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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRI'<:;SI~NTATIVES

NEW YORK STATE SENATE
NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY

Sensible Plan Needed for Fordham University
Testimony by U.S. Representative .Jerrold Nadler, State Senator Thomas K. Duane, and

Assembly Members Richard N. Gottfried and Lincla B. Rosenthal
At the Department of City Planning

Public Hearing on the Draft Scope of Fordham University's Master Plan
Environmental Impact Statement

September 10, 2007

My name is Richard N. Gottfi·ied. I am the Assembly Mcmber representing the
75th Assembly District in Manhattan. J am also speaking on behalf of Jerrold Nadler,
who is the U.S. Representative representing New York's Eighth Congressional District,
Thomas K. Duane, who represents the 29th State Senate District, and Linda B. Rosenthal,
who represents the 67th Assembly District. Our districts all include the Fordham site
and/or adjacent blocks. We appreciate the opportunity to present our views at this. .
SCOp1l1g seSSIon.

General Principles

While we understand Fordham's desire to expand its Lincoln Square Campus, the
development must not produce adverse environmental consequences for this densely
populated community. We do not believe that constructing a fortress-like campus on the
superbloek bordered by Lineoln Center, Amsterdam Houses, the Chureh of St. Paul the
Apostle, and many residential buildings is reasonable.

The thousands of new residents, students, and employees Fordham proposes to
bring to the area and the height, setback, and parking waivers that the University insists
are needed to accommodate them will produce a serious impact on the neighborhood that
must bc studied carefully to mitigate the burden on its neighbors.

EIS Scope and Tasks

All elements of the ElS should take into account the other developments in the
area that are already in the pipeline or are planned. These include Lincoln Center
redevelopment, the American Red Cross building site, 15 Central Park West, Riverside
South, the Museum of Arts and Dcsign, the Empire Hotel, and the expansion of John Jay
College, as well as smaller developments on the blocks within the study areas. The ElS
should also consider the various plans for the use of West 59th Street Marine Transfer
Station.

Task 2: Land Use Zoning and Public Policy The study area should be
measured ii'om the boundaries of the site, not from the center ofthe site. Otherwise, a
signifieant portion of the area within a given distance "from the site" will be excluded.



Task 21: Alternatives The EIS must include No Action and As-of-Right
Alternatives. The Draft Scope states that it will also contain· a Reduced Impact
Alternative. Two Reduced Impact scenarios should be considered: a design in which
Fordham's central "podium" is removed, and a design without private development,
utilizing the entire site for academic purposes. The podium was a bad planning concept
from its inception. It makes the campus much less accessible visually, physically and
psychologically for the community. This is an opportunity to correct that m[\jor mistake.

ConClusion

The zoning waivers requested by Fordham University to complete this master
plan will generate significant impacts on this neighborhood. The University and the City
must study alternatives that reduce the scale of this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our suggestions for the scope of the EIS.



COMMUNITY BOARD 7

September 20, 2005

The Honorable Amanda M. Burden, A.I.C.P.
Chairperson
City Planning Commission
City ofNew York
22 Reade Street
New York, NY 10007

Manhattan

Re: Fordham University Master Plan

Dear Chairperson Burden:

I am writing to express Community Board 7 / Manhattan's (MCBTs) continuing interest in and
concern about the proposed Master Plan for Fordham University's Lincoln Center Campus.

We have been aware of the Fordham proposal since late last year, and provided a venue for
preliminary public presentations by Fordham in April and June. Since June we have heard
continuing rumors of imminent certification of Fordham's application by the Department of City
Planning (DCP). It was reassuring to us to learn that those rumors were false, as, even at this
early stage in the process, we have deep and extensive concerns about the proposal.

The Fordham Master Plan, if fully executed in the manner presented so far, would create a
superblock campus walled off from its neighbors, our community. Fordham proposes 35- and
36-story academic/dormitory buildings (a~proximately 450 feet high) along the Columbus
Avenue frontage of the campus (West 60' Street to West 620d Street). It proposes lower fortress
walls of academic/dormitory buildings (5-21 stories, approximately 185-235 feet high) along
West 60'h Street and West 62nd Street between Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues. And it
proposes to pay for much of this construction by selling two parcels along Amsterdam Avenue to
a private developer for development of luxury residential buildings to tower over Amsterdam
Houses to the west (47-story building, approximately 500 feet high, at Amsterdam & West 60'h
Street; 57-story building, approximately 610 feet high, at Amsterdam & West 62"d Street).

These large edifices would protect a cloistered campus quadrangle, as the bulk generated by
the superblock would be pushed to tlte borders of the campus, where it will most impact
tlte surrounding community. Please note also that because it is a superblock (i.e. includes what
would have been West 61 st Street), a disproportionately large share of square footage is available
for development - which perhaps goes some way toward explaining why Fordham has stated that
it is not proposing to use its full development envelope. However, it is planning to apply for
seven special permits related to height and setback requirements - requirements of the Special
Lincoln Square District (SLSD) zoning overlay. Essentially, Fordham wants to take itself out
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of the SLSD, in which it was specifically included. The design of the SLSD was a major effort
by our community, in partnership with the Department of City Planning (DCP), and it is
important to us to maintain it.

Another major issue for MCB7 is the extensive garage space Fordham is seeking. It is
planning to apply for special permits to create 595 parking spaces, a very significant increase of
automobile housing in the neighborhood. Each luxury building would have a garage (193 spaces
for the 57-story building, 137 for the 47-story building). In addition, Fordham would be creating
265 on-campus parking spaces for faculty and administration of a centrally located urban
university, very well served by public transportation. The community is very concerned about
increased traffic and congestion.

The Fordham Master Plan envisions a growing university, already too big for its plant and ripe
for a 25% inerease in student population. Moreover, this university would be largely
residential, as students find Manhattan a more and more attractive place to study. This is a major
transformation of Fordham University, which traditionally served residential students at its Rose
Hil! Campus in the Bronx and commuting students in the congested Lincoln Center area. With
the kind of public investmcnt and impact involved in an institution and project of this scale, it
might be worth considering whether such a transformation is Fordham's decision alone to make.

I must also note to you the concern of many on MCB7 (myself included) about the use of real
estate development to underwrite not-for-profit capital and programming costs. More and more
not-for-profit organizations are selling development rights (or, as in this case, actual
development parcels) to private developers to fund their own buildings and missions. As the
sellers have benefited for years from exclusion from real estate taxes, they reap an additional
profit margin at a cost to the New York City budget (although with benefit to the long-term tax
rolls). There are also numerous impacts On their neighbors. The practice warrants further
examination as a matter of public policy.

Finally, we believe that it is necessary to consider the proposed Fordham Master Plan in the
larger context of the Upper West Side. The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this
project must consider nearby projects, which in turn need EISs that consider this project.
Such projects includc, but may not be limited to:

• Lincoln Center dcvelopment plans (Phase I has been approved, but must be
considered along with future phases)

• American Red Cross building site (Amsterdam Avenue between West 66th and West
67th Street)

.-_. 15 Central Park West (as-of-right, requiring no EIS, but large enough to have impact
anyway)
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• various development projects along West 59th Street and West 60th Street, between
Amsterdam Avenue and West End Avenue (as-of-right, requiring no EIS, but large
enough to have impact anyway)

• continuing development at Riverside South
..'. expansion of John Jay College.

use of the West 59th Street Marine Transfer Station for the city's Solid Waste
Management Plan.

My last letter to you (December 6, 2004) sought help in addressing the traffic and planning
problems in the Lincoln Center 'bowtie', and I greatly value what you have done to move that
process fOlward. Once again, I write to request your assistanee in proaetive planning for a
vibrant section of our neighborhood and Manhattan and the city as a whole. We at MCB?
appreciate DCP's inclusion of US in analysis of the Fordham Master Plan in during this very
important pre-certification phase as well as beyond.

Sineerely,

Hope Cohen
Chairperson

cc:
Honorable Gale Brewer
Brian J. Byrne, Fordham University
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September 20, 2007

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

The Honorable Amanda Burden
Chairperson
New York City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street
New York, New York 10007

\L~.e1fC" S

Manhattan

Re: Manhattan Community Board 7's Response to Fordham University Lincoln
Center Master Plan Environmental Impact Statement Draft Scope of Work

Dear Chairperson Burden:

On September 10, 2007, we provided oral testimony to the staff of the New York City Planning
Commission ("CPC") regarding Manhattan Community Board 7's ("MCB7") response to
Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan Environmental Impact Statement Draft Scope
of Work provided on June 20, 2007 ("Fordham's Draft Scope of Work"). Pursuant to Section
5.07 of thc Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, we are submitting the
following written comments in further response to Fordham's Draft Scope of Work. We present
below a brief summary of our general concerns about Fordham's Proposed Master Plan,
followed by our specific concerns about Fordham's Draft Scope of Work.

I. General Concerns About the Proposed Fordham University Master Plan

MCB7 has already expressed our general concerns about the scale of Fordham's proposed action
("Proposed Action" or "Fordham's Master Plan") and the effect this plan will have on the
surrounding community in two letters, one from former MCB7 Chairperson Hope Cohen dated
September 20, 2005 (attached as Exhibit A) and another from current MCB7 Chairperson
Sheldon J. Fine, and MCB7 Land Usc Committee Co-Chairs Richard Asche and Page Cowley
dated December 29,2005 (attached as Exhibit B) (both letters, while based upon the 2005
iteration of the Proposed Action, still remain relevant today). Although we refer you to those
letters for a more thorough description of our concerns about Fordham's Master Plan our primary
general concerns arc as follows:

• The Open Space Podium Unfairly Burdens the Community: The creation of a raised
quadrangle of open space in the middle of Fordham's superblock between Amsterdam
and Columbus Avenues and West 60th to West 62nd Streets requires that the bulk of new
construction be redistributed to the edges of the superblock, with the construction of
excessively tall buildings on the avenues and wide, large fortress-like walls along the

250 West 87 Street New York, NY 10024-2706
Phone: (212) 362-4008 Fax:(212) 595-9317

Web site: www.cb7.org e-mail address: office@cb7.org
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streets. This proposed open space arrangement may benefit Fordham, but this benefit is
obtained at the community's expense;

• The North Facing Wall on West 62nd Street Is Too Massive: The proposed building
arrangement for West 62nd Street is an uninterrupted line of fortress-like buildings that
range in height from 155 feet to almost 300 feet with minimal setbacks. This
configuration as presented could place Lincoln Center and Damrosch Park in large
shadows, and the proposed uses would provide minimal street level activity and deaden
the pedestrian circulation of the block;

• The Columbus and Amsterdam Avenue Towers Are Too Tall and Bulky: The proposed
buildings for the corners of the superblock range from 334 to 651 feet and would tower
over the neighborhood and burden the area infrastructure. The buildings on Amsterdam
appear to be especially high and the buildings on Columbus appear to be quite bulky.
These proposed buildings are all completely out-of-scale for the Upper West Side and
would be more appropriate for the City's commercial core;

• The Proposal Includes Far Too Much Parking: The proposed parking garages appear to
be too large and may result in exacerbating neighborhood traffic by encouraging people
to drive into the community. The number of parking spaces proposed is an immense
increase from the present conditions and Fordham has not provided a convincing case
that such an increase in parking is required; and finally

• Land Obtained Through Eminent Domain Should Be Kept For Educational or
Community Use: Fordham acquired its Lincoln Square site in the late 1950s after the
City evicted thousands of tenants who resided there in order to serve the educational
goals of Fordham. If Fordham does not wish to use the land obtained through eminent
domain for this purpose, the land should be reacquired by the City for educational use.
Fordham should not now be permitted to sell land to a private luxury housing developer
that was confiscated from private residents under the guise of educational and community
need.

II. Specific Concerns About Fordham's Draft Scope of Work

MCBTs has several specific concerns about Fordham's Draft Scope of Work which fall into
three major categories: (A) the physical scope of the study area itself; (B) the problematic
definition of the no action condition; and (C) the substance of the EIS review. We address each
of these categories below in turn.

A. The Physical Scope Of The Study Area Itself

i. The Shape Of The Proposed Study Area Is Not Accurate



The Honorable Amanda Burden
,September 20,2007

JPage 3

Fordham presents a diagram in Figure A-9 of the "Land Use Study Area" and Figure A-lO of the
"Soeioeconomic Study Area" indicating the physical boundaries of the 14 mile study area in which
the environmental impact of the Proposed Action is to be assessed. Boundaries of the study area
need to be 14 mile from the outer bound of the entire project area (i.e. most of the superblock
contained between Columbus and Amsterdam Avenues and West 60th and West 62nd Streets). As
the project perimeter is roughly rectangular, we would expect to see the study area boundary

\! similarly shaped. However, as drawn in Fordham's Draft Scope of Work, the study area instead
. appears to be oval in shape and thus likely too small. Moreover, the alleged 14 mile oval as drawn

seems to go further north than south of the Fordham campus.

11. The Study Area Should Be Expanded

From an initial review of Fordham's Draft Scope of Work, it is clear that the Proposed Action will
have a major impact on the entire West Side of Manhattan, and the environmental impact of the
Proposed Action will not be limited to the immediate blocks within the '4 mil radius sun'ounding
the Fordham campus. For the City and the community to gain a full understanding of the impact of
Fordham's Proposed Action and the appropriate mitigation measures that should be implemented to
address these environmental impacts, the Proposed Action must be reviewed in the context of the
intense development that is transforming the area. In particular, the ElS should review the effect of
the Proposed Action and its intersection with the reorganization of vehicular traffic and pedestlian
uses brought about from the following projects:

• Lincoln Center redevelopment;

• Riverside South development between West 59th and West nnd Streets on Riverside
Boulevard;

• Closure of the north-bound Miller Highway Exit Ramp at West nnd Street and the
increased traffic on West End Avenue;

• Various large residential development projects in the West 50s and low West 60s
reshaping the neighborhood from a former manufacturing district into an area filled with
hi-rise luxury residences;

• Hudson Yards developments;

• Expansion of John Jay College;

• Redevelopment of the American Red Cross Building site on Amsterdam Avenue between
West 66th and West 67th Streets;

• Expansion of the Jacob Javitz Convention Center; and the
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• West 59th Street Marine Transfer Station.

Recommendation: In order the consider thc impact of Fordham's Proposed Action in the
context of the dramatic changes altering the West Side, MCB7 recommends that the study area

,j for the EIS review be expanded to include the area between West 54th Street and West 73rd
Street, and 8th Avenue/Central Park West and the Hudson River. In addition, MCB7 requests
the opportunity to review the list of developments planned to be considered in the EIS as soon as

./ possible, and to have the ability to provide regular updates to that list, as we leam about new
projects or developments.

B. The Problematic Definition of Fordham's No Action Condition

An applicant's EIS is designed in part to provide City officials and City agencies with a
document that compares the environmental impact of a proposed action versus the environmental
impact of a baseline situation where that discretionary action did not take place at all (also
known as the "Future Without the Proposed Action" or "No Action Condition.") However, in
establishing the analytical framework for the EIS, Fordham has provided a problematic
definition for what is to be considered the No Action Condition by including as the No Action
Condition the proposed construction of three alleged as-of-right residential buildings, as opposed
to an expansion of its academic space. Moreover, while it may be technically permissible for
Fordham to compare its Proposed Action with a No Action Condition that includes its full as-of-Jright build out, this comparison provides little guidance for City policy makers on the true effect
of the Proposed Action and the mitigation measures that would be necessary to address it.

1. The No Action Condition Fails To Provide For Any Academic Expansion
And Only Provides For Residential Development Of The Fordham
Campus

Page A-2 of Fordham's Draft Scope of Work, Fordham states:

Absent approval of the Proposed Action, it is assumed that Fordham would not
expand or develop new academic facilities. However, Fordham would lease or
otherwise convey the northwest and southwest corners of its site as well as a portion
of the site in the midblock on West 62nd Street to private developers to build three
(rather than two with the Proposed Action) new residential buildings (see Figures A­
7 and A-8). These buildings would provide needed revenues to Fordham. Since
they would be built as-of-right and are not dependent on any of the discretionary
approvals being sought, the development ofthe three residential buildings will be
included in the EIS as part ofthe Future Without the Proposed Action (No Action
condition). There would be the same amount ofresidential floor area with either
the Proposed Action or in the No Action Condition, but in the No Action Condition
there would be three residential buildings rather than two and the buildings would
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be different in height and configuration from those with the Proposed Action.
Fordham Draft Scopc of Work, p. A-2 (cmphasis added.)

Fordham's proposal is premised on its stated programmatic need for the expansion of its
education facility at Lincoln Square. It is therefore difficult to imagine that if Fordham failed to
receive the requested height, setback and rear-yard variances that it would not choose to expand
its educational facilities, and would rather sell off its campus to a residential real estate
developer. The No Action Condition as described in Fordham's Draft Scope of Work notes that
the full build out of the availablc floor area would be accomplished through the construction of
three residential buildings. Yet, Fordham provides no justification why this needs to be the case,
and does not indicate why some of this construction cannot be for academic, or some other use.
MCB7 suggests that any revision of the criterion for the No Action Condition account for
academic space, in place of or in addition to the residential construction.

11. The Proposed Action Should Be Compared With A "No-Build" Scenario,
In Addition To An Appropriate No Action Condition

Defining the No Action Condition in a manner that includes the full development of Fordham's
available floor area will make it virtually impossible to assess to true impact of Fordham's
Proposed Master Plan. If the No Action Condition as proposed (including the full build out) is
permitted to be the baseline comparison against the Proposed Action, Fordham's EIS will
artificially minimize the magnitude of mitigation measures, supplemental public services and
infrastructure improvements necessary to accommodate Fordham's development plans.
Additionally, it is conceivable that the construction of three buildings might theoretically have an
Fen more adverse effect (particularly with respect to shadows cast on, and light and air lost
rrom the surrounding buildings) than the Proposed Action, thereby distorting the analysis and
~provldmg an mappropnate frame of reference for the EIS.

