timely manner. The discussion of mitigation measures in the SEIS will:
specify a reporting mechanism that will identify when a threshold level of development which
generates significant impacts has been achieved; and will describe the appropriate mitigation for
these interim period impacts.

12
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The future baseline condition to be analyzed under “The Future Without the Proposed Actions”
in all technical chapters will assume that absent the proposed actions, the Waterside plant has
been demolished and all of the project sites remain vacant.

ADDITIONAL FUTURE BASELINE CONDITION

As described above, the SEIS will identify the extent to which background development in the
surrounding area is likely to be notably different from the background assumed in the FGEIS. In
the FGEIS, the United Nations Development Corporation (UNDC) project at East 41st Street
and First Avenue was considered as part of the future baseline condition. However, because the
UNDOC project is complex and requires approvals from the New York State Legislature, the New
York City Economic Development Corporation, and possibly other public agencies, including its
own environmental review, it is uncertain whether that project would be completed by 2014 or,
in fact, ever built. Therefore, the SEIS future baseline condition does not include the UNDC
project. However, because inclusion of the UNDC project would result in a more conservative
analysis for most impact areas, each technical analysis chapter also considers an additional
future baseline condition in which the UNDC project is constructed.

D. PROPOSED SCOPE OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The first chapter of the SEIS introduces the reader to the project and sets the context in which to
assess impacts. The chapter will contain a project identification (description and location of the
proposed First Avenue Rezoning project); description of current uses of the parcels; a statement
of purpose and need for the proposed actions; a description of the proposed development
program and project siting and design; and a discussion of approvals required, procedures to be
followed, and the role of the SEIS in the process. The chapter is the key to understanding the
proposed actions and proposed development program and their impacts, and gives the public and
decision-makers a base from which to evaluate the actions against both the Action and the No
Action options.

The project description will consist of a discussion of key project elements, such as land use
plans, site plans and elevations, and access and circulation. The section on required approvals
will describe all discretionary actions required to develop the project. The project description
will provide the context of the project with respect to PSC’s issuance of the FGEIS and its
subsequent order approving the transfer of the property to ERRC.

The role of public agencies in the approval process will also be described. The role of the SEIS
as a full disclosure document to aid in decision-making will be identified and its relationship to
any other approval procedures will be described.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

The FGEIS concluded that all three of the illustrative rezoning scenarios would be consistent
with trends in the study area in that they would replace the obsolete manufacturing zoning
currently mapped on the development parcels with zoning designations and development that
would be more compatible with existing land uses and City policy for the area. None of the three
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illustrative scenarios were found to result in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning,
or public policy.

The SEIS will address the proposed actions and specific zoning and development program, and
it will update the work undertaken for the FGEIS. The scope of work for the SEIS is as follows:

A. Provide a summary of the development history of the development parcels and surrounding
area provided in the FGEIS. Describe existing conditions on the parcels and the underlying
zoning. As in the FGEIS, the land use study area will include a ¥-mile primary study area
and a secondary study area that will extend approximately “2-mile from the borders of the

development parcels (see Figure 11).

B. Update the existing conditions section of the FGEIS to reflect changes in the neighborhood
since the analysis performed for the FGEIS. Describe predominant land use patterns,
including a description of recent development trends in East Midtown Manhattan, and other
public policies that apply to the development parcels. Existing land use patterns will be
highlighted.

C. Based on the discussion provided in the FGEIS, describe the existing zoning and recent
zoning actions in the study area. Update this discussion to reflect any recent changes in the
area.

D. Using the FGEIS as the baseline, update the list of future projects in the study area to reflect
the new Build Year of 2014, and describe how any changes in background projects might
affect land use patterns and development trends in the study area in the future without the
proposed actions. Also, identify pending zoning actions (including those associated with the
proposed No Action projects) or other public policy actions that could affect land use
patterns and trends in the study area as they relate to the proposed development parcels. The
SEIS will discuss the draft 197-a Plan for the Eastern Section of Community Board 6, but
because the plan has not yet been adopted, the SEIS will not contain an assessment of the
Proposed Actions’ consistency with the draft 197-a Plan.

E. Describe and analyze the proposed zoning actions, including the specific zoning districts
proposed for mapping, zoning text amendments, special permits, and the proposed
modification of the BSA special permit.

F. Assess whether changes in background conditions, specific CPC and BSA actions, and any
differences between the proposed development program and the scenarios analyzed in the
FGEIS would alter the FGEIS conclusions with respect to potential significant adverse
impacts on land use and land use trends, zoning, and public policy.

G. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation measures for any significant adverse impacts
resulting from the proposed actions.

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The FGEIS concluded that there would be no significant adverse socioeconomic impacts
generated by the sale and redevelopment of the Disposition Parcels. The redevelopment of the
parcels would not directly displace any residents or businesses. The illustrative rezoning
scenarios analyzed in the FGEIS would not alter the area’s demographics or business patterns in
a manner that would result in indirect displacement of residents or businesses. The economic
activities generated by the new development would be compatible with the activities of the
larger study area. The new uses would not add to the concentration of any one sector in the local
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economy enough to alter or accelerate an ongoing trend to alter existing economic patterns, and
the retail space would not be large enough to disrupt or displace existing retail businesses.

The currently proposed development program is largely consistent with the programming
assumptions for the rezoning scenarios analyzed in the FGEIS, and therefore, the findings for
socioeconomic impacts are expected to be similar. However, certain program elements have
changed, such as the amount of retail space provided, and background conditions in the area
require updating to capture any recent changes in demographics and business patterns. The
scope for the SEIS will be as follows:

A. Demographic and economic studies and field investigations will be used to update existing
socioeconomic conditions within %-mile and %.-mile study areas. The new analysis will
update the FGEIS presentation of housing characteristics, including trends in rents, sales
prices, vacancy, and tenure, as well as the types of business and industries currently located
in the study areas.

B. In conjunction with the “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” task, update the list of future
projects in the study area to reflect all known projects through the new Build Year of 2014.
Identify the likely changes in socioeconomic conditions that would result, such as potential
increases in population, changes in the demographic characteristics of the study areas, new
residential developments, changes in rents or sales prices of residential units, new
commercial or industrial uses, or changes in employment or retail sales.

C. Following the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, assess whether changes in
background conditions or program elements compared to those assessed in the FGEIS would
result in significant impacts due to: (1) direct residential displacement; (2) direct business
and institutional displacement; (3) indirect residential displacement; (4) indirect business
and institutional displacement; and (5) adverse effects on a specific industry. In
conformance with the CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the assessment of these five
areas of concern will begin with a preliminary screening analysis. Detailed assessments will
be conducted for those areas in which the preliminary assessment can not definitively rule
out the potential for significant adverse impacts. The indirect residential displacement

assessment will consider an Affordable Housing Scenario under the Proposed Actions,
describing the changes to socioeconomic conditions that could result from the provision of
low- to moderate-income dwelling units under the Proposed Actions.

