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My name is Thomas K. Duane and I represent New York State's 29th Senate District, which 
includes the Riverside Center project site and the surrounding neighborhood. Thank you for the 
opportunity to testify regarding Extell Development Company's (Extell) proposal. 

The Riverside Center development, which will occupy Riverside South's final parcels from West 
59th to West 61 st Streets between West End Avenue and Riverside Boulevard, presents an 
exciting opportunity for Manhattan's Upper West Side. The project will transform a site that 
currently serves as a parking lot-and that is one of the last large-scale waterfront soft spots in 
the area-into an extension of the surrounding residential and commercial neighborhood with an 
urgently-needed public school and hundreds of affordable housing units. I also appreciate that 
this project will create thousands of temporary and permanent jobs, as local unemployment has 
approximately doubled in recent years. 

I want to express my gratitude to the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP), the 
New York City Department of Housing, Preservation & Development (HPD) and the New York 
City School Construction Authority (SCA) for their commitment to working with the community 
throughout the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP), and also to Extell for its active 
and open engagement with Manhattan Community Board 7 (CB7). I also applaud CB7 for its 
thoughtful arid persuasive July 2010 Report and Resolution on this proposal. 

As CB7 notes, the current proposal not only fails to mitigate some of the most troubling negative 
impacts identified in the project's Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), 
but it also fails to remedy the existing Riverside South development's enduring adverse impacts. 
Furthermore, certain aspects of the proposal violate the community's Core Principles as 
expressed by CB7 and must be modified accordingly. 

Perhaps Riverside South's most salient negative impact is school overcrowding. For many 
years, Upper West Side families have endured the persistent and systemic overcrowding of our 



public schools. The past decade's development boom-particularly the large residential 
buildings in Riverside South that have already been occupied-has brought unprecedented 
numbers of new school-age children into the area, yet there has been no commensurate increase 
in school seats. The failure to date of the SCA to work with the many developers who have 
capitalized on the area's excellent public schools to create more school space has created an 
unsustainable rise in local school utilization rates. 

The Riverside Center DSEIS finds that Extell's proposed 75,000 square foot (SF) school would 
leave the area with a shortfall of 555 seats, forcing nearby public schools to operate at 140 
percent utilization. I strongly urge Extell to provide at its own expense a 15 I ,598 SF school that 
meets the specifications articulated in CBTs Report and Resolution, and to locate it in the first 
building to be built on the site. Extell' s present offer to fund the construction of the core and 
shell of a school half that size would only serve as many students as are projected to come into 
the development and does nothing to relieve overcrowding in other community schools. 
Furthermore, it relies upon SCA to build out the space in order for it to be usable-an 
uncertainty in this economic climate. This is totally unacceptable. 

Unmitigated negative impacts specific to Riverside Center are largely related to the proposed 
density of the project. While the 1992 restrictive declaration for Riverside South pennits 
2,372,192 SF of development on these parcels, Extell seeks to build 3,014,829 SF. The proposed 
configuration of buildings relegates much of the site's open space to narrow, unusable and 
inaccessible strips along building perimeters; casts shadows on the rest of the open space through 
the fall, winter, and part of the spring; and sets this space apart in such a way that, depending on 
the site's retail uses and other elements, would likely discourage use of the site by the general 
public. Furthermore, the DSEIS finds that increased demand on insufficient active open space in 
the surrounding area is an unmitigated impact ofthe project. I echo CBTs recommendation in 
its Report and Resolution that Extell remove Building 4 (mid-block on West 59th Street), fill in 
its footprint with active public open space, and further reduce the development's total floor area 
to that which is pennitted in the existing restrictive declaration. 

I also urge Extell to heed CBTs other recommendations for modifying its site plan, including 
extending West 60th Street to Riverside Boulevard, bringing the entire site to grade and 
surrounding the open space with public streets or broad pathways. These modifications would 
improve the circulation of the site, contextualize the entire development and render it more 
inviting to the general public. Building lobbies would open onto public streets and the open 
space would be clearly separated from the narrow lawns that serve as building setbacks. 

As an elected official representing a district with one of the most cost~prohibitive housing 
markets in the nation, I am also particularly concerned about the provision of affordable housing. 
Extell proposes to provide 20 percent of the total residential floor area as affordable housing 
through the City's lnclusionary Housing Program. I share CBTs position that this development 
should not be pennitted to proceed unless the application is modified to include 30 percent 
mixed-income pennanently affordable housing, primarily integrated in the site. Many recent 
large-scale land use actions have demonstrated the viability of roughly this proportion of 
affordable housing, including the redevelopment of the Domino Sugar Factory and the rezonings 
of Hudson Yards and West Chelsea. 



Additionally, while I would hope that Extell also shares the belief so beautifully expressed by 
CB7 that "the social good generated by including affordable units is best achieved when 
affordable units are integrated among market-rate units," I was troubled to learn that the 
company is considering providing separate entrances for residents of affordable and market-rate 
units. Such segregation is unseemly, outdated and abhorrent, and the City of New York must not 
tolerate it. 

I also urge the New York City Planning Commission (CPC) to require the developer to adhere to 
the principles of PlaNYC 2030 and to secure the highest possible Leadership in Energy and 
Envirorunental Design certification. This long-planned development should serve as a model for 
green building and sustainable development, maximize energy and water use efficiency and 
promote good envirorunental stewardship among its residents. For example, CB7 has 
recommended the inclusion of a below-grade car sharing facility, plug-in connections for electric 
cars, on-site clean energy sources, and an energy management system. The developer should 
also consider allotting space for an urban and/or rooftop garden that could be integrated into the 
on-site school's curriculum. 

I strongly agree with CB7 that, in the interest of sustain ability as well as the needs of the 
community, Extell should eliminate the proposed auto showroom and auto repair center and 
replace them with community-oriented retail or other uses that will attract visitors to the site. 
This modification would have the added benefit of enabling Extell to eliminate the connecting 
30-foot curb cut on West 59th Street that, if heavily trafficked, could pose a danger to the 
pedestrians and bicyclists who use the street to access Riverside Park South. In general, 
commercial facilities in Riverside Center-including the sites of the proposed automotive uses­
should be designed to accommodate a diverse mix of smaIl businesses that serve the local 
community. 

While Riverside Center has the potential to be a great asset to the Upper West Side and to benefit 
to the entire community, the current proposal fails to meet this potential. I urge CPC to 
conditionally disapprove the ULURP applications relating to this development unless the 
applicant follows the recommendations above. I remain optimistic that Extell will work 
collaboratively with the community to align the final project with CB7s's vision, which is 
reasonable, attainable and will be beneficial for all. 



 
 
 
 
 
September 15, 2010 
 
The Honorable Amanda M. Burden, FAICP, Chair 
The Honorable Kenneth J. Knuckles, Esq., Vice Chairman 
The Honorable Angela M. Battaglia 
The Honorable Rayann Besser 
The Honorable Irwin G. Cantor, P.E. 
The Honorable Alfred C. Cerullo, III 
The Honorable Betty Y. Chen 
The Honorable Maria M. Del Toro 
The Honorable Richard W. Eaddy 
The Honorable Nathan Leventhal 
The Honorable Anna Hayes Levin 
The Honorable Shirley A. McRae 
The Honorable Karen A. Phillips 
 
Dear Chair Burden, Vice Chairman Knuckles, Commissioners Battaglia, Besser, Cantor, 
Cerullo, Chen, Del Toro, Eaddy, Leventhal, Levin, McRae, Phillips:  
 
I am pleased to have my support for the proposed Riverside Center project presented today 
before this Commission.  I know that you recall that Riverside South was approved during my 
administration and that Chair Burden, who has done so much to lead the Department and this 
Commission through so many sensitive and important re-zonings, was also on the Commission 
when Riverside South was approved. 
 
New York has a long history of creative use of its railyards. Early in the 20th century, the 
decision to cover the New York Central tracks surrounding Grand Central Terminal produced 
Park Avenue – today some of the most valuable real estate in the world. During my 
administration, it was the Penn Central 60th Street railyard. In the first decade of the 21st 
Century, creative planners proposed the Atlantic Yards and the Hudson Yards and, earlier this 
month, we witnessed the opening of the Mott Haven Educational Campus – once a commuter 
railyard and now a 280,000-square-foot facility serving more than 2,300 students.  
 
In 1992, after several years and several proposals, the Planning Commission unanimously 
approved the Riverside South project, followed by City Council approval. We all recognized 
the need for development of that fallow land, and now Riverside South is a new neighborhood 
– an extension of the Upper West Side, just as Battery Park City extended the west side of 
Lower Manhattan. And now, 18 years later, all but one of the parcels from 61st to 72nd Street 
have been built, and only the fallow superblock parking lot that runs from 59th to 61st Street 
remains.  As we agreed in 1992, that one superblock parking lot should be developed as well. 



I am encouraged by the Riverside Center proposal. The architecture and open space are 
distinctive, and the job creation and economic projections are impressive. At a time when 
unemployment is still very high, this project carries the promise of good-paying jobs – union 
jobs as well as local jobs for hardworking New Yorkers who are anxious to get back to work. 
 
It is time for us to complete the Riverside South project, and I urge you to approve the 
Riverside Center applications before you today. 
 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      David N. Dinkins 
      Professor, Columbia University/SIPA 
      106th Mayor, City of New York 
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As the Member of Congress representing the Eighth Congressional District, in which the 

proposed development at Riverside South is located, and previously as the New York State 

Assemblymember representing the district containing Riverside Center, I have long taken an 

active interest and role in the Riverside Center development project. 

When the large-scale Riverside Center development was first proposed by Donald Trump 

in the early 1990s, I opposed the project strongly because the development did not represent 

sound, responsible planning for the entire neighborhood. The applicant today, Extell, seeks to 

modifY the plan for the final undeveloped tract ofland in Riverside Center, from its original 

zoning as a "Television City" for TV studios, to large-scale residential buildings, significantly 

increasing the density of the site. 

Responsible and appropriate development of the Riverside South site would benefit the 

Upper West Side. However, as those of us who live and work in the Upper West Side know, the 

original Riverside Center development at the northern portion of the site was not undertaken with 



a broad consensus on all of the community needs and impacts, or with mitigations in place for 

those impacts. Today, the Riverside Center buildings stand as enormous, densely packed 

buildings separate from the rest of the neighborhood, and several of the negative impacts of the 

development remain unmitigated. The development of the remaining tract of land by Extell must 

not repeat the mistakes and shortcomings of the prior development. 

I do wish to first thank all of the stakeholders involved for their years of hard work 

toward gaining consensus about this final piece of the Riverside Center development. 

Community Board 7 has shown incredible leadership on this issue, and the developer, Extell, 

also must be commended for their involvement with the community and their commitment to 

mitigating the impacts of the proposed development. 

While, again, I commend the efforts made to gain consensus on the project, I believe that 

despite the hard work by the stakeholders over the last few years, several issues of concern 

remain with the proposed development that must be addressed in order for the application to be 

approved. I wish to specifically highlight a few of the issues remaining with the development, 

which have also been addressed by the Community Board 7 recommendations and plan, as well 

as by the Manhattan Borough President's Recommendation. 

First, I am concerned about the density and accessibility of the proposed Riverside Center 

South. The proposed density far outstrips that which was originally approved in the restrictive 

declaration for these parcels ofland, and any density increases beyond the originally approved 

numbers must be mitigated. 

One potential impact of this increased density includes additional school overcrowding 

on the Upper West Side, already a significant problem in our community. The plan as currently 

proposed includes 150,000 square feet of space for a school. However, the developer plans only 

to fund 75,000 square feet of school development. The applicant should instead fund the 

development of the full school capacity, and complete the school in the first phase of the 

development. This will address the longstanding school overcrowding created in part by 



Riverside Center and make certain that the school needs generated by the Riverside South 

development do not immediately outstrip availability. 

The site plan also poses significant concerns about open space and accessibility, due to 

the steep grade planned for the site. The applicant Extell must reduce the inaccessibility to the 

public open space, and to the development itself, by better integrating the buildings into the 

neighborhood and making the open spaces located within the development easily reachable by 

all neighborhood residents, including those with disabilities, or parents with strollers who cannot 

easily reach an above-grade park space. 

Additionally, the current proposal by Extell includes 20% affordable housing under the 

City'S Inclusionary Housing Program. I support the inclusion of3O% affordable units in the 

development to be targeted to households earning 80% or less Area Median Income. Community 

Board 7 has recommended 30% of units to be made affordable, and I believe that that 

recommendation is sound and responsible. The affordable housing must be perrrtanent. 

Finally, the proposed development will greatly increase the commercial uses in the area. 

The applicant should work with the local community to identify needed neighborhood retail and 

resources and should focus the development ofthe commercial space on those resources. 

Further, I support the calls on the developer to increase employment opportunities in the area and 

also to explore and commit to local hiring practices that will have a long term impact on the 

community. 

Thank you again to all of the stakeholders, who have worked extremely hard to put a 

responsible development plan together. I hope that with these additional changes, we can reach 

an agreement on moving forward. However, without these additional mitigations, I cannot 

support the plan. 
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I am Assemblymember Linda Rosenthal and I represent the Upper West Side and parts of 
Hell's Kitchen/Clinton in the New York State Assembly. 

The Extell Development Company's final undeveloped parcel of Riverside South on the 
far West Side, running from 59th to 61st Streets, will have a significant impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood. The developer proposes to construct five high rise towers, 2,500 
residential units, a hotel, retail spaces, an auto showroom and repair center, 1,800 underground 
parking spots, and 2.75 acres of privately-owned public open space. When Donald Trump 
gained control of the entire site in 1992, he signed a Restrictive Declaration which, among other 
provisions, capped the number of apartments at 5,700. The new developer has proposed to build 
an extra 1,292 residential units, which I believe would make this site too dense. 

As the proposal moves forward, I believe the community's priorities must be carefully 
considered. Both Community Board 7 and Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer felt 
these applications in their current form did not warrant approval. My view of this project is no 
different. Riverside Center is an area that presents us with an opportunity to greatly augment the 
West Side if the proper considerations are taken and the suggested modifications are made. As 
such, I stand by the community's wishes and emphasize that four main factors be incorporated 
into the development plans: a public school to help alleviate the dire overcrowding in the district, 
a greater percentage of permanent affordable housing in the development, publicly accessible 
open space, and the design of a site that allows for "community use" which includes minimizing 
density and encouraging appropriate traffic patterns throughout the facility. 