It is disingenuous, and somewhat misleading, to suggest that a full build out should somehow be
/;onsidered a "No Action" condition that can be used as a baseline to assess the impact of

'''Fordham's proposals. The CPC should not permit Fordham to adopt such an outrageous baseline
for assessing the impact of its Proposed Action, and at the very least should require Fordham to
adopt a more appropriate and reasonable No Action Condition that includes some minimal
construction that does not approach a full build out condition.

Indeed, it would, however, make far more logical sense for the Proposed Action to be compared
with a baseline that incorporates the Fordham Lincoln Center campus as it exists in 2007 without
the addition of any further floor area development ("2007 No-Build Baseline"). By comparing
the Proposed Action with the 2007 No-Build Baseline, the City and the community would be
able to assess the true impact of the Proposed Actions and plan accordingly.
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j Recommendation: MCB7 recommends that the Fordham EIS compare the Proposed Action
-J with the 2007 No-Build Baseline, as well as the required comparison with a more appropriate No

Action Condition. The No Action Condition must be more reasonable and realistic, reflecting an
academic expansion, which Fordham claims is the fundamental programmatic need for its
proposal. Of course, by definition, any No Action Condition must have all buildings adhere to
the bulk limitations and setback requirements of the Lincoln Square Special District.

C. The Substance Of The EIS Review

Below is a list of MCB7 comments on several specific areas contained in Fordham's Draft Scope
of Work.

1. Shadows (Task 6, p. A-8l

MCB7 recommends that the EIS review the additional shadows that would be created by any
V new buildings on the Fordham campus (as compared with the 2007 No-Build Baseline of campus

buildings), particularly with respect to the Lincoln Center complex and Amsterdam Houses.

. ii. Energy (Task 13, p. A-Ill

J
/MCB7 recommends that the EIS review the strains any new development will place on the City's

energy grid and the possibility of providing on-site, or nearby energy generation or co-generation
to supply the larger Fordham plant with the energy resources it needs.

lll. Traffic and Parking (Task 14, p. A-I2l

(Part C, Figure A-B) MCB7 recommends that a number of intersections be added to the traffic
study, including:

• West 72nd Street and West End Avenue

• West 66th Street and West End Avenue

• West 57th Street and West End Avenue

• West 59th Street and West End Avenue

• The Broadway Con'idor between West 63rd and West 60th Streets; and

• Columbus Circle.
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(Part E) MCB7 reeommends that the inventory of available off-street parking be measured using

J
' data from more than two parking garages and that a more eomprehensive study of the availability

of garage parking be done for the entire Lincoln Square area as part of this EIS.

IV. Transit and Pedestrians (Task 15, p. A-l3)

In Fordham's Draft Scope of Work, Fordham states that "Since the Proposed Action is unlikely
to generate enough bus trips to walTant a detailed study, a qualitative discussion of available bus
routes will be presented in the EIS." Fordham Draft Scope of Work, p. A-l3. The assertion that
few bus trips will be generated by the Proposed Action seems unlikely given the magnitude of
the proposed development and the frequency of service on the major bus routes that serve the
Lincoln Square area. Accordingly, MCB7 recommends that Fordham undertake a quantitative
survey of bus trips that could be generated by the Proposed Action and to study ways to increase
bus service in the area, if necessary.

MCB7 also recommends that the increased pedestrian traffic from the Proposed Action be
studied at a number of Pedestrian Intersections not detailed in Figure A-14, including:

• Amsterdam Avenue and West 62nd and West 63rd Streets; and

• Midblock on West 62nd at the stairway/pedestrian crossing between Columbus and
Amsterdam (between Lincoln Center and Fordham).

MCB7 respectfully submits to you the above comments in response to Fordham's Draft Scope of
Work, and reserves the right to amend and/or supplement these comments at a future date.

Sincerely,

Sheldon J. Fine
Chairman, MCB7

Enclosures

cc: Bryan J. Byrne, Ph,D., Vice President for Administration, Fordham University
The Hon. Scott M. Stringer, President, Borough of Manhattan
The Hon. Gale A. Brewer, City Council Member
The Hon. Jerrold Nadler, U.S. Representative
The Hon. Thomas K. Duane, New York State Senator
The Hon. Richard Gottfried, New York State Assembly Member
The Hon. Linda B. Rosenthal, New York State Assembly Member
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Rev. John Foley, C.S.P., Pastoral Administrator, Church of St. Paul the Apostle
Reynold Levy, President, Lincoln Center, Inc.
Monica Blum, President, Lincoln Square B.LD.
Patricia Ryan, President, Tenants Association, Amsterdam Addition
Shirley Jones, President, Tenants Association, Amsterdam Houses
Dan Brodsky, The Brodsky Organization
Madeleine Polayes, Coalition for a Livable West Side
Ron Kraus
Dr. Sidney Goldfischer
Michael Groll
Joan Laurie
Anna Levin
Michael Roos
Simon Sindon
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Honorable Amanda Burden
Chairperson
New York City PlllIllling Commission
22 Reade Street
New York, New York 10007

Ee: Fordham !In.jymity

Dear Chairpe",on Rurden:

As you may know, Community Board 7 of Manhnttan (80$ well.as residents ofseveraJ large
apartment buildings surroWlding Fordham University) has attempted to engage in a review ofFordham's
proposed "master plan" for its Manhattan campus in advance ofan anticipated ULURP. Board members
have met several times with representalives ofFordham and have toured the area. We have not prejUdged
the issue, and any formal judgment will have to await certification, a public hearing and more formalized
community input: but, at lcast at the Community Board level, we bave formed reasonably strong
preliminary views which we believe are appropriate to share with you even prior to certification.

While Fordham has available to it virtually the entire superl>loek site from Amsterdam to
Columbus Avenues and West60~ to West 62'" Streets, it has chosen to dcaequisilion for t\md-raising
purposes the ,Amsterdam Avenue corner sites and has chosen not to build on a large interior area which,
although denominated "open space" i. olevated at Iea.t 15 feet from grade and is therefore not practically
accessible to the public, either visually or for actual use. These decisions, coupled with a refusal by
Fordham to compromise on its goal ofusing all available FAR for the remaining footprittt, wonld result in
overly massive buildings un the periphery featuring nearly unbroken streetfronts on three sides of the
superblock.

Because Fordbam bas attempted to maximize tile FAR whicb can be squeezed onto the site, it has .
proposed a development whic14 in its individual components, and more importantly, as an ensemble, is
overwhelming in scale. The site simply will not accommodate what Fordham wish.. to do.

With respect to design, we have concerns about eacb major aspeet of the project:

1. !'reserving the podium "quadrangle" henefits Fordham but not the community: In
developing the plan, Fordham'5 architects have been constrained by a number ofFordham's non­
negotiable Imperatives. For example, Fordham insists that it retain in SUbstantially its presellt form a so­
called "podium" which currently covers the entire area between the Lowcostein building on West 60,h
Street and the Law SChool on West 62'" Street. Presently, the roofofthe podium is used as a sculpture
garden and is landscaped. The interior under the "podium" contIDns the Manhattan campus library and a
warren ofwide comdors. miscellaneous interior rooms and back lrtage facilities for the existing auditorium.
Additionally, all of the utilili.. for the Manhattan campus are within the podium at tbe ceiling level
(apparently because the site rests on bedrock at or juat below grade and can be excavuted only at great cost).
We are sympathetic to Fordham's desire to retain the podium because of the costs invoived in relocating the
utililie., the need for libmry space and desire to have a "quadrangle" within the site. Nonetheless, the
elevation ofthe podium, as apractical matter, means that it is and will be totally inaccessible from the street

1865 Broadway, New York, NY 10023
Phone: (212) 603-3080 Fax:(212) 595-9317

Web site: www.cb7,org e-mail address: office@cb7.org
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level. Although Fordham plan. to provide staircases up to the podium, none ofthe'plan. that we have seen
to date appear to embody an inviting entty into the interior ofthe site. The conclusion i. inescapable, that
the quadrangle i. intended for and will be useu by Fordham'. slJIdents and faculty .lmo.t exclu.ively.

One consequence ofkeeping the open space on top of the podium is that In order to m8J(imize the
FAR available to the .ite, Fordham must build taller and wider building. along West 62"" Street and
Columbus Avenue. We believe that ifFordham i. not willing to remove or reduce the height of the
podium, the "quadrangle" must be viewed solely as an amenity for Fordham's students and facully and not
as a community resource (even Ifi! is nominally "open to the public"), From the community's perspective,
it makes sense for FordhiUIl to build lower buildings with a larger footprint even if the enlargement
encroaches upon the quadrangle. Alternatively, Fordham could keep more interior open space and reduce
the total floor area of the project.

In this connection, we note that Fordham has demonstrated a willingness to encroach on the open
space when it suits Fordham's purposc. Thus, Fordham's plans call for a substsntial portion of the
librarylchapel\law school\theater to be erected on the <'Urrent open space.

We call upon Fordham to take a fresh look at its "podium problem". Ofall possible solutions it
scorns to us that leaving the podium as is, fifteen feet above the nearest sidewalk and unusable by the
publiC, is the worst.

2. The north-facin~ street walls are too massive: The West 62"" Street frontage is presented
as a long and unarticulated wail of buildings stretching from the corner ofColumbus Avenue to the
proposed new residential tower at Amsterdam Avenue. For almost the entire distance, the wall will he
more than 200 feet in height. While there will be marginal streetl""el activity (e.g., a university store and
theater entrance), there will essentially be a fortress wall facing Lincoln Center and Damrosch Park
virtually the entire length of the block.

3. The Columbus Avenue towers are too tall and too long: With respect to Columbus
Avenue, Fordham proposes to build two block-long towers of485' and 445' (plus elevator tower),
stretching from West 62"" Street to West 60'" Street, let line to lot tine, separated only by a staircase and
connected by a bridge. 'lll~se towers are unrelated lo any context anywhere on Columbus Avenue.

4. The slllirwavs are not des!5J:ed to invite the COmmunity ill: As mentioned above. the
access stairway to the podium on West 62 Street and on Columbus Avenue do not appear to be SUIted to
achieve tl,eiJ' ostensible purpose ofinviting the community up and In. While Fordham has compared the
staircases to the Spanish Steps ln Rome, any such comparison is ludicrous. The staircases as proposed by
Fordham are unlikely to be areas ofcongregation and lounging (neither will be in the sunlight at any time)
and appear more likely to act as barriers to allyone not having actual busiuess at Fordham.

If Fordham truly were desirous ofcreating an invitatIon to use the podium (a goal which we
believe is nearly impossible to achieve), it might consider designing a broad and pleasing gradual incline at
the corner of West 60'" Street and Columbus Avenue. Such a broad eotryway (like the steps to the
Metropolitan Museum ofArt) might allract casual use and even increase use of the quadrangle by the
community.
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5. fprdham fails to address West 6Q'" Street AI all: Tellingly, Fordham's plan makes no
effort whatsoever to address or ameliorate signifiC/lnt design flaws with respect to its existing "trnctures.
Most important ofthese is the West 60'" Street wall forming the southern barrier of the podium. This walt
is at least 15 feet in height and is unadorned by doors, windows, bllllDers, artwork, or even graffiti. It
deadens the entire northern side ofWeat 60'" Street for the length of the podium. The space within the
wan is currently in use, and it would require very little imagination to dedicate that space to uses for which
windows andlor doors on West 60'" Street would be appropriate. This minor amenity for the community
has not even been considered by Fordham.

6. Development ofdesian t:riteria would be a win-win for Fordham. the private developer
and the community: Many elements ofdesign are not and cannot be governed by the Zoning Reoolution.
Nonetheless, good design is an important part ofgood planning. An excellent example ofhow good
design ideas cw create a positive impact is the Rose building, a lew blocks north ofFordham, In
approving various special pennits for Lincoln Center, the City Planning Commission required that certain
design paramelers be adhcred to, among them the chamfering ofa corner ofthe building. The resulting
project benefited immensely from the design guidelines. We believe that considering design featurcs at an
early .tage in connection with Fordham's application will benefit all involved - particularly the
community. We urge City 1'lanning, in conjunction with Fordham and with our participation to develop
clear, mandatory design guidelines for all buildings (including the parcels being deacquisitioned) and
streets with a view to promoting excellence in arehitecture, pedestrian cireulatian, animated facades,
transparency. This is a great opponunityw create something special; nO one should look back with regret.

7. Any approvals must be accompanied by use restrlctiom;: We have a significant concern,
which Fordham I,as heen Ullwilling 10 address, that if the reqnested height and bnlk restriction waivers are
granted Fordham will at some future date sell off llIl or a portion ofits remaining propcrty for private use;
l1,at Fordham will never build or having built. will abandon the remaining strnctures on Columbus Avenue
and We.t 62nd Street, Accordingly, as a minimum, any proposed waivers must be acknOWledged by a fum
and legally binding restriction as to use so thaI any .tructures built on the site would be dedicated to
educational purposes.

8. The garage requires ;'tudy: Fordham's plans are so problematic and create so many issues
that Community Board 7 has not had time to consider what in lltly other project would b. ahuge red flag:
the creation ofa massive parking garage on a site which is supposed to provide an lllQm.l educational
experience, Perhaps u.e of Ihe floor area reserved for garageuse can be used for more direct educational
purposes, thereby reducing U,e size of the buildings being proposed.

This letter exp,.esses some ofour hlIger concems. We have given SOme thought to other ideas but
have not fully developed those ideas and will uot do so unless Fordham is willing to consider radioaJ
departures from it. plan. For example, we have imaglned the creation ofan areaddpassageway at grade
level within the podium from West 60'" Street through to West 62nd Street and from Columbus Avenue
through to the cuI de sac on West 61" Street These intersecting arcades could be attractive for students
and fuculty alike and could be used during non-business bours and for motorized deliveries,

We bave also imagined a desIgn in which some or all oflbe bUildings are not strictly rectangular
but are angled on one or more sides to create more opeuspace on the street frontages, rather than the
interlor.
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Fordham's Public Trust

In the foregoing analysis we have refrained from commenting, for the ~resent, on the underlying
othieal issue about which many in the community have strong feelings: Fordham acquired its site following
the city's exercise of its powers ofeminent domain. Construction on the site was dependent upon the
eviction on thousands of tenants who resided there. The underlying rationale was that the educational goals
nf Fordham Justified the hardship entailed in clearing the sIte, For more than forty years a substantial
portion ofthe site has been warehoused and bas not been used for educational or any other pwposes,
Fordham has apparentiy concluded that it will never need 10 use the sites it proposes 10 sell off. Many in
the conununity believe that, if Fordham cannot use the land, it should be reacquired by the city and
dedicated to educational use, Anything less, it l" argued, would be a betrayal of those former residents
who were forcibly dispossessed.

. The ethical issue is compounded by the apparent fact that the only way Fordham can afford tbe
overly massive structures it proposes for the remainder of the site is to sell offa portion ofthi. land made
available to it only through the draconian powers ofeminent domain.

In generel, Community Board 7 objects to a process which has required Fordham's architect. to
maximize the floor area, minimize the cost and dlBregard public amenities, Given that Fordham received
ti,i. property Ht nominal cost to itself and at gtellt cost to tho.e who sacrificed their homes to make it
possible, the very l",.st Fordham can do is to attempt to be a good neighbor.

Community Board 7 respectfully suggests that this projcctls not ready for certification. To date,
all of the thought-processes which have informed the plan bave been to do the bidding ofFordham at the
expense of the community. The time hH$ come to re-orderFordham'$ priorities and to redesign a
university campus that doos not tum il> back on the community,

Respectfully yOUl'll,

~/~
Sheldon 1. Fine, Chainnan

~~
Richard Asche, Co-chair, Land Use Committee

(Y~-~~
Page CowYey, Co-chair, Land Use Committee
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FORDHAM
UNIVERSITY New York City's Jesuit University

National Center for Schools and Communities

Comments for Environmental Scoping Hearing for
the Lincoln Center Master Plan Development

September 10, 2007

Good afternoon. I am John Beam, Executive Director of the National Center for Schools and
Communities, a joint project of the Graduate Schools of Social Service and Education at the
Lincoln Center Campus of Fordham University. I would mention in passing that we are one of
the many programs of the University that are scattered about the neighborhood because the
University has outgrown its present physical plant. My task today, however, is to provide you
with a few examples of the ways in which Fordham's programs and facilities are integrated
into the fabric of the community of which we are a part.

The National Center for Schools and Communities provides research, policy and data analysis,
evaluation assistance, and other strategic resources to school reform activities of students,
parents, and educators and to major providers of community based social services - many of
which receive assistance from the City budget.

The public often rightly assumes that research is a preoccupation of academics who engage in
dueling research papers. The work of our center, however, and of many of our colleagues in
both Education and Social Work aims squarely at improving the quality of education and social
services available for New Yorkers. For example, we have recently begun an evaluation of the
YWCA's Polly Dodge Early Childhood Learning Center (Pre-K). We also provide an annual
implementation review for the YMCN*Virtilal Y;aftefschoolprogram, which includes many
schools in Community School District $';and Community;Planning Board 7.

Similarly, our evaluation work with MgUSE,a se~Yic¢:"learning!technologyeducation
program, has helped improve prograI1Ul1illg for students from midctleand high schools in our
surrounding neighborhood, including, forillstance,J3randeis High School. MOUSE Squads
handle some or all of the comPt1~erand reIa.h;glTI~iIltenancejn their schools, saving the
Department of Education millions of dollars annually.

Finally, we work closely with Peace Games, ,a viOlence reduction/peace education model we
helped bring to New York. We are performing a pil()tyvaluation of their initial efforts here,
which in our neighborhood include working with students and faculty at P.S. 191, Hudson
Honors Academy, and P.S. 87, as well as two relatively nearby schools in Harlem, P.S. 185
and P.S. 208. Our strategic aim in all these parmerships is to help improve the quality of
center-and school-based child and youth development progranuning serving thousands of
students in our community.