D. Compare the effects of the proposed program to what was presented in the FGEIS.

E. ldentify and analyze practicable mitigation measures for any significant adverse impacts
resulting from the proposed actions.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The FGEIS concluded that the illustrative rezoning scenarios would not have a significant
adverse impact on police and fire protection services, libraries, or outpatient health care
facilities. However, the FGEIS found the potential for an increase in crowding in the elementary
schools in the vicinity of the development parcels and in School District 2 as a whole. The
FGEIS concluded that these impacts could occur with or without affordable housing, although
the number of additional students would be highest with the “80/20” variation of the Residential
Development Program. Under that “80/20” program scenario, significant impacts on public day
care centers would also occur. General mitigation measures were proposed for the identified
schools and public day care centers impacts (see “Mitigation” below).
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The SEIS will update the analyses conducted for the FGEIS, as follows:

POLICE AND FIRE SERVICES

The FGEIS did not find a significant adverse impact on police and fire services. The CEQR
Technical Manual requires a detailed analysis of impacts on police and fire services if a
proposed action would affect the physical operation of, or access to and from, a station house.
The Fire Department (FDNY) does not allocate resources based on proposed or projected
developments, but continually evaluates the need for changes in personnel, equipment, or
locations of fire stations and makes any adjustments necessary. Similarly, the Police Department
(NYPD) independently reviews its staffing levels against a precinct’s population, area coverage,
crime levels, and other factors when assessing its ability to serve the community or need to
redeploy services. As with the rezoning scenario presented in the FGEIS, the development
program would not directly displace a station house and therefore would not adversely affect the
physical operation of, or access to and from, a station house. The SEIS will update the FGEIS
analysis to determine (to the extent that relevant information is publicly accessible) whether the

proposed development program would present unusual demands on FDNY and NYPD
resources, including consideration of days when the UN General Assembly is meeting.

In_addition, the SEIS will consider the potential effects of the development program on
emergency vehicle response times. A determination will be made as to whether the traffic
changes associated with the proposed development project could significantly affect emergency
response times.

SCHOOLS

Because new data associated with enrollment projections and school capacity are available, the
SEIS will update the schools analysis to reflect the specific development proposed at this time.

The chapter will identify public schools serving the development parcels’ study area and assess
conditions in terms of enrollment and utilization during the most current school year for which
data are available, noting any specific capacity constraints. Conditions that will exist in the
Future Without the Proposed Actions will be identified, taking into consideration projected
increases in future enrollment and plans to increase school capacity, as identified in the
Department of Education’s capital plan (and currently under construction), or through
administrative actions on the part of the Department of Education, relative to available capacity
that may exist in the Future Without the Proposed Actions for the 2014 analysis year.

The SEIS will include an analysis of the potential impacts on school capacities from the

Affordable Housing Scenario, which includes the provision of dwelling units for low- to
moderate-income households. As discussed above, this scenario includes a total of

approximately 833 low- to moderate-income dwelling units.
LIBRARIES

The FGEIS did not find a significant adverse impact on libraries. The SEIS will evaluate
whether the differences in the library user population under the proposed development program
would alter the FGEIS findings with respect to libraries. The SEIS will, in the Affordable
Housing Scenario, also analyze the potential for impacts due to the inclusion of low- to
moderate-income dwelling units.
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DAY CARE

Following CEQR methodologies, projects that would introduce a substantial number of
subsidized rental units are examined for potential impacts on day care centers. The SEIS, in the
Affordable Housing Scenario, will analyze the potential for impacts on day care centers due to
the inclusion of low- to moderate-income dwelling units.

HEALTH CARE (OUTPATIENT) FACILITIES

Following CEQR methodologies, projects that would introduce a large low-income residential
population are examined for potential impacts on emergency services and other public outpatient
services. The SEIS, in the Affordable Housing Scenario, will analyze the potential for impacts
on outpatient health care facilities from the inclusion of low- to moderate-income dwelling units.

The community facilities analysis will compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the
FGEIS, and identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures
specified in the PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead
agency. Mitigation will also be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the
proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.

OPEN SPACE

By most measures, the area within the vicinity of the development parcels is underserved by
open space according to the City’s planning guidelines. The FGEIS concluded that given the
existing shortfall, the condition would persist even with the significant amount of new open
space contemplated under the rezoning scenario (3.3 acres). The potential for significant adverse
impacts from the rezoning scenario depended on the quality of open space to be provided. For
purposes of analyzing the illustrative rezoning scenarios, assumptions were made regarding the
amount of programmed passive and active space on the development parcels under each
development program.

With a specific development program now proposed, the SEIS will update the open space
analysis and will assess the potential for impacts on open space taking into account the specific
open space acreage (passive and active) and proposed programming for the open space. As in
the FGEIS, the analysis will consider both passive and active open space resources, requiring
two study areas. These study areas will be the same as in the FGEIS (passive open space ratios
will be assessed within two study areas: Ys-mile radius and Y2-mile radius from the development
parcels. Active open space ratios would also be assessed for the ¥2-mile residential study area.
Both study areas will be adjusted to census tract boundaries.). In addition, the open space

analysis will analyze the impacts of an Affordable Housing Scenario that considers the inclusion
of 833 low- to moderate-income dwelling units.

A. Update the inventory of passive and active open spaces. The condition and use of existing
facilities will be described based on the inventory.

B. Update the demographic analysis of the commercial open space study area worker and
residential population, and residential population in the residential open space study area,
including information available from the 2000 Census.

C. Based on the updated inventory of publicly accessible open space and residential and worker
populations, existing open space ratios will be calculated and compared to City guidelines to
assess adequacy.
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D. Assess expected changes in future levels of open space supply and demand in 2014 based on
other planned development projects within the study areas using updated information from
the “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy” task. Open space ratios will be developed for
future No Action conditions and compared to existing ratios to determine changes in levels
of adequacy for the future without the proposed actions.

E. Based on the resident and worker populations added by the proposed project as well as the
new open space (both passive and active acreage), assess effects on open space supply and
demand (including an assessment of the Affordable Housing Scenario). The assessments of
impacts will be based on a comparison of open space ratios with the proposed actions and its
associated public space, and open space ratios in the future without the proposed actions.

F. Qualitatively evaluate the effects of the new open space on overall open space conditions in
the study areas. Describe the type (active or passive), capacity, conditions, and distribution
of existing open space and open space conditions in the future without the proposed actions.
Compare future conditions without and with the proposed actions by describing the
programming elements of the new open space and evaluating its effects on capacity, overall
conditions, and open space distribution within the study areas.

G. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

H. For any significant adverse impacts, identify and analyze appropriate mitigation measures
from those specified in the PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed
appropriate by the lead agency.

SHADOWS

The shadows assessment in the FGEIS considered the shadow increments that may be cast on
sensitive receptors—specifically, public open spaces, historic resources with significant sun-
sensitive features, and important natural resources such as the East River—by the buildings that
could be constructed under the illustrative rezoning scenarios. The FGEIS assessed potential
effects of illustrative building envelopes and identified significant shadow impacts on Tudor
City’s open spaces (for the December 21 time period). Shadow increments were also identified
for other open space resources in the area, including Manhattan Place Plaza, Robert Moses
Playground, Trygve Lie Plaza, and Ralph Bunche Park; however, these increments were not
considered significant adverse impacts. The SEIS will revise the shadows analysis to account for
the specific development now proposed. The exact extent and duration of shadows on the Tudor
City resource and on each of the other open space and historic resources identified in the FGEIS
will be determined as part of the revised analysis.

A. The duration of the shadow increment on the resource with sun-sensitive features will be
calculated, and the effects of the incremental shadows will be assessed. If existing
vegetation or sun-sensitive activity areas will be covered by the project’s increment for a
significant amount of time, the duration of the project’s increment will be compared with the
amount of sunlight on those areas under current conditions.

B. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

C. ldentify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency.
Mitigation will also be identified and analyzed for any significant adverse impacts generated
by the proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.
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HISTORIC RESOURCES

The FGEIS concluded that there would be no significant impacts related to architectural or
archaeological resources. The FGEIS found that there would be no potential physical impacts to
known and potential historic resources—Windsor Tower of Tudor City and the former Kips Bay
Brewery—with the development and implementation of a construction protection plan. The
construction protection plan would be prepared by the developer in consultation with the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) and implemented
prior to construction. The FGEIS also found that there would not be any significant adverse
contextual impacts on known historic resources—the Tudor City Historic District (NYCL,
S/NR)—or potential historic resources—the United Nations Complex and the former Kips Bay
Brewery.

While demolition of the Waterside Station was determined in the FGEIS to not constitute a
significant impact on historical, architectural or archeological resources, OPRHP found that
some of the Waterside buildings contain important historical and architectural elements. The
PSC Order directed the project sponsor to consider incorporating some portion of those elements
into the design of its development, and directed that Con Edison or ERRC photo-document the
Waterside buildings and their historic elements pursuant to Historic American Engineering
Record standards and keep such photos in a location available for public viewing.

As discussed in the FGEIS, according to the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC) in comments dated August 9, 2001, the development parcels do not possess
any prehistoric or historic-period archaeological significance. Therefore, the development
parcels are not considered sensitive for prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources,
and no additional analysis of such resources is proposed for the SEIS.

The SEIS scope of work is as follows:

A. Describe changes, if any, in the status or designation of potential architectural resources in
the study area.

B. If there have been any material changes from the circumstances considered in the FGEIS,
assess the potential for impacts on any known or potential architectural resources, including
visual and contextual impacts based on an assessment of the specific development program.

C. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

D. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation measures for any significant adverse impacts
resulting from the proposed actions.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

The FGEIS concluded that no significant adverse impacts on urban design and visual resources
would be expected under the illustrative rezoning scenarios. However, the FGEIS also stated that
should the urban design characteristics of the final project plan be inconsistent with the
illustrative scenarios and conflict or be inconsistent with the urban design character of the study
area and its visual resources, then the development programs could result in significant adverse
impacts on urban design and/or visual resources. Therefore, the SEIS will assess the potential for
the specific development program to generate significant adverse impacts with respect to urban
design and visual resources. Following the recommendations of the CEQR Technical Manual,
the SEIS will consider the following urban design characteristics: building bulk including height,
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setback, and density characteristics; building use; building arrangement; block form and street
pattern; streetscape elements; and street hierarchy. The scope of work for this task is as follows:

A. Update the FGEIS’s description of the development parcels and the urban design and visual
resources of the surrounding area, using photographs and text as appropriate. As in the
FGEIS, the study area for urban design and visual resources will be %-mile from the
boundary of the development parcels; a more detailed analysis of a smaller 400-foot study
area and the blocks facing the development parcels will include building configuration and
materials, density, block form and street pattern, and streetscape elements.

B. Based on planned development projects, describe the changes in the urban design and visual
character of the study area that are expected in the future without the proposed actions.

C. Assess the changes in urban design characteristics and visual resources that are expected to
result from the proposed development program on the development parcels and in the study
area and evaluate the significance of the change. Appropriate renderings to accurately depict
the context of the development program with the surrounding area will be included.

D. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

E. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation for any significant adverse impacts generated by
the proposed actions.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The FGEIS found that overall, the illustrative rezoning scenarios would result in a change in the
character of the development parcels; however, it was found that this change would be in
accordance with the character of the surrounding area and would replace uses that are out of
character with the surrounding area. The FGEIS also concluded that to the extent that ERRC’s
specific plans for the development parcels are consistent with the illustrative rezoning scenarios
considered in the FGEIS, significant impacts on neighborhood character are not expected. The
FGEIS stated that if such plans are inconsistent with those scenarios, significant impacts on
neighborhood character could occur.

Therefore, the SEIS will update the Neighborhood Character assessment to take into account the
specific development program now proposed. This chapter will be closely related to the revised
land use, zoning, and public policy; urban design and visual resources; historic resources;
socioeconomic conditions; traffic and parking; transit and pedestrians; and noise assessments.
Specifically, the scope of work for this task will be as follows:

A. Drawing on other SEIS sections, describe the predominant factors that contribute to defining
the character of the area.

B. Based on planned development projects, public policy initiatives, and planned public
improvements, summarize changes that can be expected in the character of the
neighborhood in the future without the proposed actions.

C. Drawing on the analysis of impacts on various other SEIS chapters, assess and summarize
the proposed development program’s impacts on neighborhood character.

D. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

E. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation measures for any significant adverse impacts
resulting from the proposed actions.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

The development parcels contain largely impervious surface, have no existing vegetation
resources and consequently provide almost no habitat for wildlife. The proposed increase in
grassed area has the potential to provide some habitat for wildlife. Increases in discharges from
combined sewer overflows can potentially affect water quality and aquatic biota. The scope of
work for this task will be as follows:

A. Describe existing natural resources (plants, wildlife, threatened or endangered species, and
floodplains) on the development parcels.

B. Provide a general description of aquatic resources of the East River in the vicinity of the
development parcels, including water quality and aquatic organisms (plankton,
macroinvertebrates, fish, and threatened or endangered species).

C. Assess the potential effects to natural resources from the development program, including
the potential habitat provided by additional open space.

D. Assess the potential effects to aquatic resources of the East River (water quality and aquatic
organisms) in the vicinity of the development parcels associated with stormwater and
sewage discharges to the combined sewer system from the development program.

E. Assess the potential effects to water quality from increases in treated effluent from the
Newtown Creek Water Pollution Control Plant that could result from the development
program.

F. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation measures for any significant adverse impacts
resulting from the proposed actions.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The hazardous materials remediation identified in the FGEIS is being undertaken pursuant to
NYSDEC orders and was not the subject of the FGEIS proposed action (the disposition of the
parcels). Because remediation of the parcels is occurring independently of the proposed actions
in accordance with standards for residential and open space development as the end use, there is
no potential for significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed actions. The SEIS will
summarize the investigation and remediation activities conducted at the development parcels.
The SEIS will also include a general discussion of the health and safety measures that would be
implemented during project construction. Review of the hazardous materials assessment will be

coordinated with the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP).
WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM

The FGEIS concluded that the illustrative rezoning scenarios were consistent with the applicable
statewide and city-specific coastal zone management policies. The SEIS will update this
assessment to reflect the specific development program now proposed. The SEIS will assess the
proposed project’s consistency with the City’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, which
was approved by the New York State Department of State in May 2002 and concurred with by
the United States Department of Commerce in August 2002.
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INFRASTRUCTURE

The FGEIS concluded that no significant impacts would occur in the water supply and sewage
treatment system as a result of redevelopment of the development parcels under the illustrative
rezoning scenario. The SEIS will update this analysis to account for the specific development
program now proposed and will compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.
For any areas of analysis resulting in significant adverse impacts, the analysis will identify
practicable mitigation measures.

WATER SUPPLY

A. The existing water supply system will be described, and any planned changes to the system
will be discussed. Average and peak water demand for the existing water use on the
development parcels will be estimated. The effects of the incremental demand on the system
will be assessed to determine if there is sufficient capacity to maintain adequate supply and

pressure, and the capacity of the existing waterlines to handle the demand generated by the
proposed development program will be assessed.

WASTEWATER

B. The existing sewer system serving the development parcels will be described based on
information obtained from NYCDEP. The existing flows to the Newtown Creek Water
Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) will be obtained for the latest 12-month period. The average
monthly flow rate will be presented.