Specifically, school overcrowding in this area has already reached crisis levels. Despite 
the creation of a new school, P.S. 452, which opened this Fall and houses the current overflow of 
students in the southern portion of School District 3, the problem will only grow worse in 
coming years. As such, I applaud Extell's agreement to build a 75,000 gross square foot, 480-
seat pre-K-8th grade school within the development. However, we need to be mindful that this 
may not be adequate school space, and we cannot allow this school to serve only the students the 
project is projected to generate. We need to maximize the available space for a school at this 
site, 150,000 gross square feet, for students from both the development and the community, and 
the school should be built within the first phase of construction. As I have from the outset, I 
support Community Board 7's principles, as well as the recommendation of Borough President 
Stringer, and call for an increase in public school capacity to serve the needs of the community. 
I also call on Extell to make the creation of an appropriately sized school a top priority in its 
application. 
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Maintaining affordable housing units is another critically important component of this 
plan. Extell proposes to just adhere to previous agreements and allocate 12 percent of the 
apartments as affordable housing for a period of 20 years. Currently, New York State faces an 
affordable housing crisis with rent-regulated and Mitchell-Lama tenants being priced out of their 
apartments. Many of my constituents pay a significant portion of their income in rent and face a 
daily battle to stay in their homes as rent rates go up. In light of these circumstances, I believe it 
is of the utmost importance that Extell increase the percentage of affordable housing to 30 
percent on the site, which is one of the community board's recommendations. FUl1her, these 
units must remain permanently affordable. This is a worthy aspiration and we should not 
negotiate away this opportunity for more affordable housing on the West Side. For a 
development of this size, a minimum of 20 percent, not 12 percent, should be the starting point 
of discussions so that the economically diverse character of the neighborhood is maintained. 

Maximizing public space at the development to eliminate the exclusive nature of the 
current design is another component that Extell needs to take into consideration. As of now, the 
development consists of five residential and mixed-use buildings surrounding a private raised 
enclave that obstructs passage to Riverside South Park and provides no easily identifiable open 
space. The raised enclave must be brought to grade and public streets should surround the open 
space to both encourage transportation throughout the site and create an unequivocal atmosphere 
of community integration. I ask that Extelliook into the community board's suggestion of 
eliminating Building 4 in order to provide more communal open space for both residents of the 
development and their surrounding neighbors. The Riverside Center development should not be 
an isolated and exclusive development in the neighborhood but, rather, a welcoming place for all 
West Siders. 

I also want to emphasize Community Board 7' s recommendations to optimize the 
community use of this site. The above-grade level of Riverside Center needs to fully integrate 
the community's needs within its design. These recommendations include creation of open 
space, including mixed retail along West End Avenue, maximizing transportation circulation 
through incorporation of public roads on the site and providing the new school with an 
appropriately sized grade-level playground. 

Additionally, the development's below grade level area needs to address the possible 
congestion the site will create. Currently, Extell proposes to build 1,800 parking spaces and an 
auto repair center in their underground level, which would make it the largest parking garage in 
the city. The 1992 Restrictive Declaration allowed for 743 parking spaces, and Extell's intent to 
more than double that number and supply auto services will only create more traffic congestion 
in the area. My constituents are already concerned with the overcrowding the 2,500 residential 
units will create; adding more parking spaces in the parking garage will only serve to encourage 
traffic, not prevent it. It is Extell's obligation to make sure that Riverside Center does not create 
problems but works to curtail congestion. 

Extell's past Willingness to engage with the community to hear about local priorities for 
the Riverside Center site is encouraging. Now it is time for these recommendations to be 
incorporated into the final agreement. It is imperative that Extell keep the high priorities of a 
school, affordable housing and the concerns of the community at the forefront of its designs for 
Riverside Center. Working together, we can make sure that the needs of the West Side 
community are attended to as the proposed Riverside Center plans continue through the ULURP 
process. Thank you for your consideration of my testimony. 
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Recommendation on 
Riverside Center 

Application Nos. M 920358 D ZSM, N 100286 ZCM, C 100287 ZSM, C 100288 ZSM,  
C 100289 ZSM, C 100290 ZSM, C 100291 ZSM, C 100292 ZSM, C 100293 ZSM,  

N 100294 ZRM, N 100295 ZRM, C 100296 ZSM, C 100297 ZSM,  
N 100298 ZAM, N 100299 ZCM, and N 100300 ZCM  

by CRP/Extell Parcel, L, LP and CRP/Extell Parcel, N, LP 
 

 
PROPOSED ACTIONS 
 
CRP/Extell Parcel, L, LP and CRP/Extell Parcel, N, LP (herein together “Extell” or “applicant”)1 
seek to modify a restrictive declaration associated with a previously approved special permit; 
two zoning text amendments; three special permits associated with a large-scale development 
special permit; six special permits for public parking garages; two City Planning Commission 
(“CPC”) certifications for curb cuts on narrow streets; a CPC authorization to allow a curb cut on 
a wide street; and a CPC certification to modify transparency, retail continuity and signage 
requirements to facilitate the development of five mixed-use buildings,2 known as “Riverside 
Center,” located in Manhattan Community District 7 on a tract of land bounded by West 59th and 
61st streets between Riverside Boulevard and West End Avenue.  The development site consists 
of the final phase of “Riverside South,” a large-scale development spanning from West 59th 
Street to West 72nd Street.  
 
Specifically, Extell seeks the fourth modification of a restrictive declaration associated with 
a previously approved special permit for the Riverside South large-scale development (M 
920458 D ZSM) to remove restrictions on the development site, including limitations on the 
number of parking spaces, total density, and number of dwelling units. Additionally, the 
applicant seeks to modify the permitted building forms on the site and to remove a requirement 
to map West 60th Street as a City street. 
 

                                                 
1 CRP/Extell Parcel, L, LP and CRP/Extell Parcel are development companies, which are primarily represented by 
Extell Development Company.  
2 The buildings are herein referenced as Building 1, Building 2, Building 3, Building 4, and Building 5. 
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Extell also seeks approval of a Zoning Text Amendment (N 100294 ZRM) to create Section 
74-743(a)(7) (General Large-Scale Development, Bulk modification) of the New York City 
Zoning Resolution (“ZR”) to allow the CPC to modify ZR § 12-10 (Court, outer).  The 
proposed text amendment would allow the CPC to consider any open area surrounded on three 
sides by building walls to be treated as an “outer court” for a general large-scale development 
special permit.  
 
Extell seeks a related special permit (C 100296 ZSM) pursuant to ZR §§ 74-743(a)(2)  and 
74-743(a)(7) (as amended) to modify the provisions of  ZR §§ 23-84 and 23-851 (court 
regulations); 23-711 (minimum distance between buildings); 23-634, 33-433, and 33-451 
(height and setback regulations); and 12-10 (court, outer).  The CPC may grant the proposed 
bulk waivers provided that the modifications satisfy certain findings set forth in ZR § 74-743(b), 
including that the modifications will result in a better site plan and a better relationship between 
the development and the surrounding area than would otherwise be possible, and will thus 
benefit the occupants of the development, neighborhood, and the City; that the modifications will 
not obstruct light and air; that the streets are adequate to handle resulting traffic flow; and that a 
plan for any required additional public facilities has been provided. 
 
Extell additionally seeks a Zoning Text Amendment (N 100295 ZRM) to ZR § 74-744(a) 
(General Large-Scale Development, use modification) to allow the CPC to permit 
automobile showroom and service establishments (Use Group 16) in C4 Districts in 
Manhattan Community District 7 and a related special permit (C 100287 ZSM) pursuant 
ZR § 74-744(a)(as amended) to allow an automobile showroom and service establishment.  
The CPC may grant the proposed use modification provided that the portion of the establishment 
used for the servicing and preparation of automobiles is located entirely on the cellar level; 
sufficient indoor space for storage of vehicles for sale or service has been provided; and such use 
will not create or contribute to serious traffic congestion and will not unduly inhibit surface 
traffic or adversely affect pedestrian movement.  
 
Extell also seeks a special permit (C 100287 ZSM) pursuant to ZR § 74-681 to allow the 
large-scale development site to use a railroad or transit right-of-way in the “lot area” of the 
development; to allow a portion where the railroad has been permanently discontinued to 
be included in the “lot area” of the development; and to establish an appropriate grade to 
serve instead of the curb level for streetscape purposes (ZR §§ 26-00 and 37-30).  In order to 
grant this special permit, the CPC must find that the streets providing access are adequate to 
handle resulting traffic; that the distribution of floor area and the number of dwelling units does 
not adversely affect the character of the surrounding area by being unduly concentrated in any 
portion of such development or enlargement, including any portion located beyond the 
boundaries of such railroad or transit right-of-way or yard; that all uses, developments or 
enlargements located on the zoning lot or below a platform do not adversely affect one another; 
and that if such railroad or transit right-of-way or yard is deemed appropriate for future 
transportation use, the site plan and structural design of the development does not preclude future 
use of, or improvements to, the right-of-way for such transportation use. 
 

Extell additionally seeks six special permits (C 100288 ZSM, C 100289 ZSM, C 100290 ZSM, 
C 100291 ZSM, C 100292 ZSM, and C 100293 ZSM) pursuant to ZR §§ 13-562 and 74-52 
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to allow either one of two public parking garage schemes at the site.  Scenario A (C 100288 
ZSM) would allow a single public parking garage of 1,800 spaces.  Scenario B (C 100289 ZSM 
through C 100293 ZSM) would allow for five separate parking garages with a total of 1,800 
spaces; the applicant proposes to have 460 spaces under Building 1; 230 spaces under Building 
2; 290 spaces under Building 3; 370 spaces under Building 4; and 450 spaces under Building 5.  
In order for the special permits to be granted, the CPC must find that the garage(s) will not 
adversely impact or affect the growth or development of other uses in the area; will not create or 
contribute to serious traffic congestion or pedestrian flow; will not draw traffic through areas 
which are primarily residential; contains adequate reservoir space; is surrounded by streets that 
are adequate for generated traffic; and, where rooftop parking is permitted, is so located as not to 
impair the essential character, future use or development of adjacent areas. 
 
Extell further seeks two CPC certifications (N 100299 ZCM and N 100286 ZCM) pursuant 
to ZR § 26-15 to allow more than one curb cut on both West 59th Street and on West 61st 
Street.  In order to grant the certifications, the CPC must find that the curb cuts will not result in 
conflict between pedestrian and vehicular circulation and will result in a good overall site plan.  
 
Extell also seeks a CPC authorization (N 100298 ZAM) pursuant to ZR § 13-553 to permit a 
curb cut on West End Avenue to facilitate the extension of West 60th Street westward 
through a portion of the development site as a public access easement.  In order to grant the 
authorization, the CPC must find that the curb cut is not hazardous to traffic safety; will not 
create or contribute to serious traffic congestion or unduly inhibit vehicular movements; will not 
adversely affect pedestrian movement; will not interfere with the efficient function of bus lanes, 
specifically designated streets and public transit facilities; and will not be inconsistent with the 
character of the existing streetscape.  
 
Extell also seeks a CPC certification (N 100300 ZCM) pursuant to ZR § 26-17 to modify ZR 
§§ 37-35 (retail continuity), 37-36 (sign regulations) and 37-37 (street wall articulation). In 
order to grant the certification, the CPC must find that such modifications will enhance the 
design quality of the proposed development.  
 
Finally, on August 20, 2010, the applicant submitted an alterative text amendment (N 
100294(A) ZRM), which would additionally modify ZR § 23-144 (In designated areas where 
the Inclusionary Housing Program is Applicable) and Appendix F (Inclusionary Housing 
Designated Areas); ZR §§ 23-954 (Additional requirements for compensated developments) 
and 74-743 (General Large-Scale Special Permit) to allow the CPC to modify ZR §§ 23-952 
(Floor area compensation in Inclusionary Housing designated areas) and 23-96(b) 
(Requirements for Generating Sites) as part of a large-scale special permit. Generally these 
modifications would designate the site as eligible to participate in the City’s Inclusionary 
Housing Program; allow C4-7 district tower regulations to apply to large-scale development sites 
utilizing the inclusionary bonus within C4-7 districts in Community District 7; allow the CPC to 
modify (pursuant to the large-scale special permit) the base and maximum permitted floor area 
ratio (“FAR”) for the site; and allow the CPC to modify the distribution requirements for 
affordable housing units within C4-7 districts in Community District 7.  The applicant also filed 
an alternative large-scale development special permit (C 100296(A)) to modify the base and 
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maximum FAR and the distribution of inclusionary housing units along with the waivers 
described above.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed actions would facilitate the construction of a large-scale development, known as 
“Riverside Center,” at a site (Block 1171, Lots 155 and 165) bounded by West 59th Street, West 
61st Street, West End Avenue, and Riverside Boulevard.3  The site is located in the southwest 
corner of Community District 7 and is the last development site to be planned of the larger 
Riverside South development.  The Riverside Center development would consist of five towers 
with a maximum of 3,000 dwelling units, 1,800 public parking spaces, an elementary/middle 
school, 135,000 SF of ground-floor retail, and an automobile showroom and service center.  
 
The area surrounding the development site consists of primarily residential uses to the north and 
east, which include a large-scale planned community owned by the New York City Housing 
Authority, known as Amsterdam Houses, and the balance of the Riverside South development.  
The area directly south of the site includes a mix of residential, commercial and industrial uses, 
including a Con Edison steam facility and Department of Sanitation facilities.  To the west of the 
site are the elevated Miller Highway, Riverside Park, Hudson River Park, and a sanitation pier 
currently anticipated to be used by the Department of Sanitation for recycling. 
 
History of the Site 
 
In 1992, the City Council approved a large-scale development plan for Riverside South, which 
included the development site subject to this application.  The plan governed the redevelopment 
of former rail yards, which extended from West 59th Street to West 72nd Street between West 
End Avenue and Riverside Boulevard.  Riverside Boulevard is a mapped street that is being 
constructed as part of the Riverside South development plan.  It currently extends from West 
72nd Street to West 63rd Street and will eventually extend to West 59th Street.  The plan allowed 
for a total of 7,899,951 SF of development with mixed residential and commercial uses on 15 
separate parcels (Development Site A through O).  Additionally, the Riverside South 
development was limited to 5,700 residential units and 3,500 parking spaces.  These restrictions 
were codified in a restrictive declaration.  As part of the original plan the developer was required 
to provide a minimum of 12 percent of the total residential units as affordable housing units; 
construct Riverside Boulevard from West 59th Street to West 72nd Street; build 21.5 acres of 
waterfront park; create 4 acres of accessible open space inland; pay for the cost of rehabilitating 
the West 66th Street and West 72nd Street subway stations; provide space for, but not fund, a 
public school; construct a “box” in which a portion of the raised Miller Highway could be 
relocated underground in the future; and make contributions to programs serving senior and 
youth populations in the community.  
 
To date, 6,691,505 SF of the Riverside South development have been constructed, which 
includes 4,492 residential units (583 of which are affordable housing units) and 2,611 parking 
spaces.  Development Site J, located two blocks north of the Riverside Center development site, 
is currently under construction, and Development Site K, located one block north of the site, has 
                                                 
3 Riverside Boulevard would be constructed as part of the proposed Riverside Center development. 
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approved plans based on the requirements of the restrictive declaration.  Additionally, Riverside 
Boulevard has been constructed from West 63rd Street to West 72nd Street, and 12.93 acres of the 
waterfront parkland have been developed with the balance of the required park space either 
under construction or planned.  No school has been constructed, as the Department of Education 
did not choose to exercise its option to site a school at Riverside South.  
 