Our partnerships with these and other groups, large and small, frequently involve providing
other resources they need to advance their work for the community. This being New York,
space is frequently one of these items. Despite our space crunch, we work closely with
Fordham's Conference Services and Residential Life staff and the graduate schools and
undergraduate departments to co-sponsor a variety of activities that bring the life of the
community right into the university by providing space and technology.

For the past three summers, we have co-sponsored KidsCreative, a full-day, six week-long
theater camp that serves students' enrichment needs and provides urgently needed child care
for working families from the New York Housing Authority Amsterdam Houses along Tenth
Avenue. The finale of this year's program was Savage vs. Cabbage: The Quest for Negative
Energy, a wildly imaginative original play created, performed, sung, and danced by nearly 50
elementary and middle school students. (The moral of the play, by the way, is that there are
other ways to live besides creating negative energy.)

33 West 60th Street. 2nd Floor I New York. NY 10023-7905 I 212.636.6699
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The National Center for Schools and Communities hosts numerous professional development
activities for teachers and other school-based youth workers. For example, 28 teachers from
Hudson Honors and P.S. 191 used a state of the art amphitheater-style smart room in
Lowenstein for a two-day weekend faculty retreat. Over the past two years, Peace Games has
held half a dozen staff trainings at the Lincoln Center campus.

PENNY, the Progressive Educators Network of New York, which represents principals and
parent leaders from many of the small elementary and middle schools in District 2 and 3, has
met regularly at Lowenstein. PENNY also organized a legislative information session on small
school issues attended by area city council representatives as well as state legislators.

We have also borrowed space from McMahon Hall (the dorm building) and the cafeteria
atrium for three Saturday conferences organized by and for parents and their neighbors to
explore and debate the state of the City's public schools.

Although our office has hummed with as many 17 professionals, research assistants, interns,
and undergraduate work study students sharing way fewer than 17 desks, we provide regular
meeting space for montWy meetings of a grandmothers' action group that grew out of a
continuing education project of the Graduate School of Social Service. The Independent
Commission On Public Education, which draws heavily on the energy of Upper West parents,
meets in our offices weekly. I should mention that, by current Fordham realities, our space
allocation would have to be considered generous if not luxurious.

As one of Fordham's bridges. to andfrqiriithecoiIlffillrnt¥, weare always happiest to see public
school students sharing University facilities. l-I].idson B'~nors and Center Middle School have
both held graduations at Fordham. Las;:winter~ndspri~g, wew~reable to provide a group of
student researchers a smart rOom and l~pker space forth.eir participatory action research
project that collected hundredsofsurve)'~- on the str~(;)t andonline - exploring how their
peers feel about their high schools whenth~y have a~ioutlet to express themselves. This
summer we found space for a six-week semillar of/high school students who wanted to study
the political history of public education.

The MOUSE project has held six sessions in FordhaIU comR].iter labs and classrooms to train
dozens of student computer techs from middle and high school students from Community
School Districts 2, 3, 5, and 6. MOUSE also organized two smaller seminars at Fordham for
students on how to apply for the college.

To close with a non-real estate related point, I would like to mention that one of the pillars of
the Fordham educational philosophy is the notion of community service. Twenty-five
undergraduates from Fordham's community service program and two community service work
study students help students and teachers build peace- making skills in local Peace Games
schools, and particularly at Hudson Honors and P .S. 191, which are literally across the street
from the Lincoln Center Campus. Ten more are tutors for the America Reads and Math
Challenge program in these schools.

Finally, I want to suggest that the examples I have discussed are just that, examples, not an
exhaustive overview. Fordham University encompasses other centers, other community
service activities, other field work programs that represent many other links with our neighbors
and opportunities for us all to work together.

33 West 60th Street. 2nd Floor I New York, NY 10023-7905 I 212.636.6699
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I~ 9+estimOny for Fordham University Lincoln Center Expansion Project at NY City
Planning Commission Hearing, September 10, 2007

" '

My name is OliveF~~eud, Vice President of the Committee F,'or Environmentally
Sound Development.

'Ihis project is not environmentally sound.
It is exactly the opposite .... Unsound.
Our area has not attained the Clean Air goals set by the Federal Clean Air Act.
Inserting greater density just makes things worse.

Traffic in the area is greater than the capacity of our streets. That is why there is so
much congestion. The City administration has tinally faced the problem with a plan
for congestion pricing- keeping cars out of mid-Manhattan. And now Fordham
University comes up with a plan to bring more cars into our area. What we should be
doing is eliminating garages. It is not only this area that is affected, but it means
more traffic in the whole of Manhattan as cars travel to their destination.

But on a much larger scale. It is in our era, our time that humans are confronted with
global warming. It is human activity that is causing the planet to warm up with all
the consequences of storms and melting glaciers. Yet this project is an example of
the kind of human activity that we must avoid ~ rein in. The density and height of
this project makes it an energy guzzler.

It is unfortunate that a university, a place of learning is not learning ... is continuing
the same activities that are the cause of global warming.

Further. It is a shame that a university which should be a model of civic virtue is
attempting to abuse this City and its citizens who have done so much for the
University. This campus was given to Fordham for educational purposes under an
urban renewal plan that threw out all the poor people. EDUCATIONAL
PURPOSES. This space must not be used by the developers to enrich themselves
with luxury residences.

Up until now Fordham has been an asset to this community. We waDt it to continue
in harmony with those of us who live here.



Testimony of Michacl P. Graff, as a resident of 161 West 61 st Street, New York, NY
10023, an address surrounded on three sides by Fordham University.

Re: 05DCP020M, etc. [Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan]

Subject: Transit and Pedestrian Environmental Issues; Pedestrian Flow and Conditions

Introduction: This is to address environmental study issues described in CEQR Manual,
Section P., as applied to Pedestrian Flow and Conditions.

100. The inu·oduction of facilities for an additional 2,651 students, plus additional 240
attendant faculty and staff (the precise number is not revealed)l , together with over 876
additional residential units, public or accessory parking for over 470 cars, and their staffs
and related servicing deliveries and traffic in this two block area covered by the plan can
be expccted to have a significant impact on the pedestrian flows on the sidewalks,
crosswalks and intersection corners to process or store the volume of pedestrians
expected to be generated by the proposed action.

Schools Safety is an important aspect of § 200. The study should also consider the
combined impact on the same crosswalks caused by the enlargement of Fordham's school
population will be added to that of the other schools within a y" mile radiUS, including,
but not limited to-

a. The increased size of John Jay College of Criminal Justice
b. New York Institute of Technology
c. The Beacon High School on West 6Ist Street, whose students also spend their

leisure time on West 61 st Street between the cul-de-sac and Amsterdam Avenue.
d. The school of Ballet at 211 West 61 st Street
e. Professional Children's School on West 60th Street between Columbus and

Amsterdam Avenue.
f. Fiorello LaGuardia High School for the Performing Arts.
g. M, L. King, Jr. High School
h. Julliard School
i.P.S.191

The impact of these school populations upon crosswalks adjacent to Fordham
going forward, leading to all 6 train lines, and 9 bus lines, together with Fordham's
own significant inter-campus shuttle van service (which is not covered in the draft
proposal), must be studied.

I Fordham is also referencing additional undergraduate schools of Business Administration and Performing
arts, faculty housing athletic facilities, \vhich will attract additional spectators, all of which will heighten
the impact on transit and pedestrians. These accretions on individuals is nowhere adequately quantified.

I



Fordham's statement on p. A-13 under Task 15 B is misleading for the
following reasons:

a. It suggests that the element of the 66'h Street Station of the No.1 line
might not be examined, yet one of the exit on that station, which enters Lincoln
Center, exits directly across 62d Street entrance to the expanded Fordham law
school. It is the exit of choice.

b. It states that the Proposed Action is unlikely to generate enough bus trips
to warrant a detailed study. This is totally incredible, given the enlargement of the
population of students, faculty, visitors, staff and other suppliers, as well as the
cnlargement of intercampus shuttle service presently serving those individuals.

Fordham's limitation of the study to the three intersection locations on A-14
is inadequate. The following intersections should be added:

a. Columbus Circle and a whole
b. Columbus Ave. and West 61" Street
c. Thc intersections on West 61" and West 62"d Street with Broadway.
d. The intersections of West 60'h, West 61s, and West 62d with Amsterdam

Ave.

In particular, the factors should be studied showing how West 61s, Street
between the cuI-dc-sac and Amsterdam Avenue, truncated by the formation of the
super-block occupied by Fordham, will be overburdened. Its 500 residents, together
with its staff, visitors and the staff of the residents, as well as their suppliers will be
reduced. They now enter and exit either through West 61th Street or West 62d
Street. Fordham's plan calls for the elimination of the latter, so that the sole egress
and entrance will be on West 61 s

' Street.
On that small street, a public garage holding 200 vehicles, mostly transient

was recently build, which exits on across the north sidewalk. Fordham's plan calls
for the creation of a 435 car parking garage and a truck loading doc across the
south sidewalk on that little street. The noise, air pollution, vehicle and
driver/passenger impact of this new construction on that now-overcrowded street
should be studied

Duc to the packed schedules, capacity and length of the trains, they cannot accommodate
more passengers during the rush hours. Presently, one must wait on the already
overcrowded station for multiple trains to pass before one can squeeze into one during the
rush hours. Moreover, additional turnstiles would be needed on the Lincoln Center
entrance to the 66'h Street station to accommodate the crowns.
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500. Mitigation:
A study should be made on whether and to what extent overcrowding of West 61 sl

Street between the Cul-de-sac and Amsterdam Avenue could be mitigated by the
continuation of the access from the condominium's north exit to West 62d Street, which
has becn granted by Fordham to the condominium since the establishment of the
condominium.

600. Alternatives:
A study should be made on whether and to what extent overcrowding of West 61 51 Street
between the Cul-de-sac and Amsterdam Avenue could be mitigated by the continuation
of the access from the condominium's north exit to West 62d Street, which has been
granted by Fordham to the condominium since the establishment of the condominium.
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BRIAN KETCHAM ENGINEERING, P.C.
175 Pacific Street, Brooklyn, NY 11201, 718-330-0550

Analysis of the Draft Scope of Work for the Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan
Environmental Impact Statement dated June 20, 2007

The Project
Fordham University is proposing to build up to 2.5 million square feet on the superblock located
just south of Lincoln Center, between West 60th to 620d Streets, from Columbus to Amsterdam
Avenues. Of this maximum floor area, approximately 40% would be private residential
development authorized under current zoning, except that the project would require a special
permit for accessory parking spaces, which is otherwise not allowed in the highly congested
Lincoln Center area. Residential development makes up about 70% of the first phase of the
project, accompanied by academic facilities, an undefined pOliion of which are student
dormitories. Phase I, to be completed in 2014, is intended to generate funds for Phase II, which
is entirely for academic purposes. The plan is to replace two existing university buildings and
expand the campus by 1.6 million square feet by 2032. The student population would grow by
40% and faculty and staff by 45%; together with the new residents, the project would add more
than 5,000 people to the area. The addition of these trips that would otherwise not occur is
grounds alone for project approvals to be subject to the State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA).

The Action and Lead Agency Designation
The primary Action subjeet to State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) regulations is the
discretionary approval by the Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY) to fund
and undertake the Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan. A secondary Action is City
approval of a Special Permit for 470 accessory parking spaces. The project, i.e., implementation
of the Fordham Master Plan, is not the SEQR action, per se, as presented in the scope. The
distinction is significant because State regulations define the "lead agency" as the agency
"principally responsible" for calTying out, funding or approving an action. Under City rules,
only the lead agency may make the SEQR determination. Other agencies that have some
jurisdiction are known as "involved agencies." However, according to the City Environmental
Quality Review Technical Manual, "SEQR rules allow selection of a City agency as lead when
the primary location of the action is local and/or the impacts are primarily oflocal significance."
Thus, the Environmental Assessment Statement and the Draft Scope for the Environmental
Impact Statement (ElS) follows recent practice in which the State delegates SEQR authority to
the New York City Department of City Planning and names DASNY as an "involved agency."

Lead Agency Obligations
The dual agency responsibility for SEQRlCEQR calTies the obligation to comply with both State
and City procedures and policies. The integration of both perspectives is evident in the intention
in the Draft Scope to analyze impacts of Phase II of the project 25 years hence. While a 25 to 30
year horizon is standard in EISs for State infrastructure projects, this represents an encouraging
evolution of City CEQR policy, which has heretofore maintained that analyzing conditions more
than 10 years into the future was unrealistic.

Public Purposes Not Defined
The Draft Scope fails the initial CEQR requirement for an ElS, which is to define the public
purpose of the project. In this case, the particular obligation is to demonstrate how funding the
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Fordham project mcets DASNY criteria and program priorities. Since the residential portion of
the project could be built as-of-right under existing zoning, the main discretionary City action for
which the public purpose must be explained is a Special Permit for 470 parking spaces when the
zoning of the Special Lincoln Square District, in which the project is located, assumes no
additional parking without a showing of no adverse effect on congestion, air quality, noise and
the city's economic viability. The CEQR Manual stresses the importance of defining the project
purpose and public need for the project at the beginning of the EIS or EAS process in order to
identitY alternatives in the scope of the EIS to assure there are sufficient resources to assess
them. This is especially important in view of the Mayor's long-term sustainability goals, his
policy to limit vehicle entries into and vehicular travel within Manhattan south of 86th Street and
his commitment to cut global warming carbon dioxide (C02) emissions by 30% from current
levels by 2030. None of these considerations is mentioned in the Draft Scope, which must be
amended to include them. The fact is that actual CEQR practice is an evolving methodology
within the framework of the CEQR Technical Manual, which is broader than is generally
acknowledged. Specific examples are described below.

Future Baseline Condition Wrongly Includes Major Part of the Project
In contrast to hiding behind the CEQR Manual to avoid a more rigorous or realistic procedure is
the manipulation of CEQR methodology to justify dubious analytical approaches that are, in fact,
contrary to the specific intent of CEQR. Safeguards against such manipulation must be inserted
into the scope of the Fordham EIS, palticularly in defining future baseline conditions against
which project increments are measured. The danger lies in the Draft Scope statement that the
"proposed development would be as-of-right with regard to use and floor area" except for special
permits for height and setback waivers and accessory parking. This exception belies the claim.
Just because the proposed floor area is permitted under current zoning doesn't mean that it will
occur by 20 14 (or even by 2032). The Manual specifies accounting for "market conditions,
existing trends and other constraints and incentives (including zoning and public policy)" in
determining what development is "reasonably to be expected to be completed" by the build
years. Since the zoning assumes no on-site parking and this constraint is increasingly backed by
public policy, the asseltion offull site development is disingenuous. To guard against this kind
of distortion of project increments, the Manual specifies:

For a phased project, the no action conditions are assessed so that the
accumulating increment of the project phases can be disclosed. This means
that the no action case does not contain any part ofthe project.

This restriction must be explicitly inserted into the Draft Scope. Others follow.

Task 13. Energy: The New York State Energy Plan demands that all new development
consider energy impacts. The energy analysis in the Draft Scope appears focused on the
adequacy of the energy supply to meet demand "based on square footage and usage." It must be
made clear in the Draft Scope that this analysis must consider the effects of mobile source
consumption by new and existing motorists increasing fuel consumption. A starting point is
procedures adopted by the NYS Department of TranspOltation to quantify mobile source energy
impacts for SEQR of roadway projects.

Task 14. Traffic and Parking:
Accurate trip generation estimates are the foundation of a valid traffic analysis. The Draft Scope
says these will be "developed based on information provided by Fordham, extensive surveys
performed in 2003, the CEQR Technical Manual, and rates developed for similar uses from
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previous studies." The Fordham data has the potential to greatly improve the validity of travel
forecasts and given their impOltance should be made available for public review before any
comm'ent period on the Draft Scope is closed. This is important bccause as many as 25% of
Columbia University staff drive to work, according to recent surveys for its own EIS. Without
close examination of the Fordham data, it is not known whether the Columbia findings apply to
the Fordham area. The underlying assumptions for trip type must be understood to modify
forecasts to account for some form of congestion pricing. This prospect completely invalidates
CEQR Manual estimates based on reference sources that are three decades old. For this project,
additional surveys must be performed for residential development. Developers must be required
to collect current data from nearby projects to more accurately estimate future project impacts.
Compared to the overall cost of this and similar projects, data collection is not costly.

The traffic study area shown in Figure A-13 must be expanded to include project impacts along
the West Side Highway and the Henry Hudson Drive. It is a disgrace that large developments in
New York City continue to leave out major largely state-controlled roads. The Henry Hudson
Drive is at capacity for much of the day as are parallel roads like Riverside Drive. To continue
to ignore impacts on key access routes could have severe impacts. In addition, the intersections
shown as "potential additional analysis intersections" must be included in the analysis. Plus,
intersections along West nnd Street (West End Avenue, Amsterdam and Columbus Avenues and
Broadway) that provide access and egress to the Henry Hudson Drive must be analyzed as well.
It might also be prudent to analyze the intersections of Broadway and Eighth Avenue at 57th

Street for project impacts,

It is not clear whether manual counts will be taken for one day or three. Considering the failure
of the same consulting firm to collect sufficient data for the Seventh Regiment Armory project,
which resulted in underreporting of project impacts by as much as 50%, the Draft Scope for this
project must assure that turning movement counts will be collected for three days (a Tuesday,
Wednesday and Thursday) in addition to one week of ATR counts. In addition, classification
counts must be taken along Broadway, Ninth Avenue (Columbus) and Tenth Avenue
(Amsterdam), all of which exhibit very large taxi and truck movements, data essential to traffic,
air quality and noise analyses. ATR counts must also be taken along the Henry Hudson Drive
and along nnd Street. With the addition of nnd Street, manual counts must be taken for three
days at 25 locations.