C. Sanitary sewage generation for the proposed development program will be estimated. The
effects of the incremental demand on the system as compared to the No Action development
will be assessed to determine if there will be any impact on operations of the WPCP.

D. The capacity of the existing sewer lines to handle the projected flows generated by the
proposed development program will be assessed.

STORMWATER

E. The existing combined sewer system in the area will be described. The description will
include the major sewer lines and the location of existing combined sewer overflows (CSO)
into the East River. The existing and NYCDEP allowable stormwater flows to the combined
sewer system will be calculated.

F. Based on the engineers’ site plan, the new stormwater management system will be
described. The description will include the size and location of the major components of the
system, the location of stormwater outlets into the East River and connections to the existing
combined sewers. Using the NYCDEP standard rain storm, the flow rates of the stormwater
flows will be calculated. If any of the stormwater would enter NYCDEP’s combined sewer
system, any potential impacts on the sewer system will be evaluated and any increase in
CSO volumes described. The volume and rate of stormwater discharged into the East River
will be discussed. Potential effects from the stormwater discharge including changes in CSO
on the waters of the East River will be qualitatively described. The description will include
effects on salinity, temperature and dissolved oxygen.
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SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES

The FGEIS concluded that no significant impacts would occur in the solid waste handling
system as a result of redevelopment of the development parcels under the illustrative rezoning
scenario. The SEIS will update this analysis to account for the specific development program
now proposed and will compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS. For any
areas of analysis resulting in significant adverse impacts, the analysis will identify practicable
mitigation measures.

A. Existing and future New York City sold waste disposal practices will be described, including
the collection system and status of landfilling, recycling, and other disposal methods.

B. The incremental impacts of the development’s solid waste generation on the City’s
collection needs and disposal capacity will be assessed.

ENERGY

The FGEIS concluded that no significant impacts would occur in the energy supply as a result of
redevelopment of the development parcels under the illustrative rezoning scenarios. The SEIS
will update this analysis to account for the specific development program now proposed and will
compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS. For any areas of analysis
resulting in significant adverse impacts, the analysis will identify practicable mitigation
measures.

A. The energy systems that would supply the proposed development with electricity and/or
natural gas will be described.

B. The energy usage for the proposed development will be estimated. The effect of this new
demand on the energy supply systems will be assessed.

C. The FGEIS assessment of magnetic fields at the 685 First Avenue parcel, which concluded
that there would be no significant adverse impacts associated with electromagnetic fields,
will be evaluated for its applicability to the development program in the SEIS. New analysis
will be conducted if differences in specific program elements, such as distance from the
substation relative to that analyzed in the FGEIS, could affect the conclusions of the analysis
in the FGEIS.

TRAFFIC AND PARKING

The FGEIS identified significant traffic impacts in the area, most of which could be mitigated
via standard traffic capacity improvements. The traffic analyses to be conducted in this SEIS
will address the same study areas and analysis locations. Existing traffic conditions will reflect
new traffic counts and level of service analyses replacing the 2001 data used in the FGEIS.
Future baseline conditions (i.e., conditions in the future without the proposed actions) will be
updated to reflect anticipated conditions in the 2014 analysis year. These future baseline
conditions will include substantial developments planned in the area or affecting the area.

The traffic analyses will focus on the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, and will also

include a Saturday peak period analysis. The traffic analyses will examine impacts based upon
the proposed development program.

Below is a description of the tasks necessary to complete the traffic and parking analysis:
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A.

As in the FGEIS, the study area will include 65 intersections in the area generally bounded
by the FDR Drive service road, Third Avenue, 30th Street and 50th Street with extensions
along 34th and 42nd Streets west to Madison Avenue; another 13 intersections in the
vicinity of the Queensborough Bridge; and another 8 intersections to the west in the Times
Square and Herald Square areas (see Figure 12).

Conduct traffic counts at the 86 intersections in the study area for the weekday AM, midday,
and PM peak periods. Tabulate the count data and identify the peak AM, midday, and PM
traffic analysis hours, and create balanced traffic volume networks for these three analysis
periods.

Conduct physical inventories at these traffic analysis locations to provide information
needed in the capacity and level of service analyses that will follow. Obtain official on-
record signal timing information from the New York City Department of Transportation
(NYCDOT) and compare to actual signal timings measured via field surveys.

Determine existing traffic conditions—i.e., intersection capacities, volume-to-capacity (v/c)
ratios, average vehicle delays, and levels of service using the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) procedures. This necessitates conducting field observations.

Develop future No Action traffic volumes for the year in which the development would be
completed (2014). Projected traffic growth will include the background growth rate of 0.5
percent per year plus major development projects expected to be in place by 2014. In
addition to developments on the east side of Midtown, the analysis will account for relevant
traffic projections associated with the Hudson Yards Rezoning Project.

Determine future No Action traffic conditions—i.e., intersection capacities, v/c ratios,
average vehicle delays, and levels of service using the HCM procedures.

Prepare travel demand estimates by mode for the proposed development program, and
develop traffic assignments using overall trip arrival and departure patterns derived for the

FGEIS and using updated sources such as 2000 U.S. Census journey-to-work data. This task
will take into account the proposed garage access/egress points that are indicated on Figure 5
(Site Plan). If street direction changes are proposed (possibly on 38th or 41st Streets), the
traffic assignments will take this into account.

Develop future Action traffic volumes for 2014.

Determine future Action traffic conditions—i.e., intersection capacities, v/c ratios, average
vehicle delays, and levels of service using the HCM procedures. Significant impacts will be
identified using CEQR guidelines.

Identify traffic capacity improvements needed to mitigate significant traffic impacts to the
extent such improvements are practicable.

Analyze a Saturday peak hour to assess the proposed project’s potential weekend daytime
impacts.

Evaluate the increase in traffic volumes expected under Build conditions on background
volumes on the Queensboro Bridge and in the Queens-Midtown Tunnel.

. Evaluate the potential for significant adverse impacts and mitigation at selected locations on

the Queens side of the Queensboro Bridge. The Queens study area will include the thirteen
intersections shown on Figure 13.
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Final Scope of Work

N. Qualitatively discuss atypical conditions that occur during special events at the UN to the
extent that relevant information is publicly accessible.

O. Determine the amount of off-street parking occurring in parking lots and garages within a %-
to %-mile walk from the development parcels—i.e., the location of such facilities, their
stated capacities, and their utilization between approximately 8 and 9 AM, at approximately
noontime, and 5 and 6 PM.

P. Prepare a parking accumulation analysis for the proposed garage spaces on the various
development parcels based on arrival and departure data. Parking shortfalls or excess
capacity will be identified. If a parking shortfall is identified, the ability of other study area
lots and garages to accommodate this demand will be determined.

Q. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

R. Identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency.
Mitigation will also be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the
proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

The FGEIS concluded that increased subway trips resulting from the illustrative rezoning
scenarios would result in significant adverse impacts to the PL9 staircase at the Flushing Line (7
Train) entrance to Grand Central Terminal. Under certain illustrative scenarios, significant
impacts could also result to the P18 staircase leading from the Grand Central Terminal
mezzanine level to the downtown Lexington Avenue Line platform, as well as to the ML1-ML5
mezzanine stairway at Grand Central Terminal. In addition, new bus trips would result in
crowding on the M42 and M104 buses during peak hours. Increased pedestrian trips associated
with the illustrative scenarios would also result in significant impacts at up to five crosswalks
and corner reservoirs along East 42nd Street, East 39th Street, and First Avenue during peak
hours.