Three sites of the original Riverside South development remain undeveloped – Development Site 
L, M, and N – and comprise Riverside Center.  The Riverside Center development site was 
restricted to a total of 2,372,192 SF, with 1,690,600 SF for television studio uses; 19,400 SF for 
professional office space; 35,000 SF of community facility space; and 572,192 SF of residential 
use.  Additionally, the site was restricted to 743 below-ground parking spaces and 577 residential 
units.  Further, development of the site included a provision that West 60th Street must be 
mapped if the site were to be developed for any use other than for television studios.  Absent 
approval of the proposed actions and modifications to the existing restrictive declaration, the 
applicant would be restricted to develop the Riverside Center site under the above-mentioned 
parameters.  
 
Proposed Development 
 
The proposed development is in a C4-7 zoning district.  Absent any other restrictions on the 
development site, the underlying zoning would permit a maximum density of 3,562,820 SF (10 
FAR) for commercial, community facility, and residential uses on the site.  Approximately 
525,989 SF (1.48 FAR) were transferred off site to other development sites within the Riverside 
South development as part of the original large-scale development plan.  The proposed Riverside 
Center plan, which utilizes the majority of the remaining available development rights, consists 
of a total of 3,014,829 SF (8.46 FAR) of development.  Of the total permitted development 
square footage, an allocation of approximately 150,000 SF for an on-site public school exists.  If 
a public school is not constructed on the site, the development would be restricted to a total of 
2,882,829 SF (FAR of 8.09).  
 
As proposed, the site would include five buildings and a maximum of 2,884,907 SF of residential 
uses, 980,000 SF of commercial uses, and 332,000 SF of community facility uses (including 
132,000 SF for a public school). The proposed development program also includes the 
possibility that 712,000 SF may be used for either hotel or residential purposes and that 200,000 
SF may be used for either commercial or community facility uses, but in no case can the on-site 
maximum permitted density be greater than 3,014,829 SF.   
 
The applicant originally proposed to provide 12 percent of total residential units as affordable 
housing (consistent with the original approvals); the applicant, however, submitted an alternative 
application on August 20, 2010 that would make the proposed project comply with the City’s 
Inclusionary Housing Program. This program requires the applicant provide 20 percent of the 
total residential density as permanently affordable housing.  
 
Further the applicant proposes to fund the core and shell of a 75,000-SF new public school on the 
site.  In addition to the proposed uses that comprise zoning floor area, the applicant proposes to 
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use 181,677 SF in the cellar for an automobile service facility and showroom and 482,400 SF on 
two sub-cellar floors for a public parking garage with a maximum of 1,800 spaces.  
 
The proposed development would additionally include up to 2.75 acres of privately-owned 
publicly accessible open space, including public easements for the extension of West 60th Street, 
Freedom Place South, and the widening of West 59th Street and West 61st Street.  The buildings 
are oriented around the open space, which features a water scrim, active lawns, and planted 
meadows.  The open space would include thick plantings along Riverside Boulevard in order to 
mitigate wind conditions.    
 
The proposed land use actions would restrict development on the site, including specifying uses, 
building forms and densities for the five proposed buildings to be consistent with the plan as 
proposed by the applicant.  
 
Building 1 is located at the 
northwest corner of the site.  It 
is proposed to be 463 feet tall 
(38 stories) at its highest point 
and have a maximum density 
of 1,047,354 SF.  The current 
development scenario 
anticipates 918,733 SF of 
development with 774,196 SF 
of residential uses, 101,390 SF 
of office uses, and 41,003 SF 
of retail uses.  The building 
would have a residential 
entrance on West 61st Street 
and on the proposed open 
space, and an entrance for the 
proposed office space would be located on West 61st Street.  The ground floor, with the 
exception of access space for the residential and commercial office uses, would contain retail 
uses.  
 
Building 2 is located at the northeast corner of the site.  It is proposed to be 369 feet tall (31 
stories) at its highest point and have a maximum density of 698,149 SF.  The current 
development scenario anticipates 628,623 SF of development with 479,237 SF of residential 
uses, 132,000 SF of public school space (a community facility use), and 15,180 SF of retail uses.  
The residential lobby would be accessed from the Freedom Place South extension, and the access 
point to the school would be located on West 61st Street.  Retail would be located on the 
building’s West End Avenue, West 60th Street and Freedom Place South frontages.  
 
Building 3 is located at the southwest corner of the site.  It is proposed to be 433 feet tall (34 
stories) at its highest point and have a maximum density of 420,793 SF.  The current 
development scenario anticipates 369,417 SF of development with 362,669 SF of residential uses 
and 6,748 SF of retail uses.  The residential lobby and the retail space would be accessed via a 

Source: Riverside Center DSEIS (CEQR 09DCP020M), Figure S-11,  
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private driveway over which Building 4 is cantilevered.  The entrance to the below-grade 
automobile service center would also be located at Building 3 on West 59th Street.  
 
Building 4 is located at the southern section of the site between Building 3 and 5.  It is proposed 
to be 369 feet tall (31 stories) at its highest point and have a maximum density of 412,549 SF.   
The current development scenario anticipates 361,884 SF of development with 348,518 SF of 
residential uses and 13,369 SF of retail uses.  The residential lobby would be accessed via a 
private driveway (over which it is cantilevered) that is also used by Building 3.  The retail uses 
would be located along the site’s open space.  
 
Building 5 is located at the southwestern corner of the site.  It is proposed to be 511 feet tall (44 
stories) at its highest point and have a maximum density of 839,237 SF.  The current 
development scenario anticipates 736,173 SF of development, with 435,170 SF of residential 
uses, 239,678 SF for a transient hotel, 35,632 SF for a cinema, 4,559 SF of retail uses, and 
19,595 SF for an automobile showroom.  Retail uses would be accessed on West End Avenue, 
Freedom Place South, and West 60th Street.  The residential lobby and hotel lobby would be 
accessed separately via Freedom Place South.  West 59th Street would be primarily used for 
service entrances, loading berths, and parking ramps.  
 
Proposed Actions 
 
Pursuant to the Large-Scale Development Plan 
 
Outer Courts:  ZR § 23-84 requires that if an outer court is less than 30 feet in width, its width 
must be 1.33 times the depth.  If the outer court is greater than 30 feet in width, the depth must 
be equal to the width (but no greater than 60 feet).  Further, the outer court recess (the portion of 
the building surrounding the court) must be twice the width of the depth of the court.  Due to the 
irregular shapes of the proposed buildings, all five buildings will not comply with these 
regulations.  The proposed waivers will not affect the required light and air (a minimum of 30 
feet) for legally required windows.  A proposed text amendment is necessary to grant this 
waiver. 
 
Inner Courts:  ZR § 23-851 requires that any inner court be at least 1,200 SF and has a minimum 
dimension of 30 feet.  Due to the irregular shapes of the buildings, Building 1, 2, and 5 require 
waivers of these inner court regulations.  The proposed waivers will not affect the required light 
and air for legally required windows. 
 
Minimum Distance Between Buildings:  ZR §§ 23-71 and 23-82 require that buildings with a 
height of over 50 feet have a minimum distance of 40 feet between walls, a minimum distance of 
50 feet between walls and windows, and a minimum distance of 60 feet between windows.  
These required distances apply not only to buildings but also building segments.  The buildings, 
as a whole, are proposed to comply with these provisions as they relate to each other.  However, 
each individual building has multiple building segments that are set too close to each other, 
thereby creating non-compliance with the zoning.  The non-compliance with the required 
minimum distances between buildings is due to the architectural design of the buildings’ upper 
floors.   
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Height and Setback:  Since the proposed buildings’ lot coverage is 39.6 percent, below the 40 
percent requirement, the development is able to use “tower” regulations; therefore, portions of 
the proposed buildings are permitted to penetrate the sky exposure plane.  ZR § 33-45 requires 
that any building utilizing tower regulations set back 10 feet from a wide street and 15 feet from 
a narrow street.  It further requires that the tower portion of a building not encroach more than 
1,600 SF within 40 feet of a wide street and 1,875 SF within 50 feet of a narrow street.  Finally, 
ZR §§ 23-634 and 33-433 require that buildings in R10-equivalent districts in Community 
District 7 have a street wall height between 125 feet and 150 feet along wide streets within 50 
feet of a wide street.  
 
All five buildings encroach within 50 feet of the narrow streets along which they front by more 
than the permitted amount.  Building 1 and 2 encroach upon West 61st Street by 19,030 SF, and 
Building 3, 4, and 5 encroach upon West 59th Street by 17,706 SF.   
 
Further, the proposed buildings encroach upon required setback areas.  Due to the irregular 
shapes of the buildings, these encroachments are for different depths at varying heights:  
 

Building 
Maximum setback 

encroachment depth 
on a wide street 

Maximum setback 
encroachment height 

on a wide street 

Maximum setback 
encroachment depth 
on a narrow street 

Maximum setback 
encroachment height 

on a narrow street 
1 8 feet 318.29 feet 13 feet 338.34 feet 
2 10 feet 309.01 feet 13 feet 401.22 feet 
3 8 feet 285.74 feet 7 feet 276.16 feet 
4 N/A N/A 7 feet 276.16 feet 
5 10 Feet 167.33 Feet 7 feet 384.02 feet 

  
Inclusionary Housing Program:  Pursuant to ZR § 23-952, the Inclusionary Housing Program 
provides developments with a base residential FAR and permits a 33 percent floor area bonus in 
exchange for providing 20 percent of the total residential density as permanent affordable 
housing.  In the C4-7 zoning district with an inclusionary housing bonus, the base residential 
FAR would be 9 and a maximum permitted FAR would be 12.  Further, pursuant to ZR § 23-
96(b) these affordable housing units must be distributed on not less than 65 percent of all the 
floors in a residential building, and no more than one-third of the total number of affordable units 
can be concentrated on any one floor.  The applicant proposes to modify these zoning provisions 
of the Inclusionary Housing Program as it relates to the subject development site.  The first 
modification would allow the CPC to lower the base FAR to 6.36 or a density of approximately 
2,300,000 SF.  Consequently, the applicant would only be able to achieve the maximum density 
of 3,014,829 SF by utilizing the inclusionary housing bonus.  Additionally, the applicant seeks to 
modify the distribution of affordable units in individual buildings.  Since several of the proposed 
buildings may be developed as condominiums, the applicant is seeking flexibility in the 
distribution of units; the exact plan for distribution, however, has not been decided at this time.  
 
Automobile Showroom and Service Center:  The applicant proposes an automobile showroom 
and service center on the cellar level of the entire development site (including under the 
proposed open space).  An automobile showroom is an as-of-right use on the development site 
provided that there is no service or preparation of vehicles for delivery at the site.  In order to 
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include the service center, the applicant requires an approval of a special permit (created by a 
zoning text amendment proposed by the applicant).  
 
Development over a railroad or transit right-of-way:  In order to develop over the transit right-of-
way crossing through the site, the applicant requires a special permit.  Amtrak currently has a 
below-grade easement that runs at an angle through the eastern portion of the site from the corner 
of West End Avenue and West 59th Street to West 61st Street between Freedom Place South and 
West End Avenue.  Absent the special permit, the applicant would be required to set the 
buildings back from West End Avenue.  
 
Alternative reference point instead of “curb level” reference:  In order to minimize the slope of 
the proposed development, the applicant proposes to construct the majority of the open space at a 
height of 24 feet above sea level.  The site would be at grade with West 61st Street and West End 
Avenue and begin to rise above the street grade at West 59th Street west of Freedom Place South 
and at Riverside Boulevard south of West 61st Street.  In order to establish a new reference point, 
the applicant requires approval of a special permit.  The new level is proposed to minimize the 
impact of the development on western views of the Miller Highway, to enable the operation of 
the scrim, and to create more passive and active recreation space on the site.   
 
Public Parking Garages and Curb Cuts 
 
The applicant proposes two public parking schemes, each with a maximum of 1,800 public 
parking spaces.  Scenario A is comprised of a single public parking garage with 1,800 spaces: 
1,100 attended spaces on the first sub-cellar and 600 self-parking spaces on the second sub-
cellar.  Scenario B consists of five separate public parking garages within the sub-cellar floors.  
There would be 460 spaces beneath Building 1, 230 spaces beneath Building 2, 290 spaces 
beneath Building 3, 370 spaces beneath Building 4, and 450 spaces beneath Building 5.  In both 
scenarios, the garages would be accessed via 25-foot curb cuts and 22-foot ramps on Freedom 
Place South for Building 1 and 2 and on West 59th Street for Buildings 3 and 5.  Building 4 
would have an additional 25-foot curb cut for its private driveway, from which vehicles could 
access a 12-foot wide ramp to the garage.  Public parking garages are not permitted as-of-right.  
 
To achieve the proposed parking garage scenarios, the applicant requires approval for multiple 
curb cuts.  The development site is permitted only one curb cut on West 59th Street and West 61st 
Street, which are narrow streets.  The applicant requires additional curb cuts for the two parking 
ramps, a hotel loading berth, the entrance to the automobile service center, and the intersection of 
Freedom Place South and West 59th Street.  On West 61st Street, the applicant requires curb cuts 
for a loading berth for Building 1 and for the intersection of Freedom Place South and West 61st 
Street.  Finally, the applicant requires a curb cut on West End Avenue for the extension of West 
60th Street, which is not permitted as West End Avenue is a wide street. 
 
Streetscape Waivers 
 
Retail Continuity:  ZR § 37-35 requires that 50 percent of a building’s frontage on a wide street 
be occupied by commercial uses.  Building 3 does not comply with this requirement along 
Riverside Boulevard since its retail is proposed to front the central open space.  
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Signage Waivers:  ZR § 37-36 requires that signs be located on a 3-foot high band no higher than 
12 feet above the curb level.  Signage is proposed to be placed at varying heights for Building 2, 
3, and 5 above the permitted limit.  Waiver of this provision is needed due to the site’s grade 
constraints and the buildings’ high floor-to-ceiling heights.  
 
Ground Floor Transparency:  ZR § 37-37 requires that 50 percent of a building’s street frontage 
be transparent.  Every building, except Building 1, does not comply with transparency 
requirements on the narrow streets (West 59th and West 61st streets).  Building 2 and 5 
compensate with additional transparency (70 percent) on West End Avenue.  Building 3 
complies on Riverside Boulevard.   Additionally the applicant has chosen to place retail frontage 
along the base of the buildings fronting West 60th Street, Freedom Place South, and the proposed 
central open area. 
 