Traffic impacts must be analyzed using a traffic simulation model such as Synchro to
demonstrate visually the real impacts of traffic spillback along impacted streets. In addition to
generating HCM output that is required by the CEQR Manual, Synchro provides a great deal of
operational data that can be used to evaluate project impacts in far greater detail and accuracy
than required by the CEQR Manual. Synchro is also far more effective in evaluating mitigation
to minimize project impacts. Using Synchro to evaluate multiple scenarios is actually far less
costly than applying HCM to multiple intersections for various time periods. Traffic simulation
must be utilized to estimate projcct traffic impacts and the model must be provided to the public
for review of the DEIS. Precedents for using these superior tools have been established on other
SEQR projects, e.g., Atlantic Yards, and were entirely consistent with the CEQR Manual.

Traffic and Pedestrian Safety. The Draft Scope of Work states that data will be reported but no
analysis will be undertaken regarding project impacts. If the data described in the Scope and
recommended above is collected, sufficient data would be available to estimate project impacts,
i.e., how many additional accidents would occur with the project that are a direct result ofproject
traffic. In addition, NYSDOT provides the cost of accidents (death, injury, propelty damage
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only) so the full social cost of traffic accidents can be estimated. While not required in the
CEQR Manual this information must be provided for full review of project impacts.

Task 15. Transit and Pedestrians:
Transit analysis will not be done for buses and will be limited to stairway and control areas for
subways. Ignored are line-haul impacts, the effects that other riders will experience with the full
effect of the Fordham proposals on NYC. Line haul impacts cannot be ignorcd especially since
the A and C lines are already at capacity.

Pedestrian analysis must be expanded to include Broadway and Columbus Avenue at Lincoln
Center. This must not only include the proposed CEQR Manual procedures described in the
Draft Scope of Work but also include a full pedestrian-vehicle conflict analysis at each
intersection in proximity to the Fordham project and to Lincoln Center, as has been done for
numerous State projects under SEQR.

The transit and pedestrian analyses described in the Draft Scope are pro-forma and do not
provide any useful information for estimating project impacts on transit or on pedestrian safety.
The DEIS must be expanded to include transit and pedestrian analyses that are useful to public
review.

Task 16. Air Qnality: The air quality analysis follows standard CEQR procedures but includes
use of the more "refined" CAL3QHCR model that utilizes LaGuardia Airport meteorological
data for estimating conditions seven and twenty-five years in the future. The analysis focuses on
two pollutants for mobile source emissions: carbon monoxide and particulates. However, the
analysis does not include the more serious particulate PM2.5, for which New York is not in
attainment and is more likely to be exceeded for this project. PM2.5 must be analyzed in the
DEIS. The Draft Scope also fails to include carbon dioxide as a pollutant to be analyzed.

The Draft Scope does not reveal the location of proposed receptor sites for mobile source
analysis. It is likely they will be limited to the immediate vicinity of the project site. Mobile
source air quality analysis must also be undeliaken along Broadway and Columbus Avenue in
close proximity to the main entrance to Lincoln Center where traffic conditions are more heavily
congested, especially just before Lincoln Center show time.

Task 17. Noise: It is assumed the noise analysis will follow CEQR procedures. The procedure
is not stated. It is proposed that Fordham University utilize the Transportation Noise Model
(TNM) developed by the Federal Highway Administration instead of the simpler and cheaper
CEQR approach, which is limited to a few receptor locations. Not only is the TNM more
accurate, but it permits estimating project impacts at many locations. It also will estimate the
effects of the noise walls created by the new development, most of which is in excess often
stores and some up to 60 stories. If mitigation is needed, TNM is far bettcr at identifying the
effects of mitigation, a feature that is not available with the crude CEQR approach. TNM is
utilized by NYSDOT for all projects requiring environmental review.

Brian 1'. Ketcham, P.E.
September 6, 2007
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To: Department of City Planning
From: Susan Koeppel
Re: Fordham University's Proposed Development at Lincoln Center

I am a resident of the Alfred Condominium at 161 West 61't St. I am also a student at the
New School and a patron of the arts who uses public transportation every day. I use
public transportation at all hours, not only at rush hour, and I use it 7 days a week.

The existing transportation system servicing our neighborhood is significantly
overburdened. The various subway platforms are always packed with riders, ABCD or 1,
it makes no difference. At any hour there is often no room to stand or breathe. There are
many times that the heat and congestion is frightening and dangerous.

In addition, our sidewalks, particularly on Columbus, Broadway, and 62"d Street to
Columbus Circle are impossibly congested. Pedestrians going to school, performance,
hospitals, shopping or business, are often 4 or 5 deep. The sidewalks are impassible
under any conditions, emergency or otherwise.

Given the current situation it is a virtual certainty that further development can only have
a negative impact. Fordham's proposal is an arrogant effort to profiteer and puts the
entire community at risk. The proposed expansion will result in an unnecessary and
intolerable environmental burden on our precious neighborhood. I urge you not to allow
this to proceed.

Thank you.

/~/)<u-/ ~rr-'Z
Susan Koeppel



Robert Dobruskin
Dept. of City Planning
22 Reade St., Room 4E
New York, NY 10007

Dear Director Dobruskin,

Sept. 11, 2007

. - .1

Thank you for allowing me to speak at last night's pUblic meeting concerning
Fordham University's proposed campus modifications. I wish to submit the
following comments in writing.

URBAN PLANNING & SHADOWS

On a clear bright day, Jacquelyn Kennedy Onassis stood in front of what is now
the Time Warner Building. She opened a black umbrella, crossed Columbus
Circle, and went on to Central Park. So did Bill Moyers, Lauren Baceall,
Christopher Reeves, and James Polshek, who was then Dean of Columbia
University School of Architecture. Scores more joined them and opened more
black umbrellas, then hundreds, and eventually thousands. They spread out like
black ink, in a fan in front of Moishe Safdie's proposed replacement for the
Coliseum BUilding, outlining the dark shadow his massive replacement building
would cast over Columbus Circle and Central Park. Developer Mortimer
Zuckerman recognized the death of his invasive plan, and replaced Safdie with
architect David Childs who redesigned the huge building with a more "sensitive
design" with stepped towers, and more light and air between them.

Mass, darkness, and shadows, doomed an inferior urban plan from the outset.
Fordham's fortress style proposal should likewise be redesigned for the same
reason. The mass of Fortress Fordham's design is appalling. It is grotesquely
insensitive to the surrounding low profile of the adjoining Lincoln Center.

Other signature skyscrapers like the Empire State Building or the Chrysler
Building address light and air by being built on a single city block. In contrast,
Fordham's proposal is on a two block wide "super block" with an entrance double
the width of the entire Empire State Building. Each corner has a new tower up to
10 times the height of adjoining Lincoln Center Two new slab sided towers
connected by a huge multi-storied enclosed building/bridge and an imposing stair
case leading to an elevated podium that is not visible from the street on
Columbus Ave. These replace 61 st Street. Egbert Viele's city-wide grid pattern is
wantonly violated in Fordham's plan. Even the World Trade Center, though
taller, and larger, placed the towers on the diagonal to increase the light and
avoid shadows, while moving all the connecting passageways between towers



below ground so that despite its mass it enjoyed an airy and unobstructed
plaza. It was superior Urban Planning. The Fordham design does none of this.

Also, consider that when Fordham obtained their land through Eminent Domain,
their mandate was that the University was to be part of the neighborhood, not a
fortress above it. Fordham's design needs better connectivity with the
neighborhood, rather than walling it off. Lincoln Center does not have a single
wall keeping people out. Central Park is free of charge to everyone. Martin
Luther King High School on Amsterdam Ave. and 66th St. invites you in with an
open plaza in front of the school. Fordham's plan would better serve themselves
and the community if it were more inviting and less of a fortress.

One feature of Fordham's plan requires special attention. Their raised "podium."
It is a bad design feature now, and it is a bad design feature in the proposed
plan. Even Robert Moses who was the single most instrumental person in
providing the "super block" was roundly critical of the elevated aspect of the
"podium" when the campus was first opened. Today it remains a major obstacle
in creating any OPEN and INVITING redesign of the campus. Fordham's
architects announced to the neighbors that this design feature was one of the
non-negotiable elements in their design, and because of that they propose a
perimeter "fortress" with four new major towers on each comer of the property,
and nothing in the center. Having an elevated "podium" is poor urban planning,
and mandating it in a future plan exacerbates it. If Fordham were to rethink their
priorities perhaps the whole design could be effective, and yet in keeping with the
character of the neighborhood.

The character of our neighborhood is our openness. It is a theme that gives our
neighborhood it's character.

Fordham Neighbors United
gkovall@golfmaxusa.com
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Fordham University Lincoln Center Mastel' Plan
Comments on EIS Draft Scope of Work

Submitted on behalf of the Alfred Condominium

Ladies and Gentlemen,

, ,

As counsel to the Board of Directors of the Alfred Condominium ("Alfred"), I am
submitting the following comments on the draft scope ("Draft Scope") of work for the
environmental impact statement ("EIS") for the Fordham University ("Fordham
University") Lincoln Center Master Plan ("Master Plan"), The following comments
supplement those presented orally at the September lO, 2007 Public Hearing and written
comments separately submitted by residents and representatives of The Alfred,

The Alfred is a 210 unit building, built in 1988, which occupies an "out parcel"
on the Fordham site, The proposed Master Plan includes an array of new buildings
immediately to the north of the Alfred, comprised of a 661-foot private residential tower,
a 294-foot dormitory, and two ISO-foot academic buildings, and an equal mass of new
buildings to its southwest, comprised of a 560-f(10t private residential tower and a 278­
foot dormitory building,
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Analytical Framework:

Cal LSURP:

Prior to addressing specific tasks to be performcd in connection with the EIS, the
Alfred questions the premise upon which the entire Master Plan is based: that Fordham is
no longer bound by the bulk and use controls of the Lincoln Square Urban Renewal Plan
("LSURP") or restricted in its ability to transfer portions of its site to private ownership.

It is indisputable that the 1957 condemnation and associated conveyance to
Fordham of this large site, at the cost of thousands of then residents losing their homes,
was predicated on Fordham developing the entire site, an integral component of LSURP,
as an academic campus complementing the performing arts campus for the benefit of the
university, the community, and the City. It was clearly intended, and indeed required,
though not enforced, that the site would be fully developed prior to the expiration of the
controls which were imposed by LSURP for the public benefit. Scheduled expiration of
those controls was only to permit subsequent reuse and disposition of what was to have
been a previously completed campus well into, if not at the end of, its useful life, not to
permit a critical component of a highly integrated Urban Renewal Plan to be wrongfully
land banked for future private advantage. The record is replete with evidence that it was
not the intent to allow Fordham to acquire one of the most important development sites in
the entire City of New York, for a Iraction of its value under the eminent domain power,
on the pretext of developing its campus, only to pennit most of the site to remain fallow
for two generations until regulations governing its development had expired, enabling it
to sell or develop the site in its own interest without public purpose. All pertinent
documents duly contemplated, intended and required that the Fordham site be fully
developed for LSURP purposes prior to expiration of the controls. The Board of Estimate
Committee On Slum Clearance reported on October 9, 1957 that the Fordham site "would
be developed for facilities for several university departments accommodating about 4,000
students ... located on a landscaped campus with architectural treatment suitably related to
the adjacent performing arts center." Section 302 of The Disposition Agreement of
December 24, 1957, pursuant to which Fordham acquired the site, unequivocally made it
clear that Fordham was to "make use of all the land in the Collegiate Site solely for
educational purposes".

With this background, the Alfred contends that it is incumbent on the Department
of City Planning ("DCp"), as lead agency for the EIS, to weigh carefully the need for the
Master Plan as currently conceived, and to evaluate seriously and scrutinize deeply
whether there exist alternatives which adhere more closely to the intent of LSURp and
which will have a lesser impact on the environment and surronnding community. At the
very least, the Draft Scope must analyzc thc Master Plan against the campus that was to
have been developed pursuant to LSURp as set forth in the Schedule F site plan ("Site
Plan") which was, or was to havc been, attacbed to the Disposition Agreement.
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Renderings prepared by Fordham's own architects and published in the New York Times
on December 7,1957 and January 21,1959 show a series of buildings of much lower in
height, surrounded by greenery, at ground level with no podium blocking access thereto.

(b) FAR:

It is particularly anomalous that Fordham finds itself with such a large amount of
developable FAR. Its ownership of virtually an entire "superblock," allows it to develop
the site to a much greater density than owners of sites on typically more fragmented
blocks. Furtheilliore, Fordham's acquisition of the street bed of the former 61 st Street,
augments the footprint of the site to 302,048 square feet, entirely due to the largesse of
the City. The underlying zoning designation of C4-7, pern1itting a maximum FAR of 10,
apparently covers the entire site. That appears both inappropriate for a college campus
and inconsistent with recent DCP policy, which in this neighborhood would limit such
high FAR to the avenues and dcsignate midblocks C6-2, carrying a lower FAR of 6.02.
The higher FAR for the entire block results in over 3 million square feet of permitted
floor area, more than the Empire State Building and an extraordinary amount for this site
next to other public and community facilities, including Lincoln Center, the Amsterdam
Houses, John Jay College, and Roosevelt Hospital having, and intended to have, much
less density.

ecl No Build Scenario:

The Draft Seope states that the future "no build scenario" will assume that
Fordham would lease or otherwise convey the nOlihwest and southwest corners of its site
as well as a portion of the site in the midblock on West 62,,,1 Street to private developers
to build three new residential buildings. This is analytically improper. The future no build
scenario should not include these buildings.

The private residential buildings will not be built and standing in 2014 if Fordham
is going ahead with its Master Plan, because the Master Plan includes buildings on those
same sites. The future build does not assess alternative scenarios for the same site. [I' the
future build will contain a building on that site, standard CEQR practice provides that the
future no build cannot contain an alternative building on that same site.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, in a phased project, the first phase is
not counted in the future no-build for the second phase. The no action condition is always
without the proposed project. See Ch.2, Section 400, p. 2.6. This makes sense, as
otherwise there would not be a true representation of thc project's total impacts on the
existing condition. The Manual further directs that "expected development" to be
included in the no build are developments that arc "under construction, planned or
proposed." Ibid. The Fordham as-of~right developments arc not planned or proposed if
the Master Plan is going forward.
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The full impact of the private residential buildings must be included in the EIS.
The traffic, transit and pedestrian analyses must reflect the addition of the 876 new
dwelling units, as must the open space and infrastructure analyses. The urban design,
visual and wind impact and shadow analyses must assess the effects of the two buildings,
and not simply of the difference between the as-of-right and special permit versions.
Otherwise there will not be the required disclosure of the Master Plan's environmental
impacts.

(d) As-of-Right Alternative:

The as-of-right development should be examined in an as-of-right alternative.
CEQR Technical Manual, Ch. 3, Section U 230, p. 3U-1. "Alternatives demonstrate to
the decision-makers the possible options to the proposed action and provide a framework
for the comparison of potential impacts and project objectives." CEQR Technical
Manual, Ch. 3, Section U 100. In other words, the impacts of the as-of-right alternative
are judged against the impacts of the proposed project. This cannot be done properly if
the impacts of the project without the alternative have not been assessed.

(e) Time Frame:

The analytic time frame for development of Phases I and II of the Fordham
Project are inadequate and misleading. Fordham's own representatives at the September
10th Public Hearing emphatically argued that Fordham's programmatic needs require
them to expand their academic facilities at the site immediately. Yet its proposed Phase I
to be completed by 2014 includes only reconstruction of an existing law school, and
sOme dormitories, but most notably the privately developed high rise luxury apartmcnts.
Only in its proposed Phase II, to be completed in 2032, does it propose to develop its
business, social services, and education schools, a library and a theater. Accordingly, the
Draft Scope should analyze and describe the adverse environmental impacts which would
result from Phase ][ being developed by a much earlier date.

The following comments address specific Tasks of the Draft Scope, keeping in
mind that the CEQR Manual states that "unique circumstances of a given proposed action
may require analyses in areas not included in the Manual", and we believe such
circumstances are clearly present in this case.

I. Project Description:

The Draft Scope gives no indication of the "purpose and need for the proposed
action." [n order for the' decision-makers and the public to evaluate whether there are
alternatives to the proposed Master Plan which meet Fordham's needs with lesser
environmental impacts, it is critical that the EIS set forth a detailed explanation of the
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purpose and need for the plan, and not just a general statcment that Fordham nceds morc
space for its activitics particularly in view of Fordham's past histOly and cutTent fluid
explanations of its intentions with respect to its various programs and campuses. The
statement of need should allow the decision-makers and the public to understand why
Fordham wants to triple its academic and dormitory spacc on this campus; its projected
attendance figures, the bases for the projections, and why those projections require the
amount of planned new spacc; the financing requirements for this expansion and how
they will be met; the expected revenues from the private residential developments; and
how plans for Fordham's other campuses are related to the need for the expansion on this
campus. Fordham has just announced the salc of its Tarrytown campus. The EIS should
discuss how the newly anticipated rcvcnues from that salc will affect the need for the
Master Plan as currently conceived, and how the decision to dispose of 24 acrcs of
existing academic, administrative and dormitory buildings as well as a portion of its
Lincoln Square campus is consistent with thc parallel effort to construct enormous ncw
expensive facilities on the rcmainder of the Lincoln Square campus.