Because a specific development program is now proposed, the SEIS will update the quantitative
assessment to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project on public transportation
facilities and services (specifically on existing local bus and subway services) and on pedestrian
flows. The SEIS will also qualitatively address ferry routes operating in and out of the East 34th
Street ferry terminal and express bus routes that serve Manhattan’s east side. This section of the
SEIS will analyze the existing conditions for these services and assess the incremental impact of
the project-generated trips in the 2014 build year, when the proposed development is scheduled
for completion.

The transit and pedestrian study will:

A. Update the FGEIS to identify the nearest subway lines, subway stations, local and express
bus lines, and ferry routes serving the project site, frequency of service, and existing
ridership.

B. For subway station elements (street and platform stairs and escalators, and control areas) at
the Grand Central and 33rd Street stations, for local bus line-haul, and for the pedestrian
analyses, data will be gathered to develop existing baseline conditions. Subway and bus data
will be collected for the weekday AM and PM peak period. Pedestrian volumes will be
collected for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak periods.
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C.

The transit analysis will include a description of nearby transit facilities and a
characterization of subway and bus ridership levels. Transit service to the project site is
available via NYCT subways and buses. Based on an understanding of the proposed
development program, a detailed assessment, including operational analyses of stairways
and control areas, will be required for the Grand Central and 33rd Street subway stations. In
addition, bus loading of nearby routes would be assessed in terms of their capability to
accommodate additional riders from the development parcels. In particular, detailed analyses
may be conducted for the M15, M34, and M42 bus routes. A subway line-haul and capacity
analysis will be prepared if necessary based on methodologies set forth in New York City
Transit’s Station Planning and Design Guidelines as well as the CEQR Technical Manual.

The proposed development would generate pedestrian traffic along likely routes between the
development parcels and connecting transit service, parking facilities, and the adjacent
neighborhoods. A quantified analysis of sidewalk, crosswalk and corner conditions would be
conducted along 42nd Street, 34th Street, First Avenue, and Second Avenue and at East 39th
and 40th Streets at Third Avenue (see Figure 14). A capacity analysis will be prepared based
on Highway Capacity Manual 2000 methodologies.

The future No Action condition will be assessed and will assume trips associated with
nearby development projects, programmatic actions that would impact transit services, and
capital improvements that have an effect on transit service to Manhattan’s east side. Such
actions would include the East Side Access Project, and the extension of the Flushing Line
to the Far West Side. The associated impacts or benefits of these projects will be
characterized and assessed based on the analysis prepared for the respective environmental
documents. A detailed level-of-service analysis will be prepared for subway station
elements, local bus routes, and sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks within the study area.

The effects of the proposed development program will be assessed by applying the trip
generation results described above under “Traffic and Parking.” Transit trips and walk trips
will be assigned to area facilities based on current and anticipated patterns of travel. A level-
of-service analysis will be prepared and will be compared to the results of the No Action
conditions assessment. Impacts will be identified according to criteria set forth in the CEQR
Technical Manual.

As appropriate, potential mitigation measures, such as station improvements, widening
crosswalks, and increasing frequency of nearby bus routes, would be recommended. The
SEIS will also recommend alternative modes of transit, such as new ferry services or jitney
buses that could serve the development parcels.

Assess pedestrian safety conditions at intersections within the pedestrian study area which
are in close proximity to existing and proposed sensitive land uses. Obtain the most recent
three year accident data from the New York State Department of Transportation for the
intersections in the vicinity of the development parcels. Summarize the accident data and
determine if any of the intersections are classified as a high accident location based on the
CEQR criteria. If high accident locations are identified, assess the project’s potential for
significant impacts with respect to pedestrian safety. If the project would cause significant
adverse impacts at such locations, recommend measures to mitigate such impacts.

Qualitatively discuss atypical conditions that occur during special events at the UN to the
extent that relevant information is publicly accessible.

Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.
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K. Identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency.
Mitigation will also be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the
proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.

AIR QUALITY

MOBILE SOURCE ANALYSIS

Because the FGEIS concluded that the potential for significant adverse air quality impacts could
be determined only when a specific development program is developed, and because the traffic
analysis would be updated to reflect existing conditions and 2014 No Action conditions, the
SEIS will also update the air quality analysis. The mobile source air quality impact analysis will
address two distinct issues:

e The potential effects of traffic-generated emissions on pollutant levels (i.e., carbon
monoxide [CO] and particulate matter [PM] concentrations) at representative locations
within the study area; and

e The proposed development’s consistency and compliance with the applicable National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the area and
the de minimis criteria for CO.

The FGEIS analysis found that development of the parcels should not result in any violations of
the CO standard, but that there could be de minimis impacts (as described in the CO New York
SIP that was in effect at the time the FGEIS was completed) at up to three receptor sites for the
rezoning scenarios analyzed. While these impacts are not considered significant under the
guidelines contained in the CEQR Technical Manual, examination of mitigation was still called
for under the CO SIP. The FGEIS analysis found that the de minimis air quality impacts could be
mitigated by applying the range of network and intersection improvement measures presented in
the traffic mitigation section of the FGEIS. If the SEIS analysis finds significant or de minimis
air quality impacts as currently defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, it will evaluate whether
the specific traffic mitigation identified in the SEIS will mitigate the impacts. The de minimis
criteria from the SIP are not included in the current CO maintenance plan that replaced the SIP,
and are therefore no longer relevant.

Given the traffic conditions in the study area, EPA’s refined simulation model (CAL3QHCR)
may have to be used to avoid overly conservative results with respect to significant impacts
and/or exceedances of standards. Using computerized dispersion modeling techniques, the
effects of project-generated traffic on CO and PM (PMy and PM, ) levels at critical intersection
locations will be determined. In addition, the impact of proposed parking garages on air quality
will be analyzed, and the results from that analysis will be combined with the intersection
analyses where applicable.

The work program would consist of predicting (using computerized dispersion modeling
techniques) the effects of traffic under both Action and No Action conditions on PM and CO
levels at intersection locations within the study area, and, if significant impacts are predicted to
occur due to the action, developing feasible traffic measures to alleviate those impacts. The
analysis methodology is as follows: selection of appropriate sites for intersection analysis,
calculation of vehicular emissions, calculation of pollutant concentration levels using dispersion
models that have been approved by the applicable air quality review agencies (i.e., U.S.
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Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], NYSDEC, and NYCDEP), and the determination of
impacts. Specifically:

A

Collect and summarize existing ambient air quality data for the study area. Ambient air
quality monitoring data published by the NYSDEC will be compiled for the analysis of
existing conditions.

Calculate emission factors. Select emission calculation methodology and “worst-case”
meteorological conditions. Compute vehicular cruise and idle emission factors for the
intersection modeling using the EPA-developed MOBILE6.2.03 model and applicable
assumptions based on guidance by EPA, NYSDEC and DEP; the MOBILE6.2.03 model is
an update to the MOBILE5 model used in the FGEIS. Compute re-suspended road dust
emission factors based on the EPA procedure defined in AP-42.

Select appropriate background levels. Select appropriate background levels for the study
area in consultation with DEP.

Select appropriate analysis sites. Based on the background and project-increment traffic
volumes and levels of service, select intersections for analysis, representing locations with
the worst potential total and incremental pollution impacts. These intersections may be

different from those analyzed in the FGEIS due to changes in existing, No Action, and
Action traffic conditions.