Anticipated Development under the Reasonable Worst Case Scenario Development 
 
The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“DSEIS”) indicates that under a 
Reasonable Worst Case Scenario Development, the proposed actions would result in significant 
negative adverse impacts.  The proposed project would result in significant negative impacts for 
several categories including: 

- Public Schools:  The proposed actions would result in an increase in the school district’s 
total enrollment of over 5 percent.  The applicant proposes to mitigate the impact by 
constructing the core and shell of 75,000 SF of a public school, which would absorb the 
students expect to be generated by the project.  The proposed mitigation, however, 
neglects to account for the overcrowded conditions caused by the approval of Riverside 
South, which remain unmitigated since 1992;  

- Child Care Centers:  The proposed actions would result in an increased demand for child 
care services by 9 percent.  No mitigation is proposed for this impact;  

- Open Space:  The proposed actions would result in a decrease in the open space ratio for 
active recreational open space by 6 percent.  No mitigation is proposed for this impact; 

- Urban Design:  The development site’s design would encourage wind conditions at two 
locations, which exceed recommended safety conditions.  The applicant proposes to 
mitigate the majority of the site’s dangerous wind conditions with a specific landscaping 
plan;   

- Traffic:  The proposed actions would contribute to traffic congestion by significantly 
decreasing the level of service at 24 intersections.  All but three of these impacted 
intersections are proposed to be mitigated; 

- Transit:  The proposed actions would impact bus service by creating a capacity short-fall 
for three cross-town bus routes (M11, M31 and M57).  No mitigation is proposed for this 
impact; 

- Pedestrians:  The proposed actions would impact intersections on West 60th Street by 
decreasing the level of service at Amsterdam and Columbus Avenues.  Amsterdam 
Avenue intersection can be mitigated, but no mitigation is proposed for the Columbus 
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Avenue Impact; and 

- Construction:  The development would result in a multitude of construction related 
impacts.  With the exception of noise impacts on residential and educational buildings in 
the neighborhood, these impacts can be mitigated.   

 
COMMUNITY BOARD’S RECOMMENDATION  
 
At its Full Board meeting on July 22, 2010, Community Board 7 (“CB7”) voted to: 

1. disapprove application M 920358 D ZSM (modification of the 1992 restrictive 
declaration) unless the action is modified to meet the conditions of its report (discussed 
below) by a vote of 36 in favor and 2 against; 

2. disapprove application C 100297 ZSM for a special permit for the automobile 
showroom and service center by a vote of 36 in favor, 2 against, and 1 abstention; 

3. disapprove application C 100296 ZSM for a large-scale development special permit 
unless Building 4 is eliminated and Building 5 is modified in accordance with CB7’s 
report by a vote of 34 in favor, 3 against, and 1 abstention; 

4. disapprove with conditions application C 100288 ZSM for a single parking facility 
under the site unless the garage is limited to 1,000 spaces by a vote of 35 in favor, 2 
against, and 1 abstention;  

5. disapprove applications C 100289 ZSM, C 100290 ZSM, C 100291 ZSM, C 100292 
ZSM, C 100293 ZSM for special permits for individual parking garages underneath each 
building as CB7 prefers the single garage option by a vote of 36 in favor, 1 against, and 1 
abstention; 

6. disapprove with conditions application C 100287 ZSM for a special permit for 
construction over a railroad right-of-way unless the application is redrawn to establish an 
at-grade curb level by a vote of 35 in favor, 2 against, and 1 abstention; 

7. approve application N 100286 ZCM for an additional curb cut on West 61st Street by a 
vote of 36 in favor and 1 against; 

8. approve application N 100294 ZRM for a text amendment allowing modification of 
outer courtyard regulations by a vote of 36 in favor, 2 against, and 1 abstention; 

9. disapprove application N 100295 ZRM for a text amendment to create a special permit 
to allow an automobile service center in large-scale developments by a vote of 36 in 
favor and 1 abstention;  

10. approve application N 100298 ZAM to allow a curb cut on West End Avenue to allow 
the extension of West 60th Street by a vote of 37 in favor and 1 abstention; 

11. disapprove application N 100299 ZCM to allow multiple curb cuts on West 59th Street, 
though CB7 noted it would approve an application to allow two additional curb cuts on 
the street by a vote of 32 in favor, 1 against, and 4 abstentions; 

12. disapprove application N 100300 ZCM for a certification to allow a waiver of signage, 
transparency and retail continuity requirements unless the requested waivers for Building 
3 and 5 are withdrawn by a vote of 35 in favor and 3 abstentions.   
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Additionally, CB7 voted to adopt a detailed report on the proposed development site by a vote of 
35 in favor and 3 against.  In the report, CB7 expressed that the developer should provide full 
build-out of 150,000 SF for a public school, provide 30 percent of the residential units as 
affordable housing, and that the development should achieve the highest level LEED rating 
possible.  Further, CB7 indicated that the project generally fails to meet its core principles by: 
placing excess density on the site; creating a perception of exclusivity for the open space; 
hampering pedestrian circulation by marginalizing West 59th Street and Riverside Boulevard; 
failing to engage the streetscapes with retail spaces; and providing commercial uses that are not 
environmentally responsible.  
 
The community board suggested an 
alternative development scenario 
that would increase the total amount 
of open space, reduce the total 
density, surround the new open 
space with publicly accessible 
streets or broad pathways, remove 
the automobile showroom and 
service center, limit the total number 
of parking spaces, and include a 
public playground.  The proposed 
changes are achieved, in part, by 
removing Building 4 and replacing 
its footprint with open space.  
Further, CB7 requests that there be 
mitigation of the impacts resulting from the site’s development and that public amenities, such as 
Riverside Boulevard and a public school, be provided in the first phase of the development.  
 
BOROUGH PRESIDENT’S COMMENTS   
 
General Comments 
 
Development of the Riverside Center site is, in general, appropriate.  Its current use as a two-
block open-air public parking lot provides limited beneficial activity in the neighborhood and 
does little to promote pedestrian activity around the site.  The site’s current state imposes a dark, 
vacant character on surrounding streets, which discourages residents from fully utilizing this part 
of their neighborhood.  Further, large undeveloped sites tend to impair development in 
surrounding areas and often lead to problems in the greater community by creating zones of 
inactivity or, “dead zones,” in which illegal and illicit activities may take place.  
 
The site’s redevelopment has the potential to provide significant benefits to the neighborhood.  
The residential and ground-floor retail uses at Riverside Center would assist in enlivening the 
area by creating new activity and uses that are more compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood than the existing uses and contribute to enhancing the public realm.  These types 
of uses, which benefit the community by activating the streets and creating safer conditions, 
should be encouraged.  Further, redevelopment of the site would have a positive economic 

Source: Riverside Center Report by CB7 (Page 42) 
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impact.  During the construction period, the site is estimated to create 8,159 full-time equivalent 
jobs and provide $314 million in tax revenue.  Post-construction, the site is anticipated to directly 
and indirectly create 2,549 full-time equivalent, permanent jobs in New York State.  In 
recognition of these important benefits, community members have rightly spoken in favor of 
seeing responsible development of the site move forward.  
 
Riverside Center, however, is the last development site of the Riverside South large-scale 
development.  As such, it is the last opportunity to remedy the impacts and shortcomings of the 
original development plan.  When Riverside South was approved in 1992, the developer failed to 
reach a broad consensus.  The buildings forms are monolithic.  The retail is relatively unused.  
The Riverside South buildings feel separate from the rest of the neighborhood, and several of the 
impacts of the approved development remain unmitigated.  Many of the neighborhood’s negative 
conditions, such as local school overcrowding and traffic conditions on West End Avenue, can 
be attributed directly to the Riverside South large-scale development.  
 
To replicate the same shortcomings and negative impacts associated with the Riverside South 
development for the Riverside Center development is unacceptable.  Although the site’s 
development may be generally welcomed, that development must not overwhelm the 
surrounding neighborhood.  It is important to critically examine the proposed uses, built form, 
and contributions to the neighborhood in order to ensure that the development is integrated into 
the larger community.   
 
Over the past two years, CB7 has held monthly public meetings and numerous public hearings 
on the proposed Riverside Center development.  Prior to certification of the land use 
applications, the applicant made changes to its development proposal in order to respond to 
community concerns and environmental considerations.  Changes included reducing the heights 
of the tallest buildings; eliminating proposed big-box retail uses; reducing the proposed density; 
reducing the number of parking spaces from 2,300 to 1,800; and widening the sidewalks around 
the project to a minimum of 15 feet.  
 
Despite these changes, CB7, after extensive public outreach and consideration of the proposed 
actions, has retained concerns about the development’s configuration and proposed uses.  
Overall, the community board’s proposed modifications aim to enhance the proposed public 
benefits, mitigate the identified negative impacts, and improve the project’s contribution to the 
well-being of the overall community.  
 
Environmental and Site Planning Concerns 
 
The Manhattan Borough President’s Office recommends several modifications to the proposed 
development in order to address impacts identified in the DSEIS, as well as to address general 
concerns about the project’s proposed uses, site planning, and public policy considerations.   
 
Density 

The site’s proposed density is over 600,000 SF greater than was originally set in the 1992 
restrictive declaration.  Approximately 480,000 SF of this additional density is directly related to 
status of West 60th Street as an unmapped City street.  Until 1907, all of the streets associated 
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with Riverside South, including West 60th Street, were mapped as public streets.  As a result of a 
Corporation Counsel ruling, these streets were demapped to accommodate rail yards for the New 
York Central Railroad (which eventually merged with Pennsylvania Railroad).  The 1992 
Riverside South approvals remapped public streets throughout the development, but did not map 
West 60th Street in order to accommodate the large footprint necessary for anticipated television 
studios.  
 
The restrictive declaration for Riverside South, however, requires that this street be mapped as a 
City street if the site does not include television studios.  The applicant proposes to eliminate this 
requirement and utilize density on the site that would otherwise be publicly owned if West 60th 
Street were mapped as a public street.  Based on the site’s density restrictions and the explicit 
street mapping requirement set forth in the existing restrictive declaration, it is clear that the 
public never contemplated that additional density would be available on site in the future for 
more private residential development.  
 
A condition of the proposed large-scale development special permits (pursuant to ZR §§ 74-743 
and 74-681) is that streets providing access to a general large-scale development are adequate to 
handle the resulting traffic considering the development’s size.  According to the DSEIS, the 
proposed project will result in unmitigatable traffic impacts associated with the project’s density. 
Consequently, this finding cannot be met unless there is a reduction in proposed on-site density. 
The reduction should reflect an amount that is, at minimum, equivalent to the density gained 
from not mapping West 60th Street − approximately 480,000 SF. 
 
Currently, Riverside Center results in several other unmitigated adverse impacts on open space, 
mass transit, pedestrian flow, and community facilities.  These impacts are attributable, in part, 
to the requested increase in density and cannot be mitigated without a significant density 
reduction or a reconfiguration of the site.  Any additional density should only be granted if the 
applicant can demonstrate that the development’s proposed density does not create or contribute 
to additional adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated.  It is not sound public policy to encourage 
development with unmitigated impacts that strain existing infrastructure and reduce the quality 
of life of all residents in the neighborhood.  Consequently, the density increase remains 
unwarranted.   
 
A reduction in density would lessen, though not eliminate, the overall strain on surrounding 
infrastructure and would make the proposed development better meet the findings of the large-
scale development special permits as they relate to traffic impacts.  
   
Public Schools 

Over the last several years, the Upper West Side has experienced significant overcrowding in its 
local public elementary and middle schools.  According to the DSEIS, the local elementary and 
intermediate schools within a one-half mile of the project site are currently at 104 percent 
utilization.4  The existing overcrowded school conditions have resulted in neighborhood children 
being placed on long waiting lists, leaving them uncertain about where they will be attending 
                                                 
4 To derive overall utilization of these school, the enrollment and capacity figures in Table 4-3 (Public Elementary 
Schools Serving the Study Area) and 4-4 (Public Intermediate Schools Serving the Study Area), respectively, were 
combined, and the ratio of total enrollment to total capacity was determined.  
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school.  Available seats at local public schools are part of the fundamental infrastructure needed 
for healthy neighborhoods. By 2018, the build year for this project, the nearest schools will be at 
145 percent capacity.5  This condition will exist even with the applicant’s proposed mitigation.  
  
Much of the condition of the area’s public schools is related to the unmitigated impact associated 
with the original Riverside South large-scale development plan.  In the original restrictive 
declaration, the developer for Riverside South agreed to provide a site to the City, at fair market 
value, that would be sufficient for a 600-seat school on Development Site I, J, or K.  The City 
did not exercise its option to purchase this property, and the original Riverside South impact on 
schools remains unmitigated.  The current applicant now seeks to alter aspects of the original 
development plan by adding significant density to the Riverside South large-scale development 
plan, which was not anticipated during the original public review of the Riverside South 
development plan, impacts, and related mitigations.   
 
Riverside Center is inextricably linked to the original large-scale development and the related 
environmental impacts, because it modifies the original actions and the conditions analyzed in 
the original Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”).  By ignoring the impacts of the original 
project and failing to adequately mitigate those impacts, the applicant is effectively segmenting 
the environmental review process, which is contrary to the intent of the State Environmental 
Quality Review Act.6  The stakeholders present during the original Riverside South public 
review process were not aware that 3,000 additional residential units might be added to the site, 
and they were denied the opportunity to consider the cumulative impacts of Riverside Center and 
Riverside South.  Consequently, they were denied the opportunity to properly consider the 
breadth of mitigations needed.   
 
The proposed plan currently dedicates up to 150,000 SF for a public school.  The provision of a 
150,000-SF school would significantly contribute to relieving overcrowding in the community’s 
schools, which is partly a result of the Riverside South large-scale development.  However, the 
applicant intends to fund only 75,000 SF of school development and, given the current fiscal 
climate, it is unlikely that the School Construction Authority will be able to fund the remaining 
75,000 SF of school space.  Therefore, the original impacts will remain unmitigated and the 
public school system will likely remain overcapacity.  
 
The applicant should work to mitigate the cumulative impact of the Riverside South 
development by constructing as large of a public school as possible.  This would not only meet 
neighborhood needs, but also addresses a longstanding issue associated with the larger Riverside 
South development.  Further, the addition of a larger public school would represent superior site 
planning for both the proposed Riverside Center and the modified Riverside South large-scale 

                                                 
5 Utilization was derived by adding the enrollments and capacities, respectively, in Table 4-9 (Estimated Public 
Elementary School Enrollment, Capacity and Utilization: 2018 Future with the Proposed Project) and 4-10 
(Estimated Public Intermediate and High School Enrollment, Capacity and Utilization: 2018 Future with the 
Proposed Project). Enrollment was then divided by capacity to determine utilization.  The capacity and enrollment 
assumes that the applicant mitigates the impact of the proposed development by constructing a public school for 480 
elementary and intermediate students. 
6 “Considering only part or segment of an action is contrary to the intent of SEQR.”  State Environmental Quality 
Review Act 617.3 General Rules 
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plans.  Failure to do otherwise would perpetuate a negative consequence of the original Riverside 
South development, which continues to negatively impact the community.  
 