2. Land Use, Public Policy and Zoning:

The Draft Scope states that the EIS will "assess impacts on land use and land use
trends, public policy, and zoning... and the consistcncy of the Proposcd Action with
zoning and other idcntified public policies." The analysis should assess the consistency of
the greatly enlarged campus and 876 units of private luxury residential housing on the
land use controls and public policy enunciated by the CPC and cmbodied in LSURP. The
CPC, through LSURP and land use controls put in place in connection therewith, has
imposed additional requirements over and above zoning for density, land coverage, and
maximum height of structures. Public policy was further articulated by the Committee on
Slum Clearance repOli in 1957 stating that "coverage in the Collegiate Area will not
exceed 35%... thc low buildings contemplated will result in an attractive open type of
development. .. of landscaped areas with safe and convenient pedestrian walks free of
vehicular tramc". Thcse represent the continuing public policy for the development of
the urban renewal area, of which the Fordham site is a part.

Although Fordham claims the controls of LSURP have expircd, that elaim is
disputable and entirely dependent on whether Fordham "completed" the construction
required by LSURP, a fact which not only has never been satisfactorily established, but
which based on most available evidence and logic, only about 25'Yo of the allegedly
available FAR having been developed, it has not. The underlying C4-7 zone was never
intendcd to be the sole expression of public policy concerning dcvelopment of the site.
The C4-7 zoning of the site was enacted in 1961 along with the general revision of the
City's zoning ordinance. In the lirst version of the new ordinance, the 1958 consultant
report by Voorhccs, Walkcr, Smith and Smith, thc Fordham site was to be zoned R8.
However, LSURP, which had been adopted in late 1957 (CP- I3506), called for buildings
on the Fordham site with an effective maximum FAR of 7 (20 stories with 35% site
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coverage), slightly larger than would be permitted in an R8 zone. By allowing those
slightly larger institutional buildings, the change to C4-7 zoning on the Fordham site was
intcndcd to both cffectuate, but still be subject to the limitations of, LSURP. The Special
Lincoln Square District ("Special District"), which was created in 1969, at a time when
the controls of LSURP were effective, was also not intended to replace those controls. In
the absence of any articulated subsequent policy, the EIS should assume that LSURP is
stated policy.

The most recent pronouncement of public policy with regard to the Fordham site
IS the Commission's 1989 Report concerning the Fifth Amended LSURP (C 880802
HUM). According to the Repo11, approving the exclusion of site 4b from the site for
disposition to a private developer, it was expected that the remaining Fordham campus,
comprising approximately 279,000 sq. ft., would be developed with buildings rising to a
maximum of 20 stories and covering no more than 35% of the site. This represents a
maximum FAR of? The Commission dctermined that site 4b, approximately 23,000 sq.
ft., could be developed at an FAR of 12. The combined site would thus have a maximum
FAR of 7.37 [(279,444 x 7 + 22,604 x 12) / 302,048 = 7.37]. Building heights were
limited to 41 stories (comparable to the adjacent Alfred) on site 4b and 20 stories on the
balance of the property retained by Fordham, and other amenities, including a landscaped
area, circular drive and 62nd Street access were provided for The Alfred. FUl1hennore in a
2004 CPC report (C 030214 ZMM) regarding the rezoning of an adjacent block, the
Commission noted that:

The Department of City Planning has established a zoning policy
framework to guide rezonings of the existing M1-6 manufacturing district
bounded by West 58 th Strcet, West 61 st Street, Amsterdam Avenue and
West End Avenue.,. the framework encourages applicant-sponsored
rezonings that reflect changing land use trends and result in building forms
that are compatible with the context of blocks to the north and west. .. the
framework recommends rezonings to allow high-density mixed use on
avenues with floor area ratios of 10.0, and medium-density mixed uses on
midblocks with floor area ratios of 6.0.

Applied to the Fordham site, the average FAR implied by this policy would be
7.40 [((180.8+90.4+432) x 100 x 12 + (302,048 - (180.8+90.4+432) x 100) x 6) / 302,048
== 7.40, assuming a 2 FAR bonus on the avenue sitcs], almost identical to the 7.37 FAR
the Commission detcrmined as appropriate for the Fordham site. The EIS should discuss
how this more recent statement of public policy supports the view that the Commission's
1989 Report regarding LSURP should be the basis from which to evaluate the current
Master Plan. The EIS should also discuss this policy and its relationship to the
availability of an FAR of 10.0 on the entire Fordham site. Although the site is a
"superblock" with other institutional uses in the immediate vicinity, without the



DEILL & MEISEL
ATTO.-?NEYS AT L.,AW

:>eptcmbcr j 9, 2007
Page 7 of 15

superimposed controls of LSURP, there IS, as already notcd, little elsc in thc way of
policy guidancc for its development.

Furthermore, the EIS should disclosc what the original Site Plan for the campus
was. This Site Plan, which was to have becn an exhibit to LSURP but has not been
available, can be infcrrcd from the above mentioned renderings of the approved campus
proposed by Fordham's architects and published by the New York Times, which bears no
resemblance to Fordham's allegedly completed campus or to its Master Plan. They
represent a configuration consistent with the land use and public policy goals for the site
at the time of its disposition to Fordham. It is important for the decision-makers and the
public to understand the differences between the original Site Plan reflecting the public
policy of complementary, low density and low height academic and performing arts
campuses and the proposed plan, and the extent of change from that original land use
conception. Also, though it may not then have been contemplated, the Fordham site is
ccntral to an educational district which includes among perhaps a dozcn schools John Jay
College, NY Institute of Tcchnology, Julliard, PS 191 and others. The EIS should study
the impact Fordham's fortress like project, particularly the development of the private
condominiums, will have on their interaction.

The EIS should also discuss the land use and public policy impacts of the
provision of almost 500 new parking spaces in the SpeCial District where parking garages
arc disfavored. The intent of the Special District was to affect traffic and circulation
congestion in this dense area. The granting of special permits for parking, espeeially at
the scale requested, and simply bccause demand for parking exists, should be discussed
in light of the policy embodied in the Special District regulations, Article I, Chapter 3 of
the Zoning Resolution which limits parking in the Central Business District and adjacent
areas, and the City's new effort to discourage driving to the area through congestion
pricing. This section should also discuss the consistency of the new parking (and indeed
of the project as a wholc) with thc public policies cmbodicd in the City's PlanYC2030.

The quarter milc radius for determining impacts is too narrow, and does not
account for the natural boundaries of this neighborhood, which cxtcnds to n"d Street on
the north. The boundaries of the study area should be at least one-quarter mile from the
periphery of the campus, and not measured from the center of the superblock.

The neighborhood is currently undergoing an extraordinary amount of
development, with numerous sitcs eUlTently undcr eonstruction, mostly for luxury high
rise residential use. Given this amount of activity, it is not only appropriate but essential
that Fordham conduct a eumulativc impact analysis that includes all development
expected to be completed between 2008 and 2014 including the American Red Cross site
at 66th and Amsterdam; 15 Central Park West; the new buildings on 59th

, 60th and 61 st

Streets west of West End Avenue; the building at 70'h and Wcst End Avcnue; Riverside
South, including proposed devclopmcnt of the property bctween 59th and 61 st Streets; the
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reconstruction of Lincoln Center; the 59th Street Marine Transfer Station; the expansion
of John Jay College; and the Museum of Arts and Design at Columbus Circle.

In addition, the EIS should address the proposed heights and massing of the site in
light of the dozen or so other developments within the immediate area being built over
thc next two ycars which are mostly limited to twenty to thirty-five stories in height.

5. Open Space:

The Draft Scope seems to indicate that the population generated by the 876 new
residential units will not be considered as part of the increased population making
demands on open space resources, presumably because they are treated as part of the
no-build scenario. For the reasons stated above, this is improper.

The podium area on the existing campus should not be considered an open space
resource available to the public and should not be counted in the inventory of open space
resources. It is an area raised 15-20 feet from street level, accessible only by uninviting,
unmarked staircases, often behind locked gates and appears to the public to be an internal
part of the Fordham campus and not a public space. Its use by the public is discouraged
by Fordham, and it is used infrequently, if at all, by anyone unconnected with Fordham.
Similarly, any new opcn spacc provided by Fordham on the podium should be excluded
as public space. The Draft Scopc should, however, study thc effect the elimination of the
podium and provision of such open space at street level would have as well as addressing
the accessibility, usefulness and quality of open space, not merely its quantity.

6. Shadows:

The Draft Scope states that the shadow analysis will assess the difference between
the incremental shadows that would be created by the Proposed Action's maximum
building envelopes and the shadows that would be produced by development of the three
as-ot:right rcsidential buildings in the future wilhout the Proposed Action. For the
reasons statcd above, this is improper. The analysis should assess the difference between
the future no build condition without the three as-of-right residential buildings and the
future with the Proposed Action. Otherwise, there will not be disclosure of the true
impacts of the Proposed Aetion. The EIS should also address the difference between the
expected environmental impaets of the Master Plan and the adverse impacts disclosed in
SEQRA and CEQR studies performed in November, 1989 which found adverse impacts
from a much smaller proposed development.

7. Historic Resources:

The EIS should not merely analyze the impact of the Master Plan on existing
landmarks and historic buildings but should address its impact on the original LSURP
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which called for complementary academic and performing arts campuses with ample
open space and low rise buildings and especially on Lincoln Center whieh is itself an
important historie resource,

8, Urban DesignlVisual Resources:

According to the CEQR Teehnieal Manual, a detailed assessment of Urban
Design and Visual Resources is undertaken when a proposed aetion would result in a
building or structure substantially different in height, bulk, form or arrangement than
exists, The Master Plan proposes the construction of a complex of buildings at the
weslern end of the site, The buildings will be substantially different in height, bulk, and
form from the existing land use and existing structures, These ehanges will affect wind
patterns in the area and clearly have a negative effect on the Alfred,

Generally, the wind approaches the project site from the west, passing over the
Hudson River and rising sharply uphill from West End Avenue to Amsterdam Avenue,
The resulting compression causes it to gain speed, and the northwest and southwest
corners of the project would intercept this wind and shed turbulent wind currents that
could be detrimental not only to the Alfred but its and other neighboring pedestrians,

A mathematical wind analysis should be performed for different combinations of
structures in place at different times, and model wind tests should be performed to verify
the mathematical analysis, taking note of stresses and defleetions at critical locations on
the Alfred taking into account its original wind load design specifications

In view of Fordham's seeking waivers regarding minimum distance required
between walls or lot lines which would place buildings in such close proximity to the
Alfred as to render their bulk menaeing to the residents thereof and inimieal to good
design, in addition to the wind analysis, the Draft Scope should analyze the adverse
impaet, including on light and air, shadows, privacy, and sight lines, such waiver with
respect to the buildings on sites 4 and SA as well as sites 3 and 3A would have on the
Alfred,

9, Neighborhood Character:

The EIS should address all adverse environmental impacts of the exploitation of
the Fordham site to its maximum FAR in light of the current and accelerating policy of
reducing density within the City of New York as evidenced by the recent down-zoning of
the Upper West Side of Manhattan and Jamaica Queens reflecting a clear recognition that
the Il1creasing population, overtaxed infhlstructure and a more sophisticated
understanding of the adverse effects of excessively dense development on the quality of
life and public health requires an overhaul of a Zoning Resolution conceived almost a
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half ccntury ago "to avoid inappropriate and non-contextual buildings and preserve the
character and diverse population of the neighborhood".

11. Infrastructure: 12. Solid Waste and Sanitation Services; and 13. Energy.

The analysis should discuss not only the demand placed on the sanitary sewage
handling and treatment system, but also the effect on the frequency and impact of
combined sewer overflow events. Additional inputs to the treatment plant lower the
threshold at which a combined sewer overflow event is triggered, with attendant impacts
on water quality.

The increase in demand that the Master Plan will place on these systems should be
assessed for conformity with the City's PlanYC2030. Demand from three million square
feet of new development should be quantified, its relationship to PlanYC2030 objectives
should be discussed, and measures to address any necessary reconciliation should be
developed.

In this regard, it would be appropriate to undertake a cumulative impact analysis
integrating the numerous developments planned or underway in this area of the west side
to assess accurately the consequences of the growth on these infrastructure systems.
Areawide mitigation or improvements, if needed should be committed to by the City or
the City should consider the imposition of some type of impact fees as were developed in
the Hudson Yards rezoning.

14. Traffic and Parking:

Traffic Study Area: Because of changes in the design of West End Avenue and
traffic patterns that more heavily use that street, the traffic study area should include
additional intersections along West End Avenue including the intersections with 65 th

, 66 th

and 72"<1 streets. Similarly, intersections along Amsterdam and Columbus avenues and
Broadway should include those with 65 th

, 66th
, and 72"'1 streets. The study area should

extend to the Hudson River so that the study includes traffic flow on the Henry Hudson
Parkwayl West Side Highway.

Traffic Methodology: The EIS traffic analysis should fairly portray the extent of
current traffic congestion. If ovcr-saturation or cycle failure at one intersection causes
queue spillback to an upstream intersection, then the EIS methodology should make sure
that delay at the upstream intersection is characteristic of Level of Service E or F, even if
traffic volumes indicate otherwise. The analysis should also take into account the
extensive use by Fordham of shuttle vans which congest the area.

Modal Split Survey: The Draft Scope proposes to base modal split on a 2003
internet survey which, according to Fordham, "revealed that of all persons for whom
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Fordham would provide parking if desired, ... approximately 24.4 percent would use the
on-campus parking garage once it becomes available" (Fordham Proposal, Attachment
#11, p. 15). City policy, however, is not to provide parking to anyone who desires it, but
to limit parking to reduce driving. Consequently appropriate questions for determining
modal split are "What proportion of the faculty and staff now drives to the Lincoln
Square campus?" and "How many of the future faculty and staff would drive if parking is
not provided?" Clearly a survey more consistent with City policy is required.

Parking: Parking is one of the most critical areas for examination, since the
approvals sought by Fordham center most significantly on special pennits to add parking
spaces to the area. The analysis should recognize that City policy, expressed in the
Zoning Resolution (Article T, Chapter 3), seeks to limit any addition to off-street parking
in the CBD and surrounding areas. Furthermore, the City has recently announced· a new
policy to reduce the number of vehicle entries to Manhattan south of 86'h Street (City of
New York, PlanYC: A Greener, Greater New York, April, 2007). Since fewer vehicle
entries rcquire less parking, actions that add parking to thc controlled area, as Fordham's
special permit request would, tcnd to undermine the new policy. [n response to suggested
modifications, the City may placc the congestion-pricing boundary at 60'h Street, the
boundary of the Central Business District. More parking near this boundary may attract
drivers who would not normally enter the Lincoln Square District and who desire to park
near, but not enter, the CBD.

In the Special Lincoln Square District, specifically, the Commission decided to
limit parking facilities "in order to control the volume of and impact of residential,
commercial and transient vehicular traffic in the area," particularly the impact on
pedestrians in this congested area (CPC report, CP-20365A, March 19, 1969). Since the
Fordham campus already serves twiee the number of students it was designed for, and
Fordham expects that number to grow by more than 25% upon implementation of the
Master Plan (Fordham Applieation, Description of Proposal, p. 5), adding two parking
garages to the expanded campus will cause just the eonflicts that the Commission was
concerned about.

The ETS should examine the impact on traffic and congestion of placing more
parking in Lincoln Square in contradiction to current and likely future public policy.

Parking Study Area: The parking study area should extend a quarter-mile to a
half-mile from the site, as is typical (see CEQR Technical Manual, p. 30-5). [f large
garages, such as those at Riverside South, straddle the quarter-mile boundary, the entire
garage should be counted as within the parking study area. The parking inventory should
include approved garages, including those that will be built at Riverside South north of
61st Street, sinee the sizes of those garages are already known, as well as planned
garages, sueh as those proposed to built at Riverside South between 59th and 61 st streets.
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Residential Parking Requirements: Fordham claims that the City policy to limit
parking as expressed in the Special District regulation is "an anachronism" (Fordham
Application, Attachment #11, p. 16), but also cites examples of new residential buildings
in the area that do not provide parking. The Commission has addressed parking in the
area by authorizing parking garages in more peripheral locations, such as at Riverside
South, which will have at least 3,500 spaces when completed. The EIS should evaluate
the request for residential parking at this location in light of the Commission's broader
policy of limiting parking within the Special Lincoln Square District while providing it at
peripheral locations.

University Accessory Parking: Fordham claims it must provide parking on the
campus because off-site parking is "impractical for academics can-ying books and
papers." Yet Fordham currently has only 35 parking spaces and admits that most parking
by its faculty and staff is occurring off-site (Fordham Application, Attachment #11, pp.
15-16). Fordham claims that off-site parking is either far away or is disappearing. Yet
the Commission recently approved a project on the next block, 60th to 61't streets between
Amsterdam and West End Avenues, that will include a garage for 190 cars. Projected
redevelopment of the northwest corner of that block could add a garage with another 66
spaces. The EIS should examine whether new or existing garages like these in
surrounding blocks could satisfy Fordham's minimum requirements. The EIS should also
examine whether Fordham could contract with owners of these garages to rent spaces on
behalf of its faculty and staff rather than construct new spaces within the Special Lincoln
Square District.

Overall Parking Requirement: Fordham claims that it must provide on-site
parking because there are insufficient parking spaces available in the area (Fordham
Application, Attachment #11, pp. 15-16). However the evidence belies this claim. A
recent EIS completed by the Commission reports that there are at least 2,300 available
spaces in the area during both midday and overnight hours, and that number will not
decline by much in the liJture (West 61" Street Rezoning FEIS, pp. 14-7, 14-14, 14-27).
This level of parking availability is clearly more that sufficient to accommodate
Fordham's requirements, no matter how expansively defined, and the EIS should say so.

Safety and Pedestrian Conflict: Since a purpose of the Special Lincoln Square
District is to limit parking in order to avoid conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians,
the EIS should carefully examine the safety hazards posed by traffic turning onto 62"<1
Street to reach Garage A. The EIS should also carefully examine the confliets, both
traffic and traffic/pedestrian, of having two garage exits and a loading dock on the short
West 61 sl Street cul-de-sac.