Use EPA’s first-level CAL3QHC intersection model to predict the maximum change in CO
concentrations, and the refined CAL3QHCR intersection model to predict the maximum
change in respirable PM (PMyg) and in fine respirable PM (PM,s). At each analysis site
calculate for each peak period the maximum 1- and 8-hour average CO concentrations, and
the maximum 24-hour and annual average PM concentrations for (i) existing conditions, (ii)
future without the proposed actions, and (iii) the future with the proposed actions. The

analysis will include an evaluation of CO concentrations within the project site adjacent to
the FDR Drive.

Perform garage analyses for the proposed project. The analyses will use the procedures
outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual for assessing potential impacts from proposed
parking facilities. Cumulative impacts from on-street sources and emissions from parking
garages will be calculated where appropriate.

Compare with benchmarks and evaluate impacts. Evaluate potential impacts by comparing
predicted future CO and PMy, pollutant levels with standards, comparing the predicted CO
increment with de minimis criteria, and comparing the PM, s increments with the NYCDEP
interim guidance criteria. If significant adverse impacts on CO concentrations are predicted,
refine results by performing detailed dispersion analysis at affected locations using EPA’s
refined CAL3QHCR intersection model and compare refined results to benchmarks.

Qualitatively discuss atypical conditions that occur during special events at the UN to the
extent that relevant information is publicly accessible.

Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.
Identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency.

Mitigation will also be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the
proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.
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STATIONARY SOURCE ANALYSIS

The FGEIS concluded that in the absence of a final design, significant impacts from emissions
of PMy, NO, and SO, from heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems may
occur. The increase in 24-hour average PM, 5 concentrations from the HVAC systems associated
with the illustrative rezoning scenarios, when added to monitored background levels, would
yield total predicted PM,s concentrations that are less than the applicable 24-hour National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). However, the maximum potential increase in 24-hour
average PM, s concentrations on the upper floors of the parcels would be greater than the interim
guidance criterion utilized by NYCDEP.

The FGEIS also examined the effects of existing emissions from the Queens Midtown Tunnel
(QMT) ventilation shaft upon the buildings that would be constructed under the illustrative
rezoning scenarios. The results of the modeling identified that the existing emissions could cause
PM, s concentrations to increase by more than the NYCDEP’s interim guidance criteria at certain
elevated locations at 708 First Avenue. Based on the modeling and existing monitored data, the
total 24-hour maximum predicted concentrations at those locations would not exceed the
NAAQS; however, the annual average concentrations, which already exceed the NAAQS in the
New York Metropolitan Area, would increase.

The stationary source air quality impact analysis will determine the effects of emissions from the
project’s HVAC systems on criteria pollutant levels (i.e., sulfur dioxide, CO, PM and/or nitrogen
dioxide concentrations). Specifically:

K. Analyze stationary sources. Using the methodologies presented in the CEQR Technical
Manual and other applicable guidance, perform an analysis of the effect of PMy, NO,, and
SO, emissions from the proposed project’s HVAC sources on the following: other project
components (project-on-project impacts); and existing sensitive uses within the surrounding
area (project-on-existing impacts). In addition, existing and proposed commercial (including
the potential UNDC project), industrial, institutional, manufacturing, or large-scale
residential developments in the surrounding area will be analyzed to determine their
potential effects from HVAC emissions on the proposed project (existing-on-project
impacts). For the proposed project’s HVAC sources, the SEIS will assess the use of specific
fuel types based on design information from the project sponsor. For existing and No Action
sources, the use of Number 4 fuel will be assumed in the analysis.

L. A detailed stationary source air quality assessment will be included for PM, s, and for other
pollutants at project sources analyzed in the FGEIS which were found to result in potential
impacts. This would include an analysis of any sources to be included in the project, and of
impacts from the Queens Midtown Tunnel ventilation structure at projected development
locations nearest to the structure.

M. An analysis of uses surrounding the project site will be conducted to determine the potential
for impacts from industrial emissions. A field survey will be performed to determine if there
are any manufacturing or processing facilities within 400 feet of the project site. In addition,
a search of federal and state air permits, and the NYCDEP’s Bureau of Environmental
Compliance (BEC) files will be performed to determine if there are permits for any sources
of toxic air compounds from industrial processes. Based upon this information a
determination will be made as to whether a detailed analysis of industrial stationary source
air quality issues is necessary.
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N. If manufacturing or processing facilities are identified within 400 feet of the development
parcels, or if any emissions from processing or manufacturing facilities within 400 feet of
the project site are on file with NYCDEP or NYSDEC, an industrial stationary source air
quality analysis as detailed in the CEQR Technical Manual will be performed. The CEQR
Technical Manual’s industrial source screening procedures will be used to estimate the
short-term and annual concentrations of critical pollutants at sensitive receptor sites.
Predicted worst-case impacts on the project will be compared with the short-term guideline
concentrations (SGC) and annual guideline concentrations (AGC) reported in NYSDEC’s
DAR-1 AGC/SGC Tables guidance document to determine the potential for significant
impacts. In the event that violations of standards are predicted, more refined dispersion
modeling (using EPA’s ISC3) may be employed as a separate task, or measures to reduce
pollutant levels to within standards will be examined.

FOR ALL MOBILE AND STATIONARY SOURCE AIR QUALITY ANALYSES DESCRIBED
ABOVE:

0. Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

P. Identify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, the placement of an (E) designation, or other mitigation measures as are deemed
appropriate by the lead agency. Mitigation will also be identified for any significant adverse
impacts generated by the proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.

NOISE

The FGEIS found that the illustrative rezoning scenarios would not result in significant impacts
from increased traffic or building mechanical equipment. The FGEIS stated that building
mechanical equipment will use sufficient noise reduction devices to comply with applicable
noise regulations and standards. The FGEIS identified a potential need for mitigation in order to
meet interior noise standards specified in the CEQR Technical Manual. Noise from the East 34th
Street Heliport was not found to affect the results of the noise analysis; therefore, a separate
discussion of noise from the 34th Street Heliport will not be provided in the SEIS.

Because the FGEIS relied on illustrative building scenarios and because the traffic analysis will
be updated to reflect existing conditions and 2014 No Action conditions, the SEIS will update
the noise analysis, as follows:

A. Select appropriate noise descriptors. Appropriate noise descriptors to describe the noise
environment and the impact of the proposed development will be selected following CEQR
criteria, which recommend the use of L1, and 1-hour equivalent (Leg)) Noise descriptors.

B. Select receptor locations for noise monitoring. Up to 12 receptor sites will be selected where
the proposed development would have the greatest potential to affect ambient noise levels.

These receptor sites will include an elevated receptor adjacent to the FDR Drive service road
between East 35th and 36 Streets.

C. Determine existing noise levels, primarily based on noise monitoring. Perform 20-minute
measurements at each receptor location during the following time periods: weekday AM,
midday, and PM peak periods. Record hourly Leg, L1, L1, Lso, and Lgo values.

D. Determine future noise levels without the proposed development at the receptor locations,
using existing noise levels, acoustical fundamentals, and mathematical models, including
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proportional modeling techniques and/or FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM), where
appropriate. The methodology used will allow for variations in vehicle/truck mixes.

E. Determine future noise levels with the proposed development at the receptor locations, using
existing noise levels, acoustical fundamentals, and mathematical models, including
proportional modeling techniques and/or FHWA'’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM), where
appropriate. The methodology used will allow for variations in vehicle/truck mixes.