Open Space (Configuration, Quality, and Accessibility) 

The applicant proposes to provide approximately 50 percent of the site as dedicated open space 
accessible to the public.7  The entirety of the open space is primarily located on the private 
streets and the central open space.  A portion of the proposed open space, however, is actually 
along the perimeters of each of the buildings.  Much of this perimeter “open space” would be 
relatively unusable as traditional open space and would instead be accessory to the proposed uses 
fronting the public or private streets within or adjacent to the site.  Further, much of the proposed 
open space, even the central open space, would be unusable due to the site’s steep grade and its 
design as viewing gardens.  Despite the proposed provision of open space on site, the 
development would still have an unmitigated impact on open space.  
 
In addition, the proposed open space is created by orienting the majority of the bulk along the 
southern and northern edges of the site.  This proposed configuration casts the open space in 
shadow most of the year thereby obstructing light and air and reducing the open space’s quality, 
visibility, and general usability.  The buildings along the southern edge of the site, in particular, 
are primarily responsible for these shadow conditions.  Further, the proposed open space narrows 
along its easternmost edge (between Building 1 and Building 4), which obscures the open space 
from pedestrians passing along the surrounding streets.  
 
In order to meet the findings of the large-scale development special permit, the applicant must 
produce a site plan that results in a better relationship among buildings and open space to public 
streets.  The applicant must also demonstrate that the location of buildings will not unduly 
obstruct access of light and air to uses on the development site.   
 
The applicant should reconsider the site plan in order to increase the total amount of active open 
space and reconfigure the site to reduce the visual obstructions to the open space.  Increasing the 
open space would allow the applicant to at least partially mitigate the development’s impact on 
active recreational space in the area.  In considering the type of active recreational space, the 
community has expressed a preference for a playground on the site.  Further, by reconfiguring 
the site to remove visual obstructions around the proposed open space, the site plan would have a 
better relationship among buildings and open areas to surrounding streets and would not unduly 
obstruct light and air to the detriment of users on the block, thereby meeting the findings of the 
large-scale development special permit.  
 
Additionally, the development’s proposed grade change results in a less than optimal open space 
configuration.  Due to grade constraints, the applicant proposes to use a portion of the open space 
for a private driveway that runs parallel to West 59th Street.  The driveway limits access along 
the southwestern corner of the site, and entry points from the street that lead to the driveway 
rather than to the open space can reinforce a perception that the open space is private space not 
public. The applicant intends to raise the open space in order to separate the space from heavily-

                                                 
7 34 percent of the site would be open space and 16 percent of the site would public easements for street extensions 
and sidewalk widenings. 
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trafficked streets, create view corridors, and to mitigate wind conditions by placing dense 
plantings along the western edge of the site.   
 
However, the proposed configuration leaves the southwestern corner inaccessible to many 
individuals, including those with disabilities, because the only means of access are staircases.  
This condition is a particular concern because the access point at West 59th Street and Riverside 
Boulevard serves as the last at-grade connection to Riverside Park and the Hudson River 
Greenway (the most heavily utilized bikeway in the United States) until West 72nd Street.  
Therefore, this site serves as an important crossing for individuals who need to exit the park at 
grade such as people with disabilities, bicycles or strollers.  Those individuals utilizing this major 
park connection and who are unable to use the site’s steep stairs would have to travel to West 
60th Street or to the Freedom Place South extension in order to access the Riverside Center at 
grade.  
 
The inaccessibility of the site due to the grade change is unacceptable.  It results in a 
development that does not relate to the surrounding streets and makes a significant portion of the 
site inaccessible for many individuals.  The applicant should ensure that the access point to the 
open space at the intersection of Riverside Boulevard and West 59th Street is ADA-accessible.   
 
Although the grade change is primarily necessary to mitigate wind conditions, the grade 
differential should be reduced along West 59th Street to soften the site’s edges and increase the 
site’s permeability along public thoroughfares.  Even if the grade at West 59th Street were 
reduced or eliminated, the current site plan has the West 59th Street access point leading directly 
to a private driveway.  This design creates the impression that the entry is not public because it 
leads to a private driveway and not directly to the open space.  The private driveway should be 
reduced or removed in order to bring plantings to the edge of the site and promote a sense that 
the entry serves as public access to public space.  Therefore, the West 59th Street access point 
should be redesigned to create an at-grade, direct connection to the public open space.  
 
Further, it is possible that this publicly accessible privately-owned open space has the potential 
of being perceived as private over time if there is no clear indication that it is open to the public. 
Therefore, the open space should be clearly marked with appropriate signage to ensure that the 
public is aware that the space is publicly accessible.  Such signage should be in or as near in 
compliance with public plaza regulations as possible.   
 
Treatment of West 59th Street 

The current plan proposes to place no active uses along West 59th Street.  Instead, the 
development plan places service entrances and curb cuts along the street.  This creates a 
significant zone of inactivity along West 59th Street, which will be exacerbated by the existing 
lack of active uses to the south of the site where the block-long Con Edison steam plant is 
located.  The proposed design re-creates a dead zone similar to other places in the immediate 
area, such as the Fordham University campus prior to its efforts to redevelop its campus and near 
Lincoln Center.  
 
The proposed dead zone is not simply a result of permitted development under the existing 
zoning, but rather created by the requested zoning actions to increase the number of curb cuts, 
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reduce the ground-floor transparency of the buildings, and re-grade the site (most affecting West 
59th Street).  The applicant should modify its development proposal to provide greater 
connectivity to the open space from West 59th Street, create new active uses, and reduce the 
number of curb cuts and service entrances along the street.  
 
Improving the conditions on West 59th Street prevents the re-creation of dormant streetscapes 
and zones of inactivity existing in other parts of the community.  Further, by increasing 
connectivity of and active uses on West 59th Street, the applicant will better meet the findings 
associated with the bulk waivers sought through the large-scale development special permit and 
the certification to modify streetscape requirements.  Finally, by improving West 59th Street, the 
applicant will encourage a greater number of pedestrians to utilize West 59th Street and reduce 
the number of residents using West 60th Street to access the Columbus Circle subway station.  By 
redirecting pedestrians onto another thoroughfare, the total impact on the West 60th Street 
intersections will be diminished, including the unmitigated intersection.  
 
Public Parking and Automobile Showroom and Service Center 

The proposed automobile showroom and service center is not environmentally friendly, will 
increase traffic congestion, and is an inactive commercial use that does not contribute to the 
neighborhood.  Further, the proposed public parking garage − to be one of the largest in 
Manhattan − will increase traffic congestion and negatively impact surrounding infrastructure.  
Additionally, the lowest level of the development site will be a two-block self-parking garage.  A 
self-parking garage of this size is unusual and may create an unsafe condition if not adequately 
monitored.  Additionally, as a matter of public policy, it is questionable whether non-essential 
Use Group 16 uses, which are classified as semi-industrial, should be encouraged in a residential 
neighborhood. 
 
The DSEIS indicates that the proposed actions would impact 24 intersections.  The DSEIS 
proposes, among other mitigations, to decrease the amount of time allotted to pedestrians to cross 
West End Avenue.  Based on longstanding community complaints, residents currently have 
difficultly crossing West End Avenue, particularly the elderly and those with children.  
Therefore, it is doubtful that this proposed mitigation is actually feasible.   
 
If the impacts cannot be mitigated, then drivers will likely look for alternative north/south routes 
to West End Avenue on which to travel.  Although the re-distributed traffic volume may be 
controlled on other avenues with signal changes, no such option exists for Riverside Boulevard 
because it lacks traffic lights.  The applicant should re-examine the existing traffic analysis based 
on an assumption that the proposed mitigation on West End Avenue may not be feasible and that 
additional traffic may divert to other thoroughfares such as Riverside Boulevard.  Additionally, if 
a new impact on Riverside Boulevard is identified, the applicant should explore signalizing those 
intersections. 
 
Further, according to the DSEIS, the proposed actions would result in three intersections that 
cannot be mitigated.  As such the proposed uses would create or contribute to serious traffic 
congestion in the neighborhood, and the impacts indicate that the streets are not adequate to 
handle the resulting traffic. Therefore, the applicant cannot meet the required findings for the 
automobile service center or the public parking garage(s).  Whether the applicant chooses a 
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single garage or a five-garage scenario, the impacts on the neighborhood will be the same 
because either scenario relies on the same number of ingress/egress points.  Therefore, the option 
for a single garage or multiple garages is only a question of internal operation and not of 
environmental impact.   
 
The applicant’s DSEIS anticipates a demand for 1,374 spaces of accessory parking, which is 
based on an assumption of a high car ownership rate.  The community board has noted that a 
survey performed for the Hudson Yards Rezoning found that a residential car ownership rate of 
between 31 and 36 percent exists for the area.  Based on the Hudson Yards survey, the project’s 
parking demand is more likely to be a maximum of 1,080 spaces.8  The proposed public parking 
garage will house 1,101 spaces on the first sub-cellar level and 699 on the lowest sub-cellar level 
(for the accessory parking).  The garage would still be able to accommodate the project’s 
maximum residential parking demand even if it were not to include parking on the lowest sub-
cellar level.  
 
The applicant should remove the proposed Use Group 16 automobile service center and, at 
minimum, one floor of parking, which would reduce the total number of parking space to 1,100.  
Further, as the proposed mitigation for West End Avenue is potentially infeasible, the applicant 
should re-examine the proposed impacts on other major thoroughfares and investigate adding 
signalization on Riverside Boulevard.    
 
Affordable Housing 

Originally, the applicant committed to providing 12 percent of the residential units as affordable 
housing units.  Late in the Borough President’s review period, the applicant submitted a proposal 
to the Department of City Planning to make the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program applicable 
for this site.  The Inclusionary Housing Program would require that 20 percent of the total 
residential density be targeted to households that earn 80 percent or less of the Area Median 
Income.  Further, the affordable housing will have to be permanent.  
 
This new modification of the project brings the proposed development significantly closer to 
meeting community goals and is preferable to the applicant’s previous commitment.  
 
Environmental Sustainability 

Promoting environmental sustainability in development is an important goal in the long-term 
planning of the City.  Large-scale plans, which address larger geographic areas, represent a 
unique opportunity to consider sustainability in development.  It is, therefore, essential to use this 
opportunity to plan not only for the immediate future, but to consider the impacts over the 
coming decades and to promote environmentally sustainable infrastructure.   
 
The original Riverside South development plan attempted to incorporate new ideas of 
environmental sustainability by requiring the developer to provide environmentally sustainable 
technologies with a payback period of five years.  The benefit of creating a sustainable 
development was part of the public policy considerations that led to the project’s approval.  

                                                 
8 The applicant proposes a maximum number of 3,000 residential units and assuming a 36 percent car ownership 
rate the applicant will likely generate a demand for 1,085 spaces at its maximum.  
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Since this agreement in 1992, significant advances have been made in green technologies.  
Developments, even affordable housing developments, have increasingly been able to achieve 
high levels of environmental sustainability.    
 
The applicant’s proposal to continue incorporating technologies with a payback period of five 
years is no longer sufficient.  As green technologies rapidly advance, maintaining a standard 
based on a payback period is no longer a meaningful way to ensure environmental sustainability.  
The applicant should instead identify specific sustainable practices and technologies that will be 
incorporated into the proposed development and work to achieve the equivalent of the highest 
level LEED rating possible.  
 
Construction Impacts 

Large-scale projects inevitably affect the quality of life of surrounding residents during 
construction.  The DSEIS for this proposed development does identify construction as a potential 
adverse impact category.  Unfortunately, some disruption due to construction is unavoidable.  
The neighborhood disturbance due to construction is temporary and necessary for the 
redevelopment to occur.  Construction impacts, however, can be mitigated to allow the 
development to move forward without overwhelming the community.  The applicant should 
commit to implementing all construction mitigation measures identified in the DSEIS, including 
those relating to pollution and noise mitigation.  
 
Retail Use, Local Hiring, and Job Training 

The proposed development will greatly increase the commercial uses in the area, which are 
otherwise predominately residential. This increase creates a unique opportunity to connect the 
development with the surrounding community.  Successful developments usually have active 
retail, such as grocery stores, and other neighborhood-oriented retail.  While a cinema is a 
positive neighborhood amenity, the proposed automobile showroom is a destination use that does 
not serve a local need.  The applicant should work with the local community to identify needed 
neighborhood retail.   
 
Further, the development has an opportunity to not only increase employment opportunities in 
the area, but also to make those jobs available to local residents, some of whom may lack the 
proper training.  As part of any approvals, the applicant should explore and commit to local 
hiring practices and a job training program for low-income community members in order to 
ensure that the economic benefit of this development is retained within the community over the 
long run.  
 

Environmental Mitigation 

Finally, the proposed development results in several unmitigated impacts on, among others, open 
spaces, day care facilities, pedestrian intersections, cross-town buses, and traffic.  These impacts 
result not only from the increase in density on the site and the new uses, but also from the related 
introduction of a significant population to the area.  According to the DSEIS, these impacts 
would still exist in a lower density alternative, but to a lesser extent.  Since the potential 
environmental impacts would exist even under a lower density alternative, no change should be 
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made to the 1992 restrictive declaration or the original large-scale development plan without a 
corresponding plan to mitigate these impacts.  

 
Conclusion 
 
Sound development of the site is desirable to the Upper West Side.  The neighborhood would 
benefit from the increase in jobs and improvements to the immediate neighborhood resulting 
from redevelopment.  However, it is important not to simply approve development at the site for 
the sake of development, but rather to advocate for a responsible and appropriate development 
plan.   
 
The proposed recommendations would assist in blending the development into the larger 
community and resolve local concerns. I urge the applicant to continue to work with stakeholders 
throughout the remainder of the public review process.  
 
BOROUGH PRESIDENT’S RECOMMENDATION  
 
The Riverside Center development has the potential to either improve the neighborhood or to 
recreate the past mistakes of Riverside South.  Significant environmental impacts are 
unmitigated, and many community concerns regarding the proposed design have not been 
addressed.  Most important, the proposal fails to meet many of the findings of the proposed 
actions and, as such, does not warrant approval.  
 

Therefore, the Manhattan Borough President recommends conditional disapproval of 
application M 920358 D ZSM (modification of the 1992 restrictive declaration) unless the 
applicant reduces density, mitigates new impacts, and addresses outstanding impacts on 
the school system associated with the Riverside South large-scale development. 

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends approval of application N 100294 
(A) ZRM  (text amendment to allow modification of outer courtyard regulations and to 
include the site in the Inclusionary Housing Program) as the action would allow the CPC 
greater flexibility to encourage interesting architectural design and will make 20 percent of 
the floor area permanently affordable housing.  

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends conditional disapproval of 
application C 100296 (A) ZSM (large-scale development special permit) unless the total 
density is reduced; the amount of open space is increased; West 59th Street is activated; and 
the site is redesigned to prevent the open space from being cast in shadows and obscured 
from the public street.  Without the proposed alterations, the applicant does not meet the 
findings that the application results in a better relationship between the development and 
the surrounding area than would otherwise be possible, and will thus benefit the occupants 
of the development, neighborhood, and the City; that the modifications will not obstruct 
light and air; or that the surrounding streets are adequate to handle resulting traffic flow. 
However, the Manhattan Borough President recognizes that the provision of inclusionary 
housing in this special permit is a positive development since the application’s certification.  