61 sl Street cul-de-sac: The only internal vehieular access within the entire
Fordham superblock is the truncated portion of West 61" Street terminating in a cul-de­
sac between the Alfred and a Fordham dormitory already overtaxed by pedestrians and
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vehicles in those two facilities. The EIS should analyze the adverse impact on that street
and adjacent properties of additional traffic as well as the effect of additional parking
ramps opposite existing parking ramps. Fordham's current Draft Scope attempts to
minimize such impact by emphasizing the "dead end" aspect of the street, which, in fact,
exacerbates the congestion and hazards to both vehicular and pedestrian traffic thereon.
Critical locations of such study would include the intersection of Amsterdam Avenue and
West 61 51 Street, the entrances to the parking garage ramps, and the entrance to the
Alfred.

Pedestrian Pathway: The Master Plan also appears to eliminate a long standing
pedestrian pathway from the Alfred to 62"d Street and Lincoln Center, the impact of
which must also be analyzed and disclosed particularly in light of the increased
congestion at the Alfred's other entrance on the West 61 51 Street cuI-dc-sac.

Security and Anti-Terrorism Measures: The Draft Scope should address the
impact on traffic, parking and pedestrians (as well as on urban design and visual
resources) of the enhanced security and anti-terrorism measures the Fordham project is
likely to include such as barriers, guard stations, street furniture and other preventive
measures.

IS. Transit and Pedestrians:

Fordham's Master Plan envisions a campus for 10,650 students, many of whom
will be taking the subway to the 66th Street station and then walking on the sidewalk to
Fordham. A previous study for the DCI' and the Lincoln Square Community Council, by
planning consultants Hart, Krivatsy, and Stubee, concluded that pedestrian traffic to and
from the 66th Street station would become problematic iI' the number of students at
Fordham were to reach 9,000. Consequently the EIS should pay particular attention to
this issue. (Sec Hart, Krivatsy, and Stubee, Lincoln Square Community Action Planning
Program: Working Papers on Traffic and Circulation, 1970, p. 38).

The 66th Street Station: The draft scope does not contemplate examining impacts
at the 66th Street Station unless "necessary" based on the trip generation results. Since
the Hart, Krivatsy, and Stubee study found pedestrian flow problems stemming from this
station, the EIS should include an analysis of it and ensure that its methodology does not
discount important impacts stemming from the 66th Street Station.

Additional Mitigation Measure: These additional students can be best
accommodated by extending the underground passage from the 66th Street statiou, which
now ends south of 63,·d Street, south to the Fordham campus at 62"d Street. The previous
study co-sponsored by the Department recommended such a passageway if the student·
population were to reach 9,000.
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16. Air Quality:

Stationary Source Analysis: The proposed residential towers are very close to Can
Edison's 59th Street generating station, and their proposed heights exceed by ISO to 200
feet the height of Can Edison's 500-foot smokestack (taking into account the difference
in ground elevation). Given the size of the Can Edison facility and the amount by which
the residential towers would exceed the Can Edison stack height, the EIS should examine
the impact of Can Edison's power plant plume on the new residential buildings, and vice
versa (CEQR Technical Manual, pp. 3Q-12, 1517,43-44). NYC DEP required such an
analysis for buildings examined in the Hudson Yards FGEIS even though those building
would be built no closer than 4,750 feet from the Can Edison 59th Street stack.

Fine Particulate Matter: For both traffic-rclated and stationary source analyses (as
well as cumulative analyses) the EIS should examine impacts of all directly emitted air
pollutants, especially emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2s), an air pollutant for
which the City is in violation offederal standards.

Significant Impacts: In general, according to the CEQR Technical Manual, an
action results in a "significant impact" when the incremental impact exceeds the de
minimus criterion or "when an action would result in the creation or exacerbation of a
predicted violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants of concern" even if the impact in
that circumstance is less than the de minimus criterion (CEQR Technical Manual, p. 3Q­
41-42). Consequently for PM25 , any increase in concentration is an exacerbation of the
existing NAAQS violation and, if not fully mitigated, would require denial of parking
garage permits under section 13-53 of the Zoning Resolution. The EIS should confirm
that mitigation measures will prevent any increase in PMz5 concentrations.

Typical traffic mitigation measures are no more than theoretical proposals that
may never be carried out, or are adjustments assumed to be implemented during routine
maintenance. Section 13-53 of the Zoning Resolution, however, requires that proposed
mitigation measures be implemented as a condition for approval of the pelmit.
Consequently, the EIS and the Commission should explain how implementation of
proposed mitigation measures will be enforceable.

Methodologv: The EIS methodology should include traffic speed and delay
measurements for the mobile source air quality analysis.

18. Construction:

The Alfred is uniquely situated less than a street width away from some of the
construction. The ElS should assess construction impacts, particularly air quality, noise
and vibration impacts, with greater sensitivity given the nearness of this "receptor" and
an "impact" should be found more easily. With bedrock so close to the surface along
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Amsterdam Avenue, Fordham's Master Plan will undoubtedly entail much noisy,
disruptive and dangerous blasting. There is a need for the detailed analysis contemplated
by the CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 3R, Section 313, p. 3R-9, and Chapter 3S,
Section 200, p. 3S-2.

20. Mitigation:

Mitigation of any significant adverse impacts, including those generated by the
private residential development, should be the responsibility of Fordham. The decision­
makers should insure that there are legal measures by which Fordham will be held
responsible for implementing any necessary mitigation. Possible mitigations measures
should include non-standard items such as the creation of public space.

21. Alternatives:

The Draft Scope states that "the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to examine
reasonable and practicable options that avoid or reduce project-related significant adverse
impacts while achieving the goals and objectives of the Proposed Action." Since the
Draft Scope does not describe the goals and objectives of the Proposed Action, the public
is handicapped in providing suggestions as to alternatives that should be considered.

To the extent that a goal of the Proposed Action is to provide more classroom,
administrative and dorn1itory space, there should be at least one alternative that would
provide such space by utilizing and, as necessary, building on the 24-acre campus at
Tarrytown and the 85-acre campus in the Bronx as well as on the Lincoln Square campus,
or by acquiring new space. The Master Plan includes 1,145,816 zsf of new academic
space and 529,753 zsf of new dormitory space. Surely there is a possible configuration in
which some new academic and/or dormitory space is provided on another campus, or
through the acquisition of new buildings or sites. Particularly as Fordham has just
announced the sale of its Tarrytown campus, there should be a scenario that forgoes the
sale of all or part of that campus and uses it for Fordham's current and anticipated needs.

There should also be a lower density alternative that does not include the
conveyance of two sites for private residential development but utilizes the entire site for
Fordham's academic requirements and conforms to the public policy expressed by the
Commission's 1989 report (C 880802 HUM). This alternative would limit the FAR of the
Fordham site to 2,227,356 sq. f1. [279,444 x 7 + 22,604 x 12], in accordance with
LSURP. Devoting all of this floor area to academic and dormitory use would virtually
satisfy Fordham's stated need for 2,319,407 sq. 1'1. Or Fordham could devote up to
271,248 sq. ft. [22,604 x 12] to a private residential use, 39% of the amount Fordham
proposes, and the rest to academic and dormitory use. Building heights would be limited
to 41 stories for the private residential use and 20 stories for collegiate use. [I' Fordham
claims to need the profits from these developments to finance its expansion (and they
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appear to be claiming only that they need these profits to bolster the endowment to cover
contingencies), then the EIS should include a discussion of the amounts these
developments will generate compared to the costs of the expansion, and of possible
alternatives to this form of financing. It is noteworthy that Fordham attempted to sell the
parcel at the southeast comer of 62"d and Amsterdam for private development in 1990,
claiming it needed the funds to build dormitories. The sale never went through, but
Fordham managed to build the dormitory with funds from the New York State Dormitory
Authority.

There should be an altemative that assumes that structures can be built on the
podium area and reconfigures the layout of the Master Plan so that some of the bulk is
distributed internally, away from the perimeter of the site. Such a reconfiguration would
reduce visual impacts, increase publicly accessible open space, and could lower the
heights of buildings. It would provide a better transition on Columbus Avenue between
Lincoln Center and St. Paul's Church, and on Amsterdam Avenue between Lincoln
Center, John Jay College and the Amsterdam Houses.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Fordham's Draft Scope. We hope
you will seriously consider the analytical as well as technical issues raised herein to avoid
losing sight of the neighborhood for the buildings.

Ve~.tl;;l1y yours,

~ ~iX.; /f/.''. 1/_lt~f/UA/
Hiott Met"sel [
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60 Foot Separation of Structures

D2 - Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Statement
Draft Scope of Work
Part II, Task G, Urban Design and Visual Resources
Attachment A, Task 8, Urban Design/Visual Resources

The above referenced item states: "According to the CEQR
Technical Manual, a detailed assessment ofUrban Design and Visual
Resources is undertaken when a proposed action would result in a building or
structure substantially different in height, bulk, form ---or arrangement than
exists;--". Page 14 ofLR#3-Description of Proposal (Revised 6/14/07), requests
with regard to Development ofFordham's Site 4 and the construction ofa 600
foot tall residential Tower thereon, that a waiver be granted regarding the
minimum distance legally required between windows and walls or lot lines. This
request is premised on the Developer having obtained an air and light easement
from the owner of the garage immediately to the south of Site 4, to assure that no
new structures will be built within the legally required distance for separation of
structures.

Any waiver that might be granted should not include the area
that falls within 60 foot distance ofthe Alfred Condominium (See Sketch). The
Alfred is 30 feet south of the Property Line it shares with Fordham's Site 5A and
it is on the Property Line it shares with the garage to its west. The garage and the
Alfred are in one zoning lot. The air and light easement provided by the garage
owner assures the Developer ofSite 4 that there will not be any structures built
over the garage and therefore, the glass wall of the south fayade of the Tower can
be moved to the Property Line. If the waiver were to extend to the Property Line
Site 4 shares with Site 5A, it would violate the Code required separation of 60 feet
between two buildings opposite each other with glass walls (I.e. The Alfred
versus Site 4 Tower).

,"Attachment #1 I-Discussion of Actions and Statement of
Findings (Revised 6/14/07)", Page 9, Last paragraph: In discussing options for
Sites 3 and 3A, it states a minimum of 60 feet will be provided between the two
Towers to provide ample separation for access to air and light. In the interest of
fucilitating good design (Page I, 2nd paragraph, item (a) ):a 60 foot separation of
structures, to provide ample separation for access to air and light, should be
adopted at locations where the Alfred is adjacent to development Sites 4, 5A, 5,
and '7

Dominick Montalbano (212) 2450089 08/25/07
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Re: Fordham EIA'- 60 foot separation of structures
Page 2 of2

Fordham UnIversity Lincoln Center Master Plan
EnVironmental Assessment Statement
Draft Scope of Work
Part II, Task G, Urban Design and VIsual Resources
Attachment A, Task 8, Urban Design/Visual Resources
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West 51st Street Cull De Sac - Traffic Analysis

D3 - Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Statement
Draft Scope of Work
Part II, Task 0, Traffic and Parking
Attachment A, Task 14, Traffic and Parking

Attachment #11 - Discussion of Action and Statement of Findings, Page 14, states
Garage B will be entered by a curb cut located on the south side of the West 61st Street Cull De Sac. The
entrance will be 30 feet wide and at least 50 feet east of Amsterdam Ave. It is also 5 feet from a Truck
Dock, 24 feet in width. Page 18 mentions Site #3a will have a bUilding entrance in the 61st Street Cull De
Sac.

Geometrically the Cull De Sac, unlike the 80 foot wide Streets of 60th and 62nd
.streets, is only 60 feet wide. It functions as a two-way street for vehicles entering and eXiting the dead
end street. With curb side parking along the north and south curbs, vehicles have to squeeze by each
other. The Cull De Sac is 250 feet in depth. The south curb is 160 feet long and then flares into a
semicircle to create a turnaround for the vehicles. The turnaround area is Signed for "No Standing". Truck
deliveries or pickups for the Alfred do so curb side at the northeast corner ofthe street, the closest location
to the service elevator. Emergency exit doors open Into the turnaround area from the Dormitory and the
space below the Podium. The proposed Garage ramp is located on the opposite side of the street from
the Alfred's Garage ramp. It overlaps the Alfred ramp by about 5 feet; and, the ramps are steeply sloped
and provide poor sight distance for drivers exiting from below grade parking. The Truck Dock's East wall is
in line with the west wall of the Alfred and is about 30 feet from the building entrance.

Page 18 states: "Garage B: is located on a dead-end street without through traffic,
so that the only traffic likely to occur on the block, whether vehicular or pedestrian, will be going to one of
the three buildings accessible from the Cull De Sac: Site #3a, The Alfred or the Quinn Library. The
vehicular traffic generated by the garage will not be of sufficient size to affect other drivers accessing the
street. Further, it is anticipated that most pedestrian traffic will access the library and dormitory through
the campus, rather than along West 61st Street." Page 18 aiso states: "This garage is accessed off a
dead-ended street which provides access to only one residential building. Since the entrance to the garage
is to the west of the entrance to the Alfred Building, the design and location of the garage will draw a
minimum of vehicular traffic to and through the street in front of the Alfred." These are simplistic
evaluations of the traffic activities that miss the real situation. As noted above the proposed Truck Dock
and Garage ramp are opposite the Alfred entrance and Garage ramp; and, as such do conflict with each
others activities. The street activities the Alfred generates include the following which may not be all
inclusive:

8125/2007



*Trucks deliver fuel for heating
*Trucks move furniture in and out of the bUilding
*Contractors deliver materials for alterations to apartments
*Mechanical and Electrical Contractors perform maintenance and alterations to systems
*Verizon and Time-Warner install and maintain building systems
*Mail and packages are delivered by US Postal Service, FedEx, UPS, DHL, etc.
*Personal cars to pickup and drop off passengers and personal belongings
*Taxis, Limos
*Food Deliveries
*Pedestrlans include Residents, Nannies, Apartment Cleaners and Visitors

A traffic and pedestrian analysis should be performed for the Cull De Sac
including two building entrances, two truck loading/unloading positions, and two garages (noting the poor
sight distance for drivers exiting the garage from a steep uphill ramp). Two critical locations of study are
(1.) Vehicles and pedestrians at the entrance from Amsterdam Ave. noting two-way traffic on a narrow
street; and (2.) The entrance to the Alfred and its Garage noting two-way traffic on a narrow street,
parking ramps opposite each other; and, a Tuck Dock opposite the Alfred Entrance. Pedestrians from the
bUiidings and garages should be included in the analysis.

Should the analysis indicate there will be negative impacts, the folloWing
two alternatives should be considered to mitigate the negative impacts;

A. Move the Garage B access ramp and Truck Dock to 60th Street. This is a
wide street, 80 feet, and the construction of the water line shaft at 60th and Amsterdam indicates it can
accommodate additional activities. The north side of the street will be occupied by the existing dormitory,
Site #3 buildings and the existing truck dock. The south side of the street is occupied by John Jay College
with its entrance on 59th street. At the center of the block is a high-rise Condominium and a school for
children. The remainder of the block to Columbus Ave. is occupied by a church with its main entrance on
Columbus Ave.

B. Create an access for the Alfred from 62nd street. This could be similar to
that plan that was adopted by the Developer that built the Alfred and had an option to build on Site #4.
The access could be shared with the northwest corner Tower and the Law school. In this manner private
vehicle, Taxi, Limos and pedestrians would be removed from 61st and It could be left for parking and truck
dock actiVities. The value of apartments in the northwest Tower will be enhanced with an off-street private
driveway.

Dominick Montalbano (212) 2450089
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Analysis of Wind Forces

DI - Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Statement
Draft Scope of Work
Part 11, Task G, Urban Design and Visual Resources
Attachment A, Task 8, Urban DesignNisual Resources

The above referenced item states: "According to the CEQR
Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of Urban Design and Visual
Resources is undertaken when a proposed action would result in a building or
structure substantially different in height, bulk, form ---or arrangement than
exists;--". The Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan proposes the
construction Ofa complex of buildings at the western end of their property. The
buildings will be substantially different in height, bulk, and form from the existing
land use and existing structures. These changes could affect wind patterns in the
area and possibly have a negative effect on the Alfred Condominium.

Generally, the wind approaches the project site from the west It
passes over the Hudson River and then risers sharply uphill from West End
Avenue to ,Amsterdam Avenue. The wind gains speed as it rises and moves over
the hill, to move the volume of air blocked by the hill with the volume ()f air
above it. The northwest and southwest corners of the project would intercept this
wind and shed turbulent wind currents that could be detrimental to the Alfred
Condominiwn. The core of the Alfred includes concrete walls that support the
building against lateral wind forces, indicating concern on the part of the design
Engineers of the building's stability against wind forces.

Mathematical wind analysis should be performed for different
combinations of structures in place at different times. Model wind tests should be
performed to verify the mathematical analysis, taking note of stresses and
deflections at critical locations in the Alfred.

Dominick Montalbano (212) 245 0089 08/22/07
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project can causc dlllc to th~ vastly inen,ased dcnsity ailld crowding of the
slllT.mmlings that wi!! cnSile.

With the construction of the Time Wamer Towcrs at thc Columlms eiwelt, amI its
adjllccnt buildings as weI! a~ tbl' lJlHming of IICW sdlOols ill the arca, the Lincoln
Cenh,r Arcll !l(,came oycrcwwded and tbe pedcstriall walkways do not have the
alltlU'opom~tricdhllcnsiolls nceded to acccpt the population.
This situation will be certainly aggravatcd vc/:'y SIlOIl aftcr tht, cOlllstruction of the
more than 8 new bnildings in the square milc.