F. Compare existing and future noise levels, both with and without the proposed development,
with various noise standards, guidelines, and other noise criteria. Compare future noise
levels with the proposed actions to future noise levels without the proposed actions to
determine action impacts (based on the criteria contained in the CEQR Technical Manual, a
change of 3 dBA or more will be considered a significant impact).

G. Determine the level of building attenuation needed to achieve CEQR interior noise
standards, and where necessary, recommend design measures that could be implemented to
attain these interior noise levels at the project site. Noise attenuation requirements, if
necessary, would likely be specified via an (E) designation.

H. Qualitatively discuss atypical conditions that occur during special events at the UN to the
extent that relevant information is publicly accessible.

I.  Compare the conclusions of the SEIS with those of the FGEIS.

J. ldentify and analyze appropriate mitigation from those measures specified in the PSC Order,
or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency. Mitigation will
also be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the proposed actions not
previously identified in the FGEIS.

K. Analyze the potential for significant adverse impacts associated with stationary source noise
from the proposed project’s mechanical equipment.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The FGEIS assessed the potential for impacts during the construction period based on an
understanding of general construction activities associated with typical large-scale construction
of mid- to high-rise building complexes in Manhattan. The FGEIS found that construction may
at times be disruptive to the surrounding area and nearby residential buildings, and open spaces
in particular, but that these disruptions would be temporary in nature. Overall, the FGEIS
analysis found that there would be no significant adverse impacts related to construction.

The SEIS will assess the potential for impacts during the construction period based on detailed
construction schedules, phasing plans, and staging plans developed for the specific development

program, and will include quantitative analyses of potential traffic and transportation, air quality,
and noise impacts. The technical areas proposed to be analyzed in the SEIS include:

A. Traffic and Transportation. This assessment will consider the temporary losses in lanes,
walkways, and other transportation services, and increases in vehicles from construction
workers and equipment, as well as any delays associated with certain vehicular approaches
to or on the FDR Drive and the Queens Midtown Tunnel, and it will analyze potential traffic
and transportation impacts. It will also include an analysis of traffic conditions resulting
from the delivery of equipment and supplies to the development parcels during construction.
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B. Parking. This assessment will consider the loss of both on- and off-street parking due to
construction activity.

C. Air Quality. Analyze direct emissions from demolition and construction site activity,
including fugitive dust and on-site diesel equipment. Analyze potential effects from
increases in _mobile source emissions of trucks and worker vehicles at nearby sensitive
receptors and congested locations, and from potential long-term traffic diversions. Discuss
measures and emission reduction strategies to reduce impacts.

D. Noise. Discuss noise from the construction activity, including effects on nearby sensitive
receptors. Discuss the potential for vibrations caused by construction activities to damage
buildings and other resources, and, if necessary, mitigation measures to minimize vibrations.

E. Hazardous Materials. In coordination with the hazardous materials task described above,

summarize actions to be taken during construction to limit exposure of construction workers,
residents, and the environment to potential contaminants.

F. Socioeconomic Conditions. This assessment will consider whether construction conditions
would affect access to existing businesses, the potential consequences concerning their
continued viability, and the potential effects of their loss, if any, on the character of the area.

G. Historic Resources. In coordination with the work performed for historic resources above,
summarize actions to be taken during project construction to protect adjacent historic
resources from potential construction impacts.

H. Cumulative Construction Effects. Describe the potential for cumulative construction impacts
from simultaneous construction efforts in the neighborhood, including the proposed project,
and the FDR Drive reconstruction. A second future baseline condition will describe the

potential for cumulative construction impacts from simultaneous construction of the
proposed project and the proposed UNDC building.

I. Identify and analyze practicable mitigation from those mitigation measures specified in the
PSC Order, or other mitigation measures as are deemed appropriate by the lead agency.
Practicable mitigation will be identified for any significant adverse impacts generated by the
proposed actions not previously identified in the FGEIS.

PUBLIC HEALTH

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, public health comprises the activities that society
undertakes to create and promote a community’s wellness. The CEQR Technical Manual states
that a public health assessment may be warranted if a project would increase vehicular traffic or
emissions from stationary sources; potentially increase exposure to heavy metals and other
contaminants; create potentially significant noise impacts on sensitive receptors; or result in an
exceedance of accepted federal, state, or local standards. Therefore, while the FGEIS did not
include a section on public health, the SEIS will include a public health chapter that will
summarize findings from the air quality, hazardous materials, and noise chapters, and identify
practicable mitigation for any new significant adverse impacts.

CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS

The proposed actions include amendments to the text of the NYC Zoning Resolution that were
not identified in the FGEIS and that would apply to more than just the four First Avenue
development parcels. Therefore, the SEIS will include a separate conceptual analysis of potential
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effects of the future application of the proposed zoning text amendments. The analysis will be
conceptual in nature, considering more generally how the text amendments could affect
development options and whether their implementation could result in significant adverse
impacts.

MITIGATION

The FGEIS identified mitigation measures that could be implemented to address the significant
adverse impacts identified in that document. Because many of the potential impacts were
identified for illustrative rezoning scenarios, it was determined that the environmental review of
the specific development program for the parcels would confirm the necessity of mitigation
measures, and where necessary, identify mitigation measures specific to the development
program.

The FGEIS identified the following mitigation measures:

Community Facilities. As discussed above, the analysis of the illustrative rezoning
scenarios identified the potential for significant impacts resulting from an increase in
overcrowding in the schools in the vicinity of the parcels in School District 2 as a whole.
These impacts could occur both where the residential uses were all market rate and where 20
percent of their units were devoted to low- to moderate-income households, although the
number of additional students would be highest for the latter condition. Mitigation measures
could include:

- Adjusting attendance zones within District 2 to improve the affected schools’
composition and utilization to achieve greater capacities at the elementary school level,

- Re-programming existing seats at the intermediate or high school levels to achieve
greater capacities at the elementary school level; and

- Constructing additional capacity in District 2 for elementary school students generated
by development at the parcels; such an increase could be achieved by building a new
school or an expansion to an existing school, or creating space for the lower elementary
grades on the parcels or in leased space elsewhere in the district.

As discussed above, ERRC does not intend to include low- to moderate-income residential
units as part of its proposed development program; however, the SEIS will include an
Affordable Housing Scenario that considers the provision of low-moderate income units. In
addition, the SEIS will identify measures necessary to mitigate any significant adverse

impacts to publicly funded day care facilities, libraries, and outpatient health care facilities
associated with the provision of low- to moderate-income residential units.

Open Space. The FGEIS concluded that final open space design plans would be developed
in consultation with DCP and the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation.
Design plans could be reviewed and modified during this consultation to insure that the
proposed open spaces provide the public with high quality open space resources that are a
valuable public amenity. The FGEIS found that if a specific development program could
cause significant adverse impacts on open space, mitigation measures could include:

- Provision of new public open space on-site of the type needed to serve the proposed
population and to offset their impact on existing open space in the study area;
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- Provision of new public open space elsewhere in the study area of a type needed to serve
the needs of the added population (such mitigation could include upgrading a waterfront
esplanade); and

- Improvement of existing open spaces in the study area to increase their utility, safety,
and capacity to meet identified needs in the study area.

o Shadows. The FGEIS identified a significant adverse shadow impact on one open space
resource that was caused by shadows cast by building envelopes that could be constructed
on the parcels. However, as stated above, the exact extent and duration of shadows on this
resource and on each of the other open space and historic resources identified in the FGEIS
can be finally determined only by an analysis of the specific building envelopes proposed in
the SEIS. Impacts from shadows may be mitigated in whole or in part by one or more of the
following measures:

- Orientation of building bulk on an individual development parcel;

- Enhancement of the open space resource, e.g., landscape or programming features of
one or more of the existing open space resources identified in the FGEIS, including the
creation of substitute features in existing open spaces;

- Creation of new on-site public open spaces or other public amenities that have sufficient
sunlight; and

- Adjustments to the shape and dimensions of the building envelopes.

e Urban Design and Visual Resources. The FGEIS concluded that to avoid significant
impacts, final project plans would be developed in consultation with DCP. Site plans could
be reviewed and modified during this consultation to ensure that the proposed program is
compatible with the urban design characteristics of the study area and that it would not
significantly impact the visual resources of the area. Mitigation measures that could be
included in the final project design include increasing contextuality at the street level, the
provision of compatible streetscape elements, and building arrangements to maximize views.