M 920358 D ZSM et al. – Riverside Center 
Page 22 of 22 

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends disapproval of applications N 
100295 ZRM and C 100297 ZSM (text amendment and special permit for the automobile 
showroom and service center) as the service center will create or contribute to traffic 
congestion and is inconsistent with sound public policy by placing non-essential, semi-
industrial uses in residential neighborhoods.  

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends conditional disapproval of 
applications C 100288 ZSM, C 100289 ZSM, C 100290 ZSM, C 100291 ZSM, C 100292 
ZSM, and C 100293 ZSM (public parking garages) unless the public parking garage is 
limited to 1,100 spaces, which could be achieved by removing the lowest sub-cellar floor, as 
the proposed garage contributes to or creates serious traffic congestion and inhibits 
pedestrian flow (particularly on West 59th Street) and thus does not meet the required 
findings.  

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends conditional disapproval of 
application C 100287 ZSM (construction over a railroad right-of-way) unless ADA-
accessible entrances to the open space are provided at Riverside Boulevard and West 59th 
Street, and West 59th Street is brought to grade.  

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends approval of applications N 
100298 ZAM and N 100286 ZCM (curb cut on West 61st Street and West End Avenue) as 
they will be used for the extension of Freedom Place South and the West 60th Street, which 
will enhance the site’s overall design; 

 

Further, the Manhattan Borough President recommends conditional disapproval of 
application N 100299 ZCM and N 100300 ZCM (streetscape modifications) to allow 
multiple curb cuts on West 59th Street and waive streetscape requirements as the current 
configuration negatively impacts West 59th Street and has the potential of creating unsafe, 
inactive conditions.  The proposed treatment should be revisited to encourage active uses 
and bring a greater portion of West 59th Street to grade. Without such changes, the 
proposed actions will not enhance the site plan or enhance the design as compared to an as-
of-right scenario.  

 
 

 
______________________________ 

Scott M. Stringer 
Manhattan Borough President 
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SUPPLEMENT 

Community Board Ts Report and Resolution, as adopted at its special meeting on Iuly 22, 2010, 
included a committee report and a series of minutes of public hearings and meetings concerning 
the Project. Because the referenced minutes are voluminous, only the committee report as adopted 
is set forth in this Supplement. The minutes, as well as additional reports and supporting materials, 
are available on CBTs website at www.nyc.gov/mcb7 Iriversidecenter. 

Public School Analysis 

The proposed Riverside Center project (the "Project") fails to satisfy the Core Principles because it 
fails to provide a new, fully programmed 6-section per grade pre-K through 8 school of at least 
151,598 GSF for the District, built in the first building constructed at the site, and fully funded by 
the Developer. 

Instead, the Developer proposes to fund only the exterior walls and floors of raw space of a school 
half the size needed for the community, leaving the cost of the conversion of that raw space to the 
School Construction Authority ("SCA"). It also seeks to transfer to the SCA the total cost (exterior 
walls, floors and fit-out) for the balance of the school needed by the community. 

The Proposed School Fails to Meet the Community's Needs. 

The building of a new school has been the first priQrity identified in CBTs Charter-mandated 
statement of budget priorities for the City's Capital Budget for fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 

A. Schools in the District Are Overcrowded. 

1. Current Overcrowding. 

The Project is located within Community School District 3. By any rational measure, the elementary 
schools in the southern portion of District 3 are already critically overcrowded. The kindergarten 
enrollment at PS 199 (9 blocks away) doubled in less than five years after the buildings in the 
northern part of the Riverside South complex became occupied. PS 199 remains above its target 
capacity despite changes to its zone lines and the relocation of another school with which it shared 
space until Fall 2009. 

In addition, due to the strength of the educational opportunities offered in the District, demand for 
public school seats is accelerating rapidly. At PS 87, another school proximate to the Project site, 
111 K families were placed on an in-zone waiting list for September 201 0 (one of the largest 
waiting lists in the City), a four-fold increase in zone enrollment in four years. The Department of 
Education has stated that it views this trend toward ever-increasing use of the public schools as 
permanent and not a temporary or cyclical anomaly. 



While PS 191, in whose catchment zone the Project site is located, is not currently overcrowded, the 
school facility is of modest size compared to its neighboring schools and could not withstand the 
cataclysm of over-enrollment visited on PS 199 in the last five years. Moreover, the Department of 
Education has identified PS 191 as one of the overflow schools to which in-zone families that PS 
199 cannot accommodate will receive alternate offers. Simply put, there is less margin for error 
with over-enrollment at PS 191 than at PS 199. Moreover, with significant additions to residential 
capacity in the PS 191 zone coming on line in the near future, the anticipated expansion of its zone 
in 2010-11, and even more residential units expected from the Fordham redevelopment, PS 191 is 
expected to be at or above its capacity shortly even without the Project. 

2. The DSEIS Confirms Future Overcrowding. 

According to the DSEIS, by 2018, the schools within a V2 mile radius of the project will be over 
capacity unless the 151,598 GSF school is built. Public elementary schools will be at 140% capacity 
and middle schools at 162% capacity. Even if the FAR permitted by the 1992 Restrictive 
Declaration - the lower-density alternative examined in the DSEIS - were to be built, a school 
would be needed to mitigate the effects of the Project. 

It is therefore essential that a school be constructed as part of the Project that meets the needs of 
the District and not just this development. 

3. The SCA Declined a Previous Option. 

The 1992 Restrictive Declaration governing the Riverside South complex required the Developer of 
those sites to extend an option to the City of New York to allow it to purchase land on which to 
construct a public school upon the occurrence of certain conditions. Extell succeeded to the 
obligation in the 1992 Restrictive Declaration, and offered the land to the Department of Education. 

The Department of Education, through the SCA, declined the option in November 2006, despite 
growing evidence that the Riverside South buildings were alr~ady taxing the capacity of PS 199, and 
despite efforts by the community and elected officials to urge the SCA to take a longer-term view of 
the District's needs. 

B. The School that the Community Needs. 

CB7 convened a public meeting on May 24, 2010, the date the Project was certified by the City 
Planning Commission, the focus of which was the need for a school at the Project site. The meeting 
was co-sponsored by the District 3 Community Education Council and the District 3 Presidents' 
Council. The meeting was attended by over 240 parents and community members. In addition, at 
the meeting, over 1,300 signatures were presented in connection with a petition calling for a school 
to be built at the Project site big enough to serve the entire District. 

That meeting followed discussions at CEC and Presidents' Council meetings during 2009-10, as well 
as at meetings on overcrowding and space utilization in District 3 convened by the Manhattan 
Borough President in 2009 and 2010, all of which acknowledged the critical need for the creation of 
new seats in the District. These discussions echoed testimony from parents, educators and elected 
officials at CB7 full Board, Working Group and committee meetings during 2009 and 2010 all to the 
same effect. 
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CB7 recommends that Riverside Center includes a public school with the following features: 

• Serve grades K-8, with room for a pre-K; 

• House 6 sections per grade (a minimum of 1.332 students); 

• Be built in the first building constructed at the Project site; 

• Offer all necessary program spaces and state-of-the-art equipment, 
including: 
-- large or multiple cafeterias (ensuring reasonable timing of lunch); 
-- multiple or dividable gyms (providing weekly access for all students); 
-- separate, age-appropriate outdoor play spaces, preferably at grade; 
-- dedicated space for art, music, science labs, and student services; 
-- wide hallways with lockers for upper grade students; 
-- flexible auditorium space; and 
-- green features (e.g. green roof, vegetable garden) 

• 151,598 GSF of space that meets DOE/SCA requirements 

• Open space sufficient to accommodate 1400 students 

If designed and built with care and attention to detail, CB7's research indicates that an effective 
school that addresses the community's needs could be built in a space of 151.598 GSF. 

C. The Proposed School Does Not Meet the Communitv's Needs. 

1. Extell Is Not Funding a School that Meets the District's Needs. 

The DSEIS reveals that while the Developer has reserved at total of 151.598 GSF for a school. it is 
proposing to pay for a fraction of the cost of constructing an approximately 75,000 GSF school. The 
Developer estimates that a school of that size would be sufficient to accommodate the enrollment 
that is expected under applicable CEQR regulations to be generated solely by the Project itself. 

The school is not expected to accommodate the enrollment from any of the buildings built or to be 
built by affiliates ofthe Developer on other parcels of Riverside South, nor from buildings 
constructed by predecessors in interest to Developer (e.g. the "Trump" buildings). The school 
certainly would not accommodate enrollment projected from the proposed development at 
Fordham or other buildings in the vicinity expected to come on line in the near future. And it pays 
no heed whatsoever to the growing trend identified by the DoE for increased use of the public 
schools overall, a trend that DoE has characterized as not temporary. 

The outdoor space reserved by Extell for the school also appears inadequate. The outdoor play 
space envisioned by the Developer would be situated on building setbacks at the fourth floor of 
Building 2, and would comprise approximately 8,400 GSF. Outdoor play space of this size would 
potentially be suitable for a school of under 500 students (e.g. the school proposed by Extell), but is 
inadequate to meet the needs of the school needed by the community. CB7's proposal to create 
truly public open space by removing proposed Building 4 and reconfiguring the open space to 
accommodate both active and passive use could include the creation of appropriate outdoor space 
to be used by the school during the school day, while making it available to the general public after 
hours and on weekends. 
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Moreover, Extell has shifted the lion's share of the cost of even the school needed to meet the 
demand it is creating to the SCA and the City and State taxpayers. 

2. The MOU Shifts the Cost of the School from Extell to the SCA. 

The Developer entered into a memorandum of understanding ("MOU") with the SCA in May 2010. 
In the MOU, the Developer agreed to build and pay for the "core and shell" of a 75,000 GSF school. 
In this context, the "core and shell" includes the construction of the exterior walls and internal 
floors of a building, but does not include fitting out that raw space into classrooms, hallways, gyms 
and other spaces needed for a functioning school, nor does it include mechanicals. The cost of 
fitting out the raw space was left to the SCA. 

Since Extell will build the exterior walls of its 40+-story building regardless of whether a school 
occupies any of the floors, the Developer's share of the cost of the school it proposes is de minimis. 
Indeed, the added value of residential units that will be located on higher floors based on locating 
the school on the lower floors of its buildings will cover much if not all of the incremental cost of the 
"core and shell" proposed by the Developer in the MOU. 

The MOU also granted the SCA an option to require the Developer to build an additional 
approximately 75,000 GSF for the school. That option, which the SCA would be required to 
exercise, if at all, at an undefined interval prior to the commencement of construction of the 
building in which it would sit, would be entirely at SCA's cost (i.e. the MOU allocates to the SCA the 
cost of the core and shell and of fitting out the raw space). 

Thus, virtually all of the cost of building half of the school. and literally all of the balance of the 
school needed by the community, is being left to the public. This represents a monumental 
unmitigated impact of the proposed development. 

While the cost of the exterior walls and floors is de minimis to Extell, it would not be to the SCA. 
Extell must build the core so that it will not only house the school, but support a building that will 
rise more than 500 feet above it. Were SCA to build a stand-alone school, the design specifications 
would be vastly different. In addition, the site selected by the Developer for the school sits above 
the Amtrak/Metro North right of way, requiring the construction of a platform sufficient to support 
the 500+ foot tall tower. Assigning to SCA any share of the costs associated with erecting a building 
that meets the Developer's needs for a tower above or platform below would be manifestly unfair, 
and require constant parsing of expenses and monitoring of construction to ensure that public 
money is being used only for the incremental cost of adding the school. 

CBTs research into the cost to fit out the school reveals that estimates mentioned in public hearings 
that the school would costs hundreds of millions of dollars are grossly exaggerated. Fitting out the 
151,598 GSF school as a state-of-the-art green facility with the latest technology and connectivity, 
including Smart-boards, WiFi and networking, and the equipment needed for a rich curriculum that 
includes science, art, and music, is estimated to cost between $350-450 per square foot, or between 
$53-68 million. These estimates are ofSCA's costs - the Developer likely can trim these costs 
considerably with its economies of scale and buying power. 
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As noted above, when the Developer's need to build the walls that form the "core and shell" anyway, 
and the increase in value to its apartments above by placing them on higher floors, is considered, 
the effect of the MOU is shift virtually the entirety of the real cost of the school to the SCA. 

3. SCA Is Unlikely to Exercise the Option. 

The SCA's 2010-14 Capital Plan contains no funding whatsoever for the creation of additional seats 
in District 3. Similarly, neither the 2005-09 Capital Plan nor any of its annual amendments had any 
funds for new seats in the District. As noted, the SCA has already declined to exercise an option to 
build a school at the contiguously adjacent Riverside South complex. 

The confluence of SCA's lack of funding and the MOU's requirement that SCA pay for nearly all of 
the total cost of construction of an inadequately-sized school, and all of the cost of the balance of the 
school needed by the community, creates an unacceptably high likelihood that the full school 
needed by the community will not be built, and leaves palpable doubt as to whether even the small 
scale school will be timely built. 

4. Extell Should Fund the Entire School Needed by the Community. 

It is fair to require Extell to fund the entire cost of the school needed by the District and not just 
RSC. ExteR in other sections of Riverside South, created a significant portion of the over­
enrollment that has plagued our public schools in the last five years. It succeeds to the 
development rights that Similarly have swamped the adjacent public schools. That those buildings 
were constructed based on an outdated assessment of community needs does nothing to abate the 
resources consumed already and projected to be consumed going forward. 

Extell should take the entire community in which it seeks to build as it finds it. That should include 
the steady and recognized trend in the neighborhood in which it seeks to site its development to 
use public schools in greater numbers than contemplated by the 1992 Restrictive Declaration, let 
alone the applicable provisions of the zoning resolution. 

The full school needed by the community is too important to leave to the uncertainties of the option 
contained in the MOU. The option would in turn require the creation of an open and transparent 
process by which the community, included elected officials, the Community Board, and the CEC and 
Presidents' Council, could assess the Project as actually built, enrollment and projections, and the 
DoE's and SCA's responses. Such a process would interfere with the swift completion of the Project 
and any school, and in any event would be difficult to enshrine in an appropriate amended 
restrictive declaration. 

In addition, Extell is consuming for RSC the entirety of the largest undeveloped site within our 
District. It is the first viable open space on which to locate a new school facility in our area in 
decades, and may well be the last such parcel available into the foreseeable future. The opportunity 
cost of allowing the Project to be built without the construction of the full school needed by the 
community is staggering, and its effects will be felt for generations. 

Building a state-of-the-art school facility at this site will benefit the Developer. For the prospective 
purchasers of its luxury units, private school could be an option to avoid the current uncertainties 
of in-zone waiting lists and alternate offers to schools other than the zoned school. Having a viable 
public school on site could save its purchasers the cost of private school tuition, currently over 
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$30,000 per year, enabling the Developer to seek to capture a portion of that savings through 

purchase prices. It also adds to the good will associated with the Project, and enables Extell to 

include the school in its marketing (in much the way that real estate ads on the Upper West Side 

included the zoned school until the recent waiting list/overcrowding crisis erupted). When those 
positives are added to the increase in value of the units placed on higher floors when the school 

occupies the lower floors, Extell's shouldering the cost of the entire school is still a win-win, and 
must be a requirement of this Project. 