We haye to takl' into considcmtRon thai dill, sidcwalks are the only way that PCOllk
calI'l usc to move ami that we hllve hospitals and heliith dinies ill til" area. The
situt;Jltion at the moment is such thmt a wh[,eI chair eamwt have access to thc usc of
certain sidewalks iii some stJret,ts, It is 1I1s0 important to point Olit that the fl!!me
sidcwallw Ilrc disputed by thousllnd of dogs that need to be takcn outside the
buildings for 11 walk.

Sevcral researchers have proved that density and crowding can haye adverse
impacts Oftl the psychology of humans, Thc eft'ects are out-numbered but can
causc stn$s·related illness, change in behavior, alcoholism, mood changes,
incll""asinl~ crime mh.'s am! ahandonl of thc overpopulated area.

Professor A,'jun Appadurai has coined tlK' expression" the limit of to!eram'c" as the
poirnt. at which pCllpk l't<Ul live weI! in crowded ellmmiiilitie~withollt becoming
craR,y.

On the book A Pattern Language, published by Oxford Univcrsity I'rcss, PR'ot
Christophrr AkxlIl!lder dcfiilflCS the cssentials ClJI' building communities aRid suggcsts
the degl'ces of publicness for the wcll being of thc popullition. He presents also II
resolution stating that "it is possible that l'ertain building should cxe",ed this limit
(thc suggested limit), hut they sbouhllllcnr be bsniidings fOl' human habitlltiOl!",



In fad, we han' sevcR'al cxamples that prove that (14' is l'ight:
Shanghai: the con<tentmfimJ of high .riM" buildings rmule tlu, downtown arca
unbearable for hl!.lJibdi~)l1oWhat wc have tod~,y is the dominance of hotel and
busirues~ a(~Hvities;

Hong Kong; the same
Sinlgl,pOI'{'; thc Shenton Way was idcalizcd for human habitation. It became
impossible to live there lind today we have only banks and business
community ill the rcgioRJ and 1'110 hotels;
Sao Paulo; tile Avenida Paulista war; a place to live, with parks and a very
pleasant uca, TodllY we havc only high buildings ami a fimmcial distdl't,
with one of the hight,st, carbon mono and dioxide pollution ill the world;
DowntowlI MlwhaWm: there is a t!'emendous dIort being made by the City
to bl'ing thc area back to human habitation. II you visit those apartments you
are goirng to notice: eompldc!y' absence of light, overcrowded sid.,walks and
and a dead e.ity at nighi. That is tbe reason why tht, only apartments that are
being sold are tbosc in the !,.,novated buildings, whkh offc!': internal
gard.,ns, swimming-'Poois and clubs. For bdtl,r nnderstanding the
pha'f!omenon please rdcr to "The Death ami Life of Great Americall Cities"
by Jane Jacobs, whkh became a "bible" for assessing the vitality of the dties.

Our pror,osal is bllsl:d on tiM' following stndies and recommendations:

Principles ofIntelligt'llt fJrbanism - developed at Hal"Vard's pioneering
lJrball Dl:sign J)epartmtml under the leadel'ship of Josep Lluis Sert based on
c.Co Henningel' studies ( Ekistics, Volume 69, Ill'. 412 - Athens,
wikipidill.org/wiki/Prineipks_of_lnte!!igtmt... lJrbanislll);
The Death and Life of Gn,al Ameritan Cities - Jalle .Jacobs (considered one
of the most influential books of the 20tl

'. Century)·· Vintage Books
Environmental i>syehology -•. sevel'lliresearehers : Il'Win Altman, .Jay
Appleton, Anita Blanchard _. Wikipedia Free Encyclopedia
(wikipedia.ol'g/wiki/Em'ironmental_PsyclIOlogy);
A Pattern Language: Towns, Buildings, COllstru(,tion: Christophe!'
Alexander, SaH"l~ Ishikllwa amI MURTay Silvc!'stcill _. Centel' fol'
Environmental Structure of Berkeley - Califomia - a 1977 bool. Oil
architecture (en.wikip!~dia.Ol'g1wiki/F;nvi1'011mental_Psychology).
I'rof. Arjun Appadllwai ... world wcll known Antlll'upologist, Dirccto!' of the
Cellter on Cities and Globali:lmtioll at the Yale lJnil'ersity - (Modemity at
Lal'gc·· Cuitll!'al Dimensions of Globalization -, University of Minnessotll
P!'es§ and Iwescntlltion al the Eumpeall Envit'onlllciltal Tribunal ill
Tr'lllICOSO, po!'tugal Oil October 26, 2006·- The Origins of the .Future).

"(,/( i,

iI'ones Paulli - The Alfi'lld Condomininm - Apt 17 C - tel. 212 262 1553
161 West 61". Street
k~.:~>J..!_~.~..'~i.{J? ~,~.i~~.r_~},,;~_:S.~~;~.~.:
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Comments on the Draft Scope of Work for the Fordham University
Lincoln Center Master Plan Environmental Impact Statement

The ]()lIowing comments on the Draft Scope of Work for the Fordham Univcrsity
Lincoln Ccnter Mastcr Plan Environmcntal Jmpaet Statcmcnt arc being submitted by a
group of Buildings, including the Alfrcd Condominium, the Beaumont Condominium,
the Coliscum Apartments, the Harmony Condominium, Lincoln Plaza Tower, thc Sofia
Condominium and Two Columbus Circle, and reflect those comments that were
presented orally at the Public Hearing on September 10, 2007.

B. DRAFT EJS SCOPE OF WORK

The Scope of Work indicates that the "No Action condition will take into consideration
other projects in the vicinity of Fordham University's Lincoln Centcr campus that arc
cxpeetcd to be completed by the analysis years for the Proposed Action." This analysis
should include the following in-process or planned developments, among others:

Lincoln Center redevelopment, including the Harmony Atrium;

American Red Cross building site (Amsterdam Avcnue between West 66th and
West 67'h Street);

15 Central Park West, including thc Best Buy whieh will occupy the retail space
on Broadway;

Numerous development projects along West 59th, West 60th and West 61 st Streets
between Amsterdam Avenue and West End Avenue, as well as ncw developments
on West End Avenue south of 66th Street;

The continuing development of Rivcrside South, bctwccn Wcst 59th and West 61"
Streets;

The Museum of Arts & Design at 2 Columbus Circle.

The addition of a subway entrancc at the northwcst corner of 60th Strect and
Broadway;

The reopening of the Empire Hotcl on West 63rd Street and 6 Columbus Hotel on
West 58'" Street;

The expansion of John Jay College which will occupy the cntire block from loth
Avenue to II th Avenue and from 58th Street to 59th Street; and

Use of the West 59th Street Marine Transfer Station for the City's Solid Waste
Management Plan.



TASK 2. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

It appears that the epicenter of this and other study areas throughout the document are
inconsistently located. All circles should be consistently measured from the outer borders
of the superblock.

2C. Refer to the list above for devclopment projects that should be included.

TASK 3. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The socioeconomic study area boundary includes virtually the entire two-block area
between 64th and 66th street between Amsterdam and West End Avenues but that area is
excluded from the study area itself. These blocks include the Amsterdam Addition, a
large, low-income housing complex and an integral part of the immediate neighborhood.
The same is true of census tract 135, which includes Harborview and Clinton Towers.
These areas should be included in the socioeconomic study area.

TASK 4. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

As in Task 5, facilities and services on Fordham University's campus should be excluded
from the scope since they primarily service and are primarily accessible only to Fordham
University's students and employees rather than the community at large.

TASK 6. SHADOWS

The shadow study should analyze the impact of shadows on the public plaza on the
Fordham University campus.

TASK 8. URBAN DESIGN

The Proposed Action will add buildings of significant height and bulk to a site that is now
predominantly low-rise, and will substantially reduce the amount of light and air that
reaches the surrounding streets. It will eliminate the sense of openness that is now an
essential feature of Lincoln Center and its surroundings to the south and west. The
devclopment plan will create a fortress like perimeter around the entire superblock.
These impacts must be thoroughly and honestly described in the EIS.

In addition, the project's impact on wind flow, as it affects nearby buildings and
pedestrian thoroughfares, should be studied. We are concerned with turbulent wind
currents that could bc detrimental to nearby buildings and pedestrian thoroughfares.

Finally, the plan's deviation from standard building spaeing and sctback norms, and its
impact on air and light aecess both within the campus and on neighboring buildings,
should be studied.

- 2 -



TASK 11. INFRASTRUCTURE

Impacts of the project on the 59th Street Marine Transfer Station, the North River Sewage
Treatment Facility and the 49th Street Energy Transmission Facility should be studied.
Energy supply, in light of blackouts in reeent years, should be studied. Traffic congestion
and pollution created by both public and private sanitation trucks should be studied.

TASK 14. TRAFFIC AND PARKING

Because the neighborhood surrounding the campus is a transportation hub--with
crosstown transverses, Columbus Circle, access to the West Side Highway and major
population centers all nearby-the scope of this study should be expanded to include all
intersections within the square bounded by 57th Street and 66th Street from Central Park
West/Sth Avenue to West End Avenue/ll th Avenue. This should include the cuI-de-sac
that spurs into the superblock at 6l't Street, which is not currently identified as an
intersection in the study map but will include two new curb cuts; one for a parking garage
and one for a loading dock. These curb cuts will be in addition to the current parking
garage on the north side of the cul-de-sac and the current loading dock at the east end of
the cui-dc-sac. The impact of additional curb cuts on safety and traffic should be
considered.

The traffic and parking study should consider new rush-hour regulations on West End
Avenue that have been implemented to mitigate the permanent closure of the nnd Street
off-ramp of the Miller Highway. It should also take into account the use of W. 62nd Street
for bus traffic and parking by Lincoln Center, and additional student transport vehicles
that Fordham University will use when the academic capacity of the campus has been
expanded.

TASK 15. TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

The following streets and intersections should be included in the scope of the pedestrian
study:

Intersections:

Columbus Circlc

Slh Avenue and 5S tl
, Strect

9th Avenue aiJd 59th Street

61" Street & Broadway

62,,<1 Street & Broadway

- 3 -



641h Street and 651h Street, Columbus Avenue and Broadway

61" Street and Amsterdam Avenue

60lh Street and Amsterdam Avenue

65 1h Street and Amsterdam Avenue

Streets:

591h Street from 91h Avenue to 10Ih Avenue

60lh Street from West End Avenue to Columbus Circle

61'1 Street from West End Avenue through Amsterdam Avenue to the end of the
cuI-de-sac

Amsterdam Avenue from 60lh Street to 661h Street

Columbus Avenue from 591h Street to 661h Street

62"" Street from Columbus Avenue to Broadway

61" Street from Columbus Avenue to Broadway

The traffic and pedestrian study should be conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 10:30 a.m.,
12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m., 3:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. We believe
these hours to be the peak traffic hours of the crowds going to and from the various large
institutions already in the area including Fordham University itself, as well as John Jay
College, New York Institute of Technology, Lincoln Center and the Time Warner Center.
The study should also include the impact of the removal of the walkway from the Alfred
Condominium to 62"" Street.

TASK 18. CONSTRUCTION

The effects of construction on local businesses and on the fast transit of emergency
service vehicles should be considered. An analysis of potential rodent infestation
stemming hom construction should also be conducted.

TASK 21. ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives with potentially less adverse environmental impacts should be
considered:

- 4 -



An alternative in which the podium has been removed. Patiieularly as it relates to
urban design, a site design that does not include the podium will have a
substantially less adverse impact and be significantly more friendly to the
neighborhood by making the campus plaza truly accessible to the public.

An alternative in which sites 3 and 4 arc not used for private development and the
floor area planned for academic and dormitory space is distributed over the entire
superblock, ineluding those sites. Given that Fordham University is prepared to
sell those sites for private development, it seems apparent that only 2,435,271
gross square feet is required for the campus expansion. Distributing that floor area
over a larger area, absent the towers planned for sites 3 and 4, would undoubtedly
have a less adverse environmental impact and the site could be designed in a
manner that is more in keeping with the vision embodied in the urban renewal
plan for an integrated community for Lincoln Square.

An alternative in which Fordham University generates the necessary added
academic capacity for its Schools of Business, Social Services and Education by
expanding its Tarrytown and/or Rose Hill campuses. The current site plan was
drawn up after Fordham University acquired additional capacity at its Tarrytown
campus and without apparent consideration of expansion on the Rose Hill
campus.

An alternative in which the "No Action Condition" alternative does not inelude
any private development. Such alternative should be ineluded as a baseline
against which all impacts are measured, either instead of or in addition to the "No
Action Condition" proposed by Fordham University in the EIS. There are
unresolved legal issues related to Fordham University's ability to sell the land that
was sold to it on a restrictive basis under the Lincoln Square Urban Renewal Plan.
Given that discretionary approvals needed from the Dormitory Authority of the
State of New York arc sufficient to warrant removal of all academic construction
from the EIS's proposed "No Action Condition", then the possibility that legal
issues related to land disposition to private developers will not be resolved in
Fordham University's favor warrants a "No Action Condition" that does not
inelude private development that will require such disposition.

- 5 -



COALITION FOR A LIVABLE WEST SIDE
PO BOX 230078

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10023
212-580-9319

l-iva blenewyork@erols.com

FORDHAM - CPC - SEPTEMBER 10, 2007

The Coalition for a Livable West Side is concerned that the
data collection and analysis may not be sufficient for the
complexity of travel patterns in the area.

Specifically: The program for traffic counts will not work well
for congested intersections. When you do a standard traffic
count, you are counting the number of vehicles that pass
through an intersection. For an intersection that is over
capacity, you are thus counting the capacity of the
intersection and not the actual demand. Therefore, for
congested intersections, it is important to conduct a "delay
study". In these types of studies, you are counting the actual
demand and vehicular delays at the intersection - not just the
number of cars that are able to pass through. At the very
least, the contractor should do a few delay studies at the
most congested intersections to calibrate the HCM model.

And most importantly, the traffic data must show the full
cumulative impact on traffic in the broader area.



Some Remarks on the Environmental Impact of Fordham University's Proposed
Development of the Campus Superblock at Lincoln Center

Good day. Thanks to the city Planning Commission for giving mc an opportunity to make

a few remarks on Fordham's proposed Mastcr Plan Environmental Impact Statement. My

name is Michael Roos, and I live at 61 West 62"d Street. I have lived in the neighborhood

for a number of years, and today I'm making a few brief comments about Task 2, Land

Use, Zoning and Public Policy, and also Task 14 traffic and parking.

Most fundamental among these topics, the Land Use, Zoning and Public policy

paragraph makes no mention of the legal foundation for Fordham's assertion that it may

develop the property. The Fordham proposal would produce a dense, over-built super-

block grossly inconsistent with the original master plan for the area. This master plan

justified the exercise of eminent domain, and to this day it has not been implemented.

Although ultimate resolution of these fundamental questions will occur elsewhere, they

should be included in the scope of the environmental impact statement since they are

crucial aspects of public policy on which the entire development scheme depends, and to

exclude them would be a grave oversight.

With respect to land use, it would be illuminating to compare the bulk of the

bloated structures Fordham is proposing to The Equitable Building on lower Broadway.

Built in 1915, that building is so huge related to the lot on which it stands that it caused

the city to implement regulations governing the size of structures related to the areas they

cover. Thc environmental impact study should include comparative data to describe the

effects of the bulk of Fordham's proposed structures on the surrounding community. This

information would cause the study to be easily understood by the people who will read it.



Task 14 deals with traffic and parking and task 15 deals with public

transportation. To look at thcse related topics separately can be very misleading since

they are related on a number oflevels. For starters, I don't understand why Columbus

Circle is flagged as a potential Additional Analysis intersection in fugure A-13 of the

Environrnentallmpact study seoping document. It should be included with paragraphs

that deal with both above and below ground areas since the street level and subway

station are now stressed to the maximum. Today any interruption in either street or

subway traffic causes congestion and gridlock not only on Broadway but also on Central

Park West and Ninth Avenue. This happens frequently, and will only occur more often

when thousands of new students and residents with their pedestrian and vehicular traffic

travel in and out of the neighborhood every day.

I am able to see Ninth Avenue from 62nd Street to the Battery from my apartment,

and every morning the traffic moves at a crawl. It is no bcttcr in the evening. When

Broadway at or below Columbus Circle is blocked, the traffic south on Ninth Avenue

comes to a standstill. The study should focus on what adding additional cars to the traffic

flow will do to an already impossible situation. I personally don't need a study to

conclude that more traffic in our neighborhood, even with the addition of more parking

spaces, will cause an unacceptable nightmare. Nevertheless, I am eager to see the results

of a methodical study.

Below ground at Columbus Circle is one of the more heavily used stations in the

subway system. I have used it at least twice a day for many years. The Broadway local

platforms are narrow and extremely crowdcd. Although the new entrances will make it

easier to enter and leave the station they will do nothing to relieve the crowded platforms



which are overburdened today with people waiting for trains and with people trying to

leave the trains through the mobs pushing to get on to them. Right now ugly incidents

are common. And these conditions are made all the worse in the summer by high

temperatures and inadequate ventilation. Adding thousands of additional students to this

flow of pedestrians will only make a bad situation worse. I think the study should

integrate the above ground pedestrian traffic with all mass transit traffic flows to create a

complete description of this congested area. To look at these two aspects of the study in

isolation would distort an already troublesome picture.