¢ Neighborhood Character. The FGEIS concluded that in CPC’s review of a site-specific
application, CPC would consider issues related to neighborhood character during its
deliberations to avoid or limit significant impacts on neighborhood character.

e Traffic and Parking. The FGEIS identified a number of intersections that would require
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures included signal phasing and/or timing changes;
parking regulation changes; channelization improvements; pavement markings and signage
modifications; and strict enforcement of posted traffic and parking regulations. The FGEIS
also identified three locations where such mitigation measures were not available—Second
Avenue and 36th Street, and Tunnel Approach Street (between First and Second Avenues) at
35th and 36th Streets.

These types of measures would require the approval of the NYCDOT or the New York City
Police Department (NYPD). In general, the operational improvements are consistent with
measures typically employed by NYDOT in their ongoing efforts to maintain traffic flow.
The enforcement efforts are under the purview of NYPD.

e Transit and Pedestrians. The FGEIS identified the following measures to eliminate
potential impacts:
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- A maximum widening of 22 inches at the PL9 platform staircase at the Flushing Line
entrance to Grand Central Station;

- The reopening of the P16 staircase to eliminate impacts to the P18 staircase from the
Grand Central Station mezzanine level to the downtown Lexington Avenue Line
platform (if the East Side Access project were not completed);

- Additional service on the M42 and M104 buses and/or the provision of standard 60-
passenger buses or articulated buses to supplement existing service; and

- Widening existing crosswalks, altering signal timing, and/or removing corner
obstructions.

e Air Quality. While the FGEIS concluded that the illustrative rezoning scenarios would not
result in any violations of the CO standard, there would be de minimis impacts (as defined in
the CO SIP that was in effect at the time the FGEIS was completed) at up to three receptor
sites. While these impacts are not considered significant in the CEQR Technical Manual,
examination of mitigation was still called for under the CO SIP. Applying the range of
network and intersection improvement measures outlined above in the review of traffic
mitigation would mitigate the de minimis impacts. In regard to potential stationary source
impacts, the FGEIS concluded that, to avoid impacts, steam could be used as a fuel or the
project HVAC system designs would utilize sufficiently high stacks and/or high exhaust
velocity to reduce pollutant concentrations at receptor locations.

o Noise. The FGEIS identified the need for mitigation at some locations to meet interior noise
standards specified in the CEQR Technical Manual. Specifically, to achieve 40 dB(A) of
attenuation, specially designed window features (i.e., windows with air gaps, windows with
thicker glazing, etc.), and additional building insulation would be necessary at portions of
the buildings facing the FDR Drive Service Road and East 35th Street. The assessment is
based on ground-level noise values; for tall buildings, less attenuation may be required at
higher floors due to the attenuation of sound with distance. The FGEIS concluded that
mitigation could be achieved through a variety of mechanisms including, but not limited to,
a restrictive declaration or (E) designation.

e Construction. While no significant adverse construction impacts were identified for the
rezoning scenarios, to minimize the potential for cumulative impacts resulting from the
possible simultaneous construction of several projects in the East Midtown area, PSC
mandated that ERRC seek to participate in the Interagency Traffic Task Force initiated by
MTA/NYCT to develop, implement, and monitor a comprehensive traffic mitigation plan.

As also noted above under each of the technical analysis areas, the SEIS will reexamine the
proposed mitigation measures to ensure that where impacts are identified under the revised
analyses, mitigation measures specific to those impacts are developed to minimize or avoid
significant adverse impacts.

ALTERNATIVES

The FGEIS analyzed several alternative development scenarios, including: a No Action
Alternative, in which the development parcels would remain in their current condition; an As-of-
Right Alternative, in which the development parcels would be developed under the existing
zoning; a Limited Disposition Alternative, in which Con Edison would have retained the
Waterside Parcel; a Lesser Density Alternative, with development proceeding at an FAR of 6.0;
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and an Adaptive Reuse Alternative, in which the Waterside No. 1 and Waterside No. 2 power
plant structures would have been retained and adapted for either office, residential, or cultural
institution use.

The specific alternatives to be analyzed in an EIS are typically finalized with the lead agency as
project impacts become clarified. Given that all of the development parcels have been sold to
ERRC by Con Edison, and that the remediation and demolition of the Waterside generating
facilities has occurred irrespective of the proposed actions, the Limited Disposition and Adaptive
Reuse Alternatives are no longer applicable to the analysis of the proposed actions in the SEIS,
and therefore will not be considered. As in the FGEIS, the SEIS will analyze a No Action
Alternative and an As-of-Right Alternative. In addition to these alternatives, the SEIS will also
analyze a 12 FAR All-Residential Alternative, and a Community Board 6 Alternative. The
alternatives analysis will be qualitative, except where significant adverse impacts of the
proposed actions have been identified. In those cases, the impacts and related mitigation for the
alternative will be compared to those of the development program in the SEIS. As noted above

additional alternatives may be developed as project impacts are identified through analysis.

Analysis of the Community Board 6 Alternative will be based on a development scenario that
reflects the 197-c application that has been filed by Manhattan Community Board 6. The
Community Board 6 Alternative will reflect a zoning scenario in which the 616, 700, and 708
First Avenue parcels are rezoned to C1-9 and a Special East River Access District is established
in the area bounded by West 34th and 41st Streets, First Avenue, and the FDR Drive. The
special district would permit floor area bonuses for the provision of open space and affordable
housing and it would contain requirements related to use, building heights, treatment of the
prolongations of East 39th and 40th Streets east of First Avenue, provision of open space, and
accessory parking limits. The 685 First Avenue parcel is not part of Manhattan Community
Board 6’s 197-c application, and in order to compare the impacts of potential development under
the 197-c application to that of the Proposed Actions, the Community Board 6 Alternative will
assume a development on the 685 First Avenue parcel that is in accordance with the provisions
of the Zoning Resolution currently applicable to that parcel.

GROWTH INDUCING ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

This chapter will identify from the analyses contained in the SEIS the growth inducing aspects
of the proposed actions.

SHORT AND LONG TERM IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

This chapter will identify from the analyses contained in the SEIS the short- and long-term
impacts of the proposed actions.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCES

This chapter will identify from the analyses contained in the SEIS irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of environmental resources.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

This chapter will identify from the analyses contained in the SEIS all unavoidable and
unmitigable significant adverse impacts.
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Final Scope of Work

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Once the SEIS technical sections have been prepared, a concise executive summary will be
drafted. The executive summary will use relevant material from the body of the SEIS to describe
the proposed actions and the development program, their environmental impacts, measures to
mitigate those impacts, and alternatives to the proposed actions and development program. *
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