Conclusion. The absence of a firm commitment by the Developer to build and fully fund the creation 
of the entire school needed by the community means that the Project fails to satisfy the first "given" 

identified as flowing from CBTs Core Principles. For these reasons, CB7 should disapprove Extell's 
application in its entirety. 
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COM M U N I TY BOARD 7 _ Manhattan 

Proposed Riverside Center Development 
Summary of MCB7 Position detailed in "Report and Resolution" of July 2010 

Approved Plan 1992: 
Restrictive Declaration 
2.5 M SF, 577 residential units, 2M SF television 
studios, 37K SF retail, 100K SF below-grade 
cinema/retail, 743 parking spots, extend 60th SI. 

Eldell Proposal 2010: 
Increase Density, Change Use, Add Value 
3M SF, 5/6 high-rise buildings, 2500 residential units, 
possible 250-room hotel, 200K SF retail/office/cinema 
and auto showroom, 276K SF below-grade auto 
service center, 1800 parking spots, 150K SF space for 
school (75K core and shell) 

Core Principles: MCB7 conducted meetings and hearings to develop consensus among stakeholders and 
experts around the principles by which to review the application. Core principles were established in the areas of density, 
public open space, connectivity and circulation, transportation and traffic, streetscape, retail/cultural facilities, housing, 
public education, sustainability. 

Community Concerns: 

• Exclusive enclave - self-enclosed, non-porous perimeter, blocks connection to waterfront, deters visitors 
• Ineffective open space - elevated, not visible from perimeter sidewalks, fragmented, limited access, limited uses 
• Poor circulation - super-block, not integrated wilh city grid, high impacls on traffic 
• 59th'Street, a major corridor, relegated to a "service street" 
• Historic powerhouse ignored 
• Affordable housing poorly defined 
• Auto sales and repair services not green, attractive, or community friendly 
• Excessive parking increases vehicular traffic 
• Unmitigated impacts on common assets: 

• Schools, hospitals, libraries, and cultural amenities 
• Parks, fields, and open space 
• Transportation and transit systems 
• Sanitation/sewage systems 
• Carbon footprint, water, light, air, wind, noise 

Community Recommendations: 

• Public School - 150K SF, fu lly funded 
• Affordable Housing - 30%, integrated, permanent, mixed levels of income 
• Sustainability - highest standards, all technologies with payback of less than 10 years 

• Modify site plan to address impacts 
• Restrict density to 2.4M SF 
• Remove Building #4 to increase and optimize Public Open Space 
• Bring the site to grade integrate site with grid and make open space accessible 
• Surround Public Open Space with streets, angling 60th street along Building #1, to delineate public open space, 

encourage p,edestrian traffic, and optimize circulation 
• Enhance 59 h Street to accommodate multi-modal traffic and improve connections to powerhouse and park 

• Modify site program 
• Replace auto showroom and service center with relevant and active retail 
• Limit parking to 1000 spots in a single garage that serves the entire site 
• Include a playground and child care facilities 

• Invest in the community 
• Contribute toward completion, capital improvement, and maintenance of Riverside Park South 
• Support the investigation of light rail to serve the area 
• Provide training and jobs to local residents 
• Construct and make permanently available a community meeting space for 200 people 
• Establish a construction coordinating group under the auspices of MCB7 
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Supplement to Testimony of Mark N. Diller 
Before the 

City Planning Commission 
Concerning Riverside Center 

September 15,2010 

Mark N. Diller, Secretary of Community Board 7/Manhattan and chair of its Youth, Education & 
Libraries committee, respectfully submits the following supplement to testimony offered before 
the City Planning Commission. 

The Need for a New Public School at the Site 

Our community has confirmed the crisis in public school capacity in the area surrounding the 
project site. It is essential that any project that occupies the site meet the community's needs. 

Community Board 7IManhattan ("CB7") conducted extensive outreach over more than two years 
prior to the commencement of ULURP on a host of issues, including public education. During 
ULURP, CB7 convened a Public Hearing on May 24, 2010, dedicated to the issue of public 
school capacity. The standing-room-only meeting attended by over 240 parents and community 
members, together with the more than 1,300 signatures on petitions signed in just two weeks 
prior to the hearing, confirms the need for new seats, and provides insight as to the attributes of 
the school needed by the community. 

CBTs July 2010 Report and Resolution, at pages 6,17,18-19, and Appendix C, provides details 
of the community's needs concerning a public school at the site. The key attributes of the school 
needed by the community are summarized in bullet points at page 19 of the Report and 
Resolution, and on page 3 of Appendix C. 

The school proposed by the applicant does not meet those needs. The Memorandum of 
Understanding the applicant signed with the School Construction Authority puts almost the 
entirety of the cost of a half-sized school to the SCA, and creates an option for a larger school 
which must be fully funded by the SCA (including the walls of the applicant's own building). 
The MOU does not bind SCA to exercise the option, and is too vague in the face of the 
compelling enrollment crisis currently experienced and projected to continue in our District. 

History as Precedent 

Perhaps the most dramatic evidence of the need for a school of the size reflected in CBTs Report 
and Resolution is the impact of new construction on the school immediately to the north of the 
zone in which the project site is located. From 2000-2010, ten new buildings, most in the 
Riverside South complex with which the applicant's project would be contiguous, were added to 
the PS 199 catchment. 

The attached chart entitled "PS 199 Enrollment I New Housing Units 2000-2010" illustrates the 
impact of new residential units on its Kindergarten enrollment. From 2000 to 2009, enrollment 



, 

mushroomed as new units came on line. In 20 I 0, with an initial waiting list of over 50 K 
students, many families were turned away from their zoned school. 

The surrounding neighborhoods in District 3 cannot absorb the excess. The annexed chart 
entitled "Lower D3 Kindergarten Wailing Lists 2009-10" shows that the public schools serving 
the community from 59th Street (the southern border of Community School District 3 and CBTs 
District 7) north 1.5 miles to 89th Street all are at or above capacity, with the exception ofPS 
191, which had a small amount of in-zone capacity that was quickly absorbed by the need to 
make alternative placements for PS 199 families who were turned away from their zoned school. 

The initial waiting lists at PS 199 (51 K students) and at PS 87 (Ill K students, the largest 
waiting list in our City this year) required extraordinary efforts to find homes for all children. 
Many of these solutions are temporary and are not sustainable at their schools (e.g. adding a third 
Kindergarten at PS 191 and PS 166). The schools simply lack sufficient classrooms to continue 
enrollment through K-5 in their buildings. 

The Capital Plan Provides No Relief 

The 2010-14 Capital Plan for the Department of Education and its School Construction 
Authority allocates $0 for new seats in CSD 3. Similarly, the 2005-09 Capital Plan included no 
funds for new seats in our District. 

When an affiliate of this applicant offered space in Riverside South for purchase for building a 
school in 2006, the School Construction Authority declined the option despite the evidence of 
the growing impact of overcrowding on the school serving that complex. There is no reason to 
believe that the option contained in the Memorandum of Understanding struck between the 
applicant and the SCA will be exercised. 

The only way to ensure that the overwhelming of PS 199 is not repeated at the much smaller PS 
191 is to require the applicant to fully fund and build the school needed by the community. 

Synergies with Affordable Housing 

One of the key attributes sought for every public school is diversity. Economic diversity can 
lead the way to creating a welcoming environment for truly comprehensive diversity. The 
Commission's recent efforts to expand the permanently affordable housing to be built at this site 
are essential to good planning both for a vibrant community and for the public school that serves 
it. 

The goal of an inclusive, diverse school can only be achieved if the school has capacity to 
welcome students from differing backgrounds and areas. Thus, the goals underlying public 
education and affordable housing reinforce one another, and add a further reason to require the 
applicant to build and fully fit-out the entire 151,598 gsfschool called for in CBTs Report and 
Resolution. 
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Statement of Noah E Gotbaum, President of Community Education 
Council District 3 on behalf of CEC3 at the City Planning Commission 
Hearing on the Riverside Center Complex. September 15,2010. 

My name is Noah E Gotbaum, I am President of Community Education 
Council District 3, speaking on behalf of the CEC3. We are the elected 
parent representatives of 16,000 Public School children and parents from 32 
District 3 public elementary and middle schools located from Lincoln Center 
to Central Harlem. 

We face a schools overcrowding crisis in our district and most acutely in the 
southern portion of the district where the project will be located. In D3 in 
2010 we had two of the top ten most overcrowded schools in the city, with 8 
of the 9 public elementary schools between 5ih Street and 9ih street 
operating at or above capacity. The epicenter ofthis problem is a few blocks 
north of Riverside Center, focused on the PS 199 and PS 87 Areas 

This is not a coincidence. For years, Extell and other developers have 
marketed our public schools as an amenity, pouring kids into our schools up 
and down District 3, without taking any responsibility for the overflow or 
providing a single new seat. The direct result of this development - most 
prominently including Extell's Riverside South project - has been severe 
overcrowding up and down our district. 

Sadly, the developers' partners in driving this overcrowding have been the 
Department of Education, and specifically the Schools Construction 
Authority. The DOE and the SCA, have been unable or unwilling to 
recognize simple demographics for years, consistently underestimating 
demand for our new schools in an effort to ignore the problem. In 2006, 
they failed to take up the option for a developer-provided new school site at 
Riverside south, just as the numbers were beginning to take off. In 2008 
they recommended increasing the size of the PS 87 district for the 
2010/2011 school year, the next year that district became the most 
overcrowded school zone in the city. And last year - while steadfastly 
refusing formally to recognize any overcrowding in D3 in every planning 
document and public statement - they were forced to open a new public 
school at the 11 th hour after the parents' demographic projections and 



protests were proven out by enrollment numbers. But rather than invest any 
dollars with new construction, the DOE opened the new PS 452 in an 
already overcrowded MS 44 building, mortgaging sorely needed middle 
school seats. 

During these overcrowding discussions on PS 452, and our expose of 
massive future overcrowding, the DOE and others constantly told us that 
there would be a large new school built as part of Riverside Center. 

But a few months later where are we? The DOE and Extell sign an MOU 
for a 75,000 square foot shell and core of a school that at best will only 
accommodate the Riverside Center. And to make matters worse, the 
developer, and the SCAIDOE are seeking to have the rest of us pay a large 
share of what essentially will be a private school for the developer. 

It's time to stop kicking the can down the road. Time to stop saying we 
prioritize education, and then force parents and the community to demand 
even the most basic accommodation by the development community and the 
DOE. Community Education Council 3 joins Community Board 7, and 
Borough President Stringer in demanding that the City and the developer 
step up and meet our Community's needs. 

First - The option must be eliminated. Building the entire 150,000 square foot 
school our community needs must be a requirement for any approval of this 
project. Second - the school must be among the first buildings built in the project~ 
Third the school must be fully paid for by the developer. 

I am submitting a resolution unanimously passed by CEC 3 toward this effect. 
Thank you for your time 
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I. A Dis/riel 3 Community SuperIntendent 

Community District Education Council 3 Resolution on Overcrowding in the 
Southern Portion of the District and the Establishment of a New School in 
the Riverside Center Development 

RESOLUTION UNAMIOUSL Y APPROVED JULY 14, 2010 

Whereas, the District 3 Community Education Council (CDEC 3) has worked with 
the New York City Department of Education (DOE) and the District 3 community to 
address overcrowding in the district through a process of working and public 
meetings, information gathering and public comment; and 

Whereas, the overcrowding in the Southern portion of District 3 has continued 
unabated and has now reached crisis proportions; and 

Whereas, the existing PS 87 and PS 199 zones currently are among the most 
overcrowded in the City; and 

Whereas, 7 out of the 8 03 elementary school south of 10Sth street currently are 
operating at or above capacity; and 

Whereas, middle schools in the Southern Portion of the district likewise are 
becoming overenrolled, and 

Whereas, new development without associated new school seats has been a 
major contributor to this problem; and 

Whereas, CDEC3 projects overcrowding to grow substantially over the next 3 
years, and 

Whereas, the DOE has admitted that their methodology in projecting enrollment 
growth has been inadequate and therefore most recently used CDEC3's own 
projections to establish the need for a new school; 



Now therefore be it 

Resolved, that CDEC 3 recommends the construction of a new K-8 school 
consisting of a minimum of 150,000 square feet and able to accommodate 6 
sections per grade in the Riverside Center Development; and be it 

Resolved, that CDEC3 recommends that this new school at the Riverside 
Center be located within the first building constructed on the site; and be it 

Resolved, that CDEC3 recommends that the total cost of this school be borne by 
the project developer so as not to take away from other capital priorities and 
projects; and be it 

Resolved, that CDEC 3 recommends that additional new elementary and middle 
schools must be built, leased or developed to accommodate the anticipated 
student population resulting from inherent growth and residential development in 
District 3, and that this be factored into the capital plan and any amendments 
thereof. 



TESTIMONY OF KLARI NEUWELT TO NEW YORK CITY PLANNING 
COMMISSION RE RIVERSIDE CENTER PROPOSAL, 9-15-10 

I am a member of Community Board 7 and Co-Chair of its Parks and 
Environment Committee. I am also a regular user of Riverside Park South. 

Riverside Park South has always been inextricably linked with the Riverside 
South development. This project will put enormous additional strains on an already 
under-funded and over-crowded park that itself was created as a public amenity in partial 
compensation for the enormous new population introduced to our neighborhood by 
Riverside South. 

As a condition for approval of any version of this project, the Developer should, 
as CB7 has recommended, be required to contribute substantially to completion of the 
permanent Riverside Park South, and toward its full maintenance and other financial 
needs. 

Much of the civic support that underlay the original approval ofthe Riverside 
South project was based on the understanding that a park would be built above a buried 
Miller Highway. Although the 1992 Restrictive Declaration did not mandate that the 
highway be buried, it laid out detailed alternate plans for a Permanent Park over a buried 
highway. As required by the 1992 Restrictive Declaration, the Developer has built 
certain northbound sections of the highway tunnel. But the Developer's obligations as to 
the highway burial were limited in the 1992 Restrictive Declaration, and no significant 
additional public or other financing has been available to achieve burying the highway. 

The park has many other needs that are not met by the existing provisions of the 
Restrictive Declaration. Riverside Park South is extremely popular and already very 
crowded, as is the original Riverside Park to the north. Many residential buildings have 
been built in the immediate vicinity of the Riverside Center site, on parcels that were not 
contemplated for large-scale residential development at the time ofthe original ULURP. 
Because of these developments, along with the explosion in school-age population and 
the success of the Hudson River Greenway, Riverside Park South is crucially lacking in 
recreational space, particularly space for active recreation. 