Thank you.
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Dear Sirs.:

I moved from New Jersey to my actual location ,161 West 61th street five years ago.1
selected this Condominium because of the surroundings and beautiful views.
I have seeing my views disappearing with all the new buildings coming up in the West End
and 11 street. I have coped with the Water Tunnels in construction now 2nd year, because
I understand it is a vital need.
After listening and participating in the preliminary hearing and review of The Fordham
University Lincoln center Master Plan Proposal, I want to send my personal comments:
I am very concerned about the future pollution caused by dust, noise and traffic in the
streets surrounding our Alfred Condominium and other sites that will be affected by the
construction work.
The extent of time for the whole Plan to take place will jeopardize our tranquility. mobility
and the result will decrease our green areas and Increase the load In our streets and
garages already crowded.
As an Alfred resident, I am very concemed with the closing of our exit area in the back of
our Condominium to allow the expansion of the Campus of Fordham University,this exit
could be of extreme importance in need of a quick evacuation from building to street in
case of fire or other disaster.The access to be limited to our front coul de sac is not enough
specially if we are going to have dormitories across from our front entrance.
We are all working and concemed neighbors that enjoy our quiet and beautiful green areas,
this keep our sanity and purity of air in the middle of a polluted City.
I am in favor of a planned urbanization and I ask you respectfully to please take enough
time to review this Fordham Plan.!t may be needed to reduce the scope of their request?
I thank you sincerely for allowing me to send my comments.
Respectfully submitted.

Selva S Schenkman, MD.
Alfred Condominium resident.



161 W. 61st St. #14C
New York, NY 10023
September 10,2007

',! \\ f\\' '. \/-..•"i-.-.,-,,-_....-.'~,_._.,.-_.~~._..

Department of City Planning
22 Reade Street
New York, NY 10007

Re: Fordham University Lincoln Center Master Plan

Dear Sir or Madam:

I live right next to Fordham, at 161 West 61st Street (The Alfred). I would like to
comment on two aspects of Fordham's master plan.

First, Fordham proposes to create access to a garage on the south side of West 61st Street
(Alvin Ailey Place). Alvin Ailey Place is a short, dead-cnd street which already has a garage
ramp on the nOl1h side. I don't think it would be safe to have cars coming out of both the north
and south sides of this small street. In fact, Fordham itself expressed concem about traffic
conditions in this cul-de-sac in a letter that it wrote to The Alfred in 2003. (See attached letters.)

If the Department of City Planning is going to permit Fordham to have a garage ramp on
61 st Street, it is vital to maintain the walkway that The Alfred currently has to 62nd Street as a
safety valve. If that walkway is closed, all pedestrian traffic will go to 61 st Street instead of
being divided betwecn 61 st and 62nd Streets.

My second concern is about site 5a (the site directly to the nOl1h of The Alfred). I urge
Fordham to mitigate the impact of that 10-12 story building and to think about alternatives. In
that regard, I note that in 2005, when The New York Times wrote about Fordham's expansion
plan, Fordham planned to have only a five-story building at site 5a. Surcly Fordham's student
population has not doubled between 2005 and now.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Very truly yours,

-.i • .~t, .'

Takemi Ueno

Attachments
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August21,2003

Mr. Dominic Montalbano
The Alfred Condominium
161 West 61 sl Street Apt. 3E
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Montalbano:

/
'.~'

Nt '/1 York Cily's jf,.fflil UnilJersity

First of all please be advised that the ramp will be closed on Wednesday August 27 and
Thursday August 28, 2003. This closing is to facilitate some necessary repairs and to follow
the Law of Ownership. Please notify the occupants of the Alfred that access to your
condominium on the aforementioned dates via the ramp will not be possible. The ramp for
all intents and purposes is off limits during said period.

Secondly, I trust that the condition of our property in front of your building is presently
satisfactory. I again must insist that persons from your condo stop forthwith in using the
area as a pet run. I have been informed that dog excrement is escalating in the lot. In
addition to this I would like to state my distress over the work being carried out in your
building this summer e.g. the parking lot. This project has caused significant dust migration
into the air intakes of my central AC units in the residence hall opposite your condo. I would
like to hear from you the anticipated completion date of the work. Additionally I am
requesting that your service proViders refrain from tuming the 61 sl Street Cul-de-Sac into a
parking lot in itself. The parking in this area currently obstructs a main path of egress for one
of my buildings and therefore places occupants in danger. Please take the necessary steps
to ensure this action ceasesASAP.-

Last year, around the same time, I requested that you supply me with information on the
people at the Alfred Condo who are to be considered current contact persons along with
their respective titles and functions including the chief engineer or building manager. This
information is yet to be received. Please expedite SUCh.

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter and I thank you in advance for your cooperation in
these matters.

Douglas Mitchell

Copy: Charles Hodulik

Director of Facilities Operations LC

Vice President for Lincoln Center Ca[11pus

113 Wesl 60th 5tH'OI I New York, NY 100:1:1749-1 I 212-6.16-6090 I fax: 212-6:16-7912



The Alfred Condominium
161 West 61" Street

New York, N.Y. 10023

August 27, 2003

Mr, Douglas Mitchell
Fordham University
Facilities Operations LC
113 West 60th Street, LL 1313
NewYork,N,Y.10023

Dear Douglas:

I received your lener ofAugust 21, 2003 on Saturday, August 23, 200l
Although the notice of ramp closing was less than one week, we advised our residents
that the ramp would be closed on August 27th and 28'h.

We have in the past directed our residents to not use your property for a dog run
and to clean up after their pets as required by New York City law. We will continue to
do so. Restoring the locks on the four gates at the top of the ramp would be helpful in
keeping pets off the property.

With regard to the parking Jot construction underway adjacentto theAlfred, this is
not our project. The construction contacts were let by GGMC Parking Lot Operators
who leased the property from Carol Management Co" the original developer of the site.
The garage is expected to start operations in September. Street level work remaining to
be done includes placing a section of paving blocks, sad, finishing the fencing, replacing
the sidewalk, site cleanup and placement of signs.

While discussing the progress of the work with the contractor on Saturday, he told
me that when your gardeners were cutting down the weeds, several rats, apparently
roosting in the weeds, came running across his work site. It is probably a good idea to
keep the weed growth in check to avoid a return of vennin to the site.

With regard to the vehicles in the cul·de-sac, this is the only vehicular access to
our building. We receive our fuel here, tracks move furniture in and out, contactors
deliver materials for alterations to apartments, mechanical and electrical conrractors as
well as Verizon and Time Warner service building systems, postal and package deliveries
are received, and other miscellaneous deliveries are made here, not to mention cars and
taxis to pick.up and drop.offresidents. The Alfred has no control of the traffic in the cul­
de·sac. NYC Department of Traffic officers periodically visit the cul-de-sac and issue
traffic violation tickets when appropriate.
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Last year I sent you a list of contact people at the Alfred, In fact my records
indicate I sent it twice, Attached you will find the document I sent last year. I've noted
on it that there have not been any changes,

If you want further clarification of any of the above items, please contact me, I
am planning on being away from September 4111 through September 18"',

Sincerely,

1/' '. /-'7 ."f-.. /'//
[:) c?"-....--f..-'e:~. kt. .....-.-tC:z.-C{5~.-.-r'

Dominick Montalbano
Vice President
Alfred Board of Managers

cc: Dr. Sidney Golfscher, President
Board of Managers



COMMITTEE FOR ENVIRONMENTALLYSOUND DEVELOPMENT
PO Box 20464, Columbus Circle Station, New York, N Y 10023-1492

Telephone (212)877-4304; Fax (212)712-0486

Riverside Boulevard Update

With work proceeding on the north end of Riverside Boulevard, a parallel
road to West End Avenue that will reduce traffic on a stretch of West End
Avenue will soon be a reality. West 64th Street between West End Avenue
and Riverside Blvd. is also under construction.

There are, however, no dates or concrete plans for Riverside Blvd. from
63rd to 59th Streets.

A segment of 61 51 Street extends along Building O.

There is $16 million dollars that the federal court has made available for use
on the Riverside Blvd. project. This will be used for part of the "Box" that
is planned for Riverside Blvd.'s southern end.

Extell Corp. should be starting the Uniform Land Use Review Process
(ULURP) before the end of the year.

Our Councilperson, Gale Brewer, has been appointed to the NYC Riverside
South Implementation Task Force. She intends to work with the community
to facilitate the best southern connection that can be made at West 59th

Street to the Miller Highway.

As matters now stand, Extell Corp, the developer, is required to construct
each segment of Riverside Blvd. as the adjoining building is completed.
Considering all "circumstances, this could take a long time to happen) if
at all. Since th~re is Federal money available, the best way to serve the
community is to use the money to complete Riverside Blvd all the way to
59th Street without waiting for more new buildings. That would indeed
relieve traffic on West End Avenue from 59th to nnd Streets and gratifY a
long suffering Upper Westside neighborhood.



Fordham University Lincoln Center Expansion
Planning Commission Meeting, Monday Sept 10

Attend the first public hearing of Fordham University's Lincoln Center Expansion Plan that
will increase the intolerable traffic congestion and the air pollution to Lincoln Center and
destroy the green and open campus.

Fordham will present the scope of its environmental plans at a public hearing to be held by the
NY City Planning Commission on Monday, September 10, 2007 at Spector Hall, 22 Duane
Street, Manhattan, one block north of Chambers Street. There will be two sessions: 2:00 - 5:00
PM and 6:00 -8.45 PM. Please attend, learn about and comment on:

-The risky effects that thousands of additional residents and students will have on the
overburdened transportation, pedestrian walkways, and vital services such as public safety, fire
safety, sanitation, water and sewages, and public safety. Remember the disastourous life taking
west 60th street tower fire.

-The unjustified and totally disproportionate construction of 167% 'academic' space to
accommodate a modest 33% increase in students. This increase to result mainly from
Fordham's plan to to move programs from its spacious 85 acres Rose Hill campus in the
Bronx and its recently acquired 25 acre campus in Tarrytown to the densely overcrowded
Lincoln Center campus.

-The enormous reduction of open green space from 65% to 37% of the proposed new campus
and the walling-off of the "community" campus gardens by retaining them on a virtually
invisible and barely accessible elevated "podium" surrounded by massive high rises and
unmarked entrances.

-Loss to the neighborhood's light, air" and open skies resulting from seven new 22 to 60 story
buildings on the campus which has been limited to 20 stories; the air pollution and traffic
congestion that will inevitably result from three new garages and a 1,400% increase in parking
from 35 to 535 spaces!

-The profiteering $300,000,000 sale to a developer ofluxury condominiums of two sites on the
campus that the City created under eminent domain by evicting thousands of poor families and
demolishing their homes is immoral and should not be permitted. The entire two block campus
was 'sold' to Fordham for $2,250,000, a third of its cost to the City, under a covenant that
restricted its use to non-profit educational and community purposes. If allowed, this will
establish a precedent for additional sales to developers of prime campus sites.
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Westside Transportation Meeting with
New York City Department of Transportation

Monday, September 24, 2007

The NYC Transportation Department has scheduled a meeting for the Westside area
of West 55th to 86th Streets to hear the community concerns about traffic issues.

Monday, September 24th, 2007 from 6 to 9:20 PM at John Jay College, 899 Tenth
Avenue (West 58th and 59th Streets).
RSVP required bY'09/14/ 2007 to (917)339-0488, westsidestudy@ hshassoc.col11

Some questions of great importance that CFESD would like answered arc:
I. How will the NYC Plan 2030 congestion pricing affect our area?

2. Can the AMTRAK railroad line in Riverside Park be modified to
transport commuters form Westchester?

3. When will Riverside Blvd be completed from 72nd to 59th St?

4. How much of Riverside Blvd. can now be used?

5. Which Riverside Blvd. streets are currently under construction?

6. What are the Riverside Blvd. f1nancial arrangements with Federal,
state, city, residents, and Extell Corp?

I wish to make a tax-deductible donation to the Committee For Environmentally Sound
Development. Please write checks payable to CFESD. P.O. Box 20464, Columbus Circle Station,
New York, NY l00:23-1492.

$1.000

Street

Telephone

$100 $50 $25 other $

Email

3



IMPORTANT MEETINGS

Fordham University Expansion Plan
Monday, September 10, 2007 NY City Planning Commission
Spector Hall at 22 Duane Street, Manhattan
Two sessions: 2-5 PM and 6-8.45 PM; (See page 2 for details)

Sierra Club Meeting
Thursday, September 20,2007,6:30 PM
Marcy Benstock on Mayor Bloomberg's NYC 2030 Plan
Antonia Bryson, esq. on Environmental Law
Judson Memorial Church, Washington Sq So, entrance at 235 Thompson St

NYC Dept of Transportation on Upper Westside transportation issues
Monday, September 24,2007,6 to 9:30 PM
John Jay College, 899 Tenth Avenue (west 58th Street) Manhattan
(See page 3 for details)

CFESD
PO Box 20464
Columbus Circle Station
New York, NY 10023-1492
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IT was, in its time, the biggest, baddest, light-bloddngcst, stl'cct­

congestingest space-hog ever to touch down on Manhattan bedrock.

But this summer the Landmarks Preservation Commission designated

the 1915 Equitable Building, at 120 Broadway, an official city

landmark. Is it a monster ¥- or a monument? 01' both?

By 1886 the Equitable Life A<;surance Society W,IS the largest life

insurance company in the world. But it remained in its squat siX~st01Y

office building on Broadway between Cedar and Pine Streets. Built in 1870 and the first

office building to have elevators, the Oliginai Equitable Building wns by the 1880'S two

architectural generations out of date.

The typical height of downtown ofnce buildings soon leap-frogged to 20 to 25 stories, but

in 1897 Equit<lblc asked the [Il'Chitect George B. Post to design ilsoo-foot-high building,

about 40 stodes, on its site.

This provoked the Real Estate Record & Guide, the industly's trade journal, to call for

building restrictions, describing the Equit<1ble project <IS a "startling example of how open

our cities nre to attack from the audacious." At that time only multiple dwellings were

seriously affected by building regulations.

The 1897 pbn did not go ahead. In 1907 the company proposed a 33-story replacement

and revised that in 1908 to a 62-stOly building, 1,059 feet high, to be the tallest in the

world.

Concern about such tall buildings "emained fairly constant, first taken up by civic groups

concerned about architectural effect but later embraced by New York's real estate

commUllity, which worried about rogue builders who operated outside the industly's

informal rules.

The 62-stOlY project ~- something like an overfed Sheny-Netherland Hotel -- was

superseded by a 32~stOty proposal in 1910. In 1911 the Real Estate Record & Guide again

editorialized against such "wholesale theft of daylight." In an era of primitive electric

illumination, ll<lturallight wa.s a critical issue in office leasing.

Equitable's hand was forced in ,Janumy 1912 when a fire destroyed its old building. The

company immediately announced a 20-stOlY replacement -- modest by that time -- but

later in 1912 sold the site to Thomns Coleman Du Pont, president of his family's

Wilmington, Del., chemical firm,

Du Pont retained a Chicago architect, Ernest R. Graham, successor to the famed Daniel

Burnham, who had d(~signed the 1908 and 1909 proposals, Gmham developed a plan for

a 42-story-high building accommodating 13,000 people; at 1.2 million square feet, it was

to be the largest in square footage in the world.

The Rcal Estate Record & Guide again editorialized in favor of restrictions on building

size aIHI against the Du Pont project, saying "it will cause severe and irremediable losses

to many neighboring property owners,"

http://qucry.nytimes.com/gSt/ fullpage. html?res=9COCE5 0 0 1E3 8F93 BA3575ACOA96095", 9/1 0/2007
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George T. Mortimer, manager of the new Trinity and U,S. Realty oftlce buildings across

Broadway, organized neighboring owners in an attempt to buy the site from Dn Pont to

put up an eight~stOlYstructure, even at a direct loss of $2.5 million to themselves. They

were rebuffed.

New York City had finally organized a Heights of Buildings Commission, which in 1913

arrived at a draft plan for requiring setbacks on buildings in relation to the width of a

street.

But by that time the new Equitable Building was wcllllndcr way, and was finished in 1915

-- 42 stories high and rising straight from its property Jines. In 1916 the city passed its

tlrst zoning law. On a plot the size of the Equitable's the total allowable noor space would

not have exceeded 12 times the {Irea oftha plot. A<; built, the Equitnble is 30 times the size

of the plot.

The vernacular tradition in New York is that the Equitable Building suddenly sparked the

1916 law, as if city planners were stmtled by it on a stroll down Broadway. The two~

decade-long prehistory shows it was no surprise to anyone.

IT appears that i)u Pont's investment worked out just finc, and in 1916 he hired

MOltimer, the onc¥time opponent, <:IS the building's manager. MOltimcr continued to

advocate building controls.

Page 2 of2

http://qucry.nytlmes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9COCE5DD IE3 8F93BA3 575ACOA96095... 9/1012007



\" (e \i 'f." '.>
THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1 Centre St., 9N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 669-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

DCP 105DCP020M

PROJECT NUMBER

06/22/07

DATE RECEIVED

PROJECT

COMMENTS

FORDHAM U L1NC CTR MSTR P: FORDHAM UNIV LINCOLN CTR MASTR P

[1 No architectural significance

[Xl No archaeological significance

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

[Xl Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[Xl Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing andlor New York City La
Designation

[1 May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

The LPC is in receipt of the EAS and draft scope of work for EIS (SEIS)
dated 6/20107. The text needs to be corrected as per LPC comments of
10/17/06 (attachecrr-=--::::-------

SIGNATURE

07/09/07

DATE



THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1 Centre St, 9N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 669-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

DCP 105DCP020M
PROJECT NUMBER

10/02/06
DATE RECEIVED

PROJECT FORDHAM U LlNC CTR MSTR P: FORDHAM UNIV LINCOLN CTR MASTR P

[ ]

[X]

[X]

[X]

[X]

[ ]

No architectural significance

No archaeological significance

Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

Listed on National Register of Historic Places

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

May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

COMMENTS The LPC is in receipt of the revised EAS and scope of work for EIS (SEIS)
dated 8/28/06, The following resources are within the study area and need
to be added or the information corrected in the EAS and SEIS: Lincoln
Center, S/NR listed; the Sofia Bros, Warehouse, LPC designated and
S/NR eligible; and St, Paul's R.C, Church, heard by the LPC and S/NR
eligible, There are no archaeological resources on Block 1132, Lot 1,

SIGNATURE

10/17/06

DATE