Regardless of how many residential units of new housing are approved in this 
2010 ULURP process, the park construction budget specified in the 1992 Restrictive 
Declaration is not adequate to build the remaining phases of Riverside Park South to 
today's design standards and needs. Federal and city funds that are available in 
connection with park construction and related park uses are at best not sufficient to fill 
the gap. 

Moreover, the 1992 Restrictive Declaration did not address deteriorating 
conditions in Riverside Park South that have developed, or continued, in the successively 
built park sections - and there are and will continue to be many ofthose. Although the 
Developer has an obligation to maintain the built park, its maintenance obligations as 



defined by the 1992 Restrictive Declaration do not cover such conditions. Remediation 
of these conditions is expensive, may need in some cases to be done repeatedly, and 
cannot reasonably be expected to be funded by the city. 

DPR has studied a number of measures that could help to mitigate the proposed 
Project's impact on Riverside Park South. These measures include certain capital work -
such as removal of the now-abandoned West 72nd Street highway off ramp - that would 
enhance the park experience and to some extent increase the usable open space. DPR 
has also studied opportunities for active recreational facilities that could be created by 
requiring the Developer to construct the southbound tunnel sections necessary to bury the 
highway between West 61st and West 65th Streets. Constructing these tunnel sections 
would yield a flat "roof" on which to locate several ball fields, along with a small but 
badly needed park maintenance facility. 

This ULURP review process creates a unique opportunity to amend the 
Restrictive Declaration in ways that meet current and future infrastructure and financing 
needs for Riverside Park South - with regard to construction of the permanent park, other 
capital improvements and realistic maintenance. All of this would be in mitigation of the 
effects of this enormous project on our scarce recreational space. This set of 
circumstances and opportunity will not occur again. 

Thus the Developer should be required to provide very substantial funds toward 
each and all of the financial needs in Riverside Park that I have described, including 
providing sufficient funds, to be used together with other available funding, to make a 
buried highway a reality in the reasonably near future. Doing that would -- as DPR has 
documented, and as indeed is obvious to any user of the park --substantially increase the 
usable space in the park, particularly for active recreation, and substantially enhance the 
park experience for all users. 
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Public Testimony of Eric Shuffler. City Planning Commission 9/15/2010 

My name is Eric Shuffler. I am a Lincoln Towers resident, a member of Community Board 7, public 

school parent and co-chair of the PS199 overcrowding committee. 

I do not have an issue with a large development going up at Riverside South. My particular concern, and 

I think the concerns of many in the community and especially public school parents, is that the 

developer is unwilling to mitigate the impact of his development upon the local schools and thus, this 

massive new project threatens to overrun local schools that are already at capacity. 

Despite what has been said or inferred, the developer does not propose to build a school as part of this 

massive project. There is not a large school as sought by the community or even a small school to 

mitigate the impact of the hundreds of children the developer acknowledges will come with his 

buildings. What is provided by the developer is a 75,000 square foot shell of a school (which I assume 

the shell would have to be built regardless of whether a school is there or not). 

If the School Construction Authority (i.e. the city and taxpayers) decide to turn that shell into a school, 

then the SCA/taxpayers must pay to outfit an actual school within the 75,000 square foot shell the 

developer is providing. The developer has also offered SCA an "option" whereby the developer will 

reserve an additional 75,000 square feet that the SCA can choose to build and pay for both the shell and 

fit-out of the additional school space. 

So right now, even as the developer seeks advantageous changes in density and use, the developer is 

not willing to mitigate the impact of his own project on the neighborhood schools. That is unfair and 

unreasonable. 

The Riverside South Development is in ULURP because the developer is essentially seeking to 

renegotiate the development rules that govern the land he purchased. 

I do not pretend to be able to accurately put a price tag or value on the changes but I am confident that 

they are very Significant and very valuable. More importantly, they undo restrictions that were put in 

place in the context of the earlier Riverside projects. It is his right to seek to re-negotiate the rules and I 

do not have a problem with renegotiating restrictions that were previously put in place. 

However, in exchange for renegotiating the rules, it is fair for us to ask what does the community 

receive and how the community is protected from the impact of these changes. 

We do not seek to ask the developer to make changes or provide mitigation to the community simply 

because he's a developer but rather because changes and mitigation are the logical steps flowing from a 

massive development project, especially one that is sought to be done under the benefit of an 

advantageous change in zoning restrictions. 

It is important for the Commission to appreciate the impact of recent developments, including earlier 

phases of the Riverside South Project, on our school and our neighboring schools and the community's 

history and experience with developer options and the School Construction Authority. 



PS199, located on 70'" street between Amsterdam and West End, has been referred to as one of NYC's 

fastest growing catchments. Since the year 2000, ten new buildings have been built in the PS199 zone. 

Today, 22% of our students come from these new buildings - that translates to 163 students this year. 

In the last five years, our school's total enrollment has grown 37% from 537 to 735 and our kindergarten 

population has almost doubled from 90 to 172. And this year, there is a cap on kindergarten enrollment 

and we had a wait list that reached into the 60's. 

The Extell predecessors similarly provided an option to the SCA to purchase land for a school in 

conjunction with the earlier Riverside South development. In 2006, the SCA, without explanation to the 

community, declined the option. The statistics I provided earlier show how painful that decision has 

been to the community and why we are so insistent that a school be built as part of the approval of 

Riverside South. 

The SCA has no funding in its capital budget for District 3. This fact, coupled with the history, gives us no 

reason to believe that the result of this "SCA option" will be any different than it was previously. Even if 

it were, why should the taxpayers pay for this new school when the developer is asking the taxpayers to 

approve valuable changes in zoning for their benefit. 

I would urge the Commission to require the developer to fund the construction of a 150,000 square foot 

with age-appropriate facilities for an elementary and middle school to be built as part of the first phase 

of the project and to be fully paid for by the developer. The school is not something that would be nice 

to have with the project, it is something this community must have, especially when you consider the 

un-mitigated impact the earlier Riverside south projects have already had on the local school (PS199). 

Some have asked why the developer should have to pay for the school, that it is a city responsibility to 

pay for new schools. If the developer wants the city and taxpayers to approve financially advantageous 

changes to allow him to increase his density and uses, then it is totally appropriate for the city and 

taxpayers to ask for something in return. This point is magnified when one considers that the changes 

sought by the developer will negatively impact a city and public asset, our schools. 

Finally, I would add the overall density of the proposed development should be reduced. There is no 

better way to mitigate the impact this project will have on our infrastructure than to reduce the amount 

of new people coming to the neighborhood. The idea to remove Building 4 not only achieves this 

necessary objective but simultaneously provides a community enhancement by improving the quality of 

the open space of the project. 

Thank you in advance for your reading and consideration. 

Eric Shuffler 

160 West End Avenue 

Apartment 23P 

NY, NY 10023 



Riverside Center 
CPC Testimony of Mel Wymore 
Chair, Community Board 7/Manhattan 
Tuesday, September 15, 2010, lOam 

I'm Mel Wymore, Chair of Community Board 7. Thankyou for the opportunity to l--~ 
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In general, Community Board 7 welcomes development of this site as an elegant hub, """ ./...., 6-HDIA 
that would link the Upper West Side with the Waterfront to the west, the historic <ws I ..,- I 

powerhouse to the south, the commercial district to the southeast, and the thriving 
neighborhoods to the east and northeast Unfortunately, this plan not only fails 
mist: abty-to fulfill this goal, but it systematically ignores its context and offers little 
beyond unmitigated impacts to the community at large. /5L.uh oJ+-.rLv-p; 6~'<- J 
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wids I'fIlIge ofstakllholders, alit also oa the e*psrt aaalysis sfwell respected 
architects, urban planners, environmentalists, social scientists, and educators. eur­
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at all levels of government to L,,-f >..fe. ~(cWi, 

We start with three essential mandates we call "the givens." 

First, no development, large or small, should be approved for this site unless it 
provides a pu blic school the serves not only the development itself, but alleviates 
our over-crowded district, stuffed well beyond capacity with students from previous 
large-scale developments. Let us not make this mistake again. 

Second, we request affordable housing that accommodates a mix of low, moderate, 
and middle incomes, distributed throughout the site, and accessed through common 
entrances. 

Third, it would be unconscionable to approve any plan of this enormity, at this time 
on our planet, without taking every practical measure to achieve the highest 
standards of environmental sustainability. 

We also recommend several modifications to address short-comings and adverse 
impacts of the proposed site plan. 

1. Remove BUilding 4 to increase open space, reduce density, and reduce 
impacts of shadow and wind 

2. Bring the site to grade,level with sidewalks, to integrate with street life and 
make open space attractive and accessible from 59th Street and RSB 

3. Surround the open space with streets to delineate public space, improve 
circulation, including the angled extension of 60th street along Building 1. 



4. Enhance 59th Street, with wider sidewalks and plantings, to optimize 
vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic, integrate the historic powerhouse, 
and enhance connection to Riverside Park South. 

5. Replace automotive showroom and service center with vibrant, community 
friendly retail 

6. Limit parking to 1000 spaces to constrain added vehicular traffic and 
associated impacts 

7. Invest in common assets, especially in the completion, on-going 
improvement, and maintenance of Riverside Park South 

Like the City Planning Commission, Community Board 7 seeks to achieve balance 
that would bring Riverside Center to remarkable success: balance between private 
interests and public concerns, balance between regional benefits and local needs, 
balance between short-term goals and long-term impacts, and perhaps most 
importantly, balance between what is merely viable and what is truly visionary. 

The Developer has presented a plan that not only satisfies, but far exceeds *'feafovw b &.­
business objectives. In relative terms, our suggestions address serious concerns at 
minimal cost. Let us remember that this application asks for allowances far more 
valuable than what are currently approved. When it comes to the financial viability 
of this project, the burden of proof lies with the developer, not with the Community 
or the City to which he applies. 

The Developer has crafted a plan that allows for early escape and short-term gain, 
but leaves the community to deal with the long-term impacts of increased 
population density (estimated at 3-4%) on local infrastructure and environment. 
We urge you to account for these impacts and ensure that this development 
continues to serve the city long after the Developer has moved on. 

Finally, this development has the potential to turn a lack-luster corner of our district 
into a vibrant and irresistible destination for locals and tourists alike. Instead, it 
turns inward, offering uses that deaden rather than enliven the streetscape. Let us 
not miss this unique opportunity, the last in our neighborhood, to build an exemplar 
development, one that achieves spectacular, unprecedented results. 

We would like this project to win. But it will require that we engage in meaningful 
dialogue, effect meaningful changes, and ensure together that Riverside Center 
enhances rather than diminishes the fabric of our community, and enriches rather 
than degrades everyone's quality of life. 

Thank you. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 21, 2010 

 

Hon. Amanda M. Burden, AICP 

Chair 

City Planning Commission 

22 Reade Street 

New York, NY  10007 

 

Re:   Riverside Center, ULURP Nos.:  N 100294 ZRM, N 100294 (A) ZRM,  

 C 100296 (A) ZSM 

 

Dear Chair Burden: 

  

Manhattan Community Board 4 (CB4) is pleased to submit comments on the above-

referenced ULURP Action, specifically in response to the modifications to section 74-74 

General Large Scale Development that eliminate minimum distribution requirements for 

affordable housing units developed under the Inclusionary Housing Program.  As the 

proposed changes apply only to C4-7 districts in Manhattan Community District 7, CB4 

was not made aware of the proposed changes until recently and is therefore submitting 

comments for consideration in lieu of oral testimony.   

  

CB4 finds the proposed amendments troubling.  Under the proposed ZR 74-743(a)(8)(ii), 

a developer may, by special permit, be released from its obligations to distribute 

affordable units throughout 65% of the floors of any inclusionary development, as 

specified in Section 23-96(b).  The proposed amendment has the potential to 

unacceptably reduce the public benefit received in exchange for the increased FAR by 

giving the developer too much latitude to concentrate the affordable units on less 

desirable floors in a development.  For a development the size of the proposed Riverside 

Center to which the modification will apply, the result could be that all affordable units 

are segregated in a completely separate building, thus defeating the purpose and intent of 

the Inclusionary Housing program 

 

In its April 27, 2009 resolution opposing modifications to the Inclusionary Housing 

section of the Zoning Resolution, CB4 clearly articulated its position that affordable units 

should be integrated fully throughout a building.  One of the main reasons for CB4’s 

opposition to the text amendment was that the modifications lessened the distribution 

requirements for the affordable units, as follows: 
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“Integration of affordable units creates a healthy mixed community in the building . .  . 

CB4 cannot support distribution limited to 65% of the floors (Section 23-96(b)(1)), as it 

segregates the affordable units on the lower floors and does not encourage integration 

within the building.  Inclusionary housing should be inclusionary.  We reject the 

argument that this 65% distribution limit is necessary for the financial viability of a 

project.  During the Lower Income Housing Plan review process, CB4 has successfully 

negotiated the full integration of affordable units on all floors proposed projects. 

Examples include the Clinton Park development at 770 11
th

 Avenue (Two Trees), 330 

West 38
th

 (Glenwood) and 440 West 42
nd

 (Related).  These projects have successfully 

financed and some are under construction.”  

 

The proposed amendment is too far-reaching and creates a dangerous precedent citywide.  

In this economic recession, there is a real concern that too much latitude will be granted 

to developers in reducing required public amenities because of financing concerns.  

Similar arguments could be made in neighborhoods throughout the city.  We are 

concerned that the requested modification will set a precedent for future changes in other 

districts.  We therefore ask that the Planning Commission not approve the proposed 

changes to ZR 74-743(a)(8) that eliminate distribution requirements set forth under 23-

96(b).  At the very least, the proposed changes must be limited to C4-7 districts located in 

Community District 7 and under no circumstance shall such modifications apply to any 

Special District citywide. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

         
    

John Weis, Chair      

Manhattan Community Board 4 

 

 

 

 

 



Testimony 
of 

Richard T. Anderson, President ofthe 
New York Bnilding Congress 

at a Public Hearing of 
City Planning Commission 

on Riverside Center 
September 15,2010 

NEW YORK 
BUILDING 
CONGRESS 

The New York Building Congress, a membership organization serving the design, 

construction and real estate industry, appreciates this opportunity to express our support 

for Extell Development Company's ambitious Riverside Center project. Riverside 

Center completes a redevelopnient initiative that has transformed an important segment 

of Manhattan's western edge into a desirable destination, creating significant usable open 

space and contributing to the regional economy. 

The project proposes a diverse development program including both market-rate and 

substantial affordable residential units, space for a public school, nearly three acres of 

new public open space, and an intelligent allocation of commercial space. The project 

also creates much needed construction and permanent jobs, while providing long-term 

economic returns to the City estimated in the billions of dollars. 

There has been considerable public discussion about this project, particularly about 

aspects of its layout, proposed uses, and overall density. The Building Congress believes 

this project is an appropriate bookend to a success story of urban renewal in an area that 

was not long ago a derelict, abandoned neighborhood that severed access to our 

waterfront. Today, people come from across the City to enjoy the park space provided by 

the developers of Riverside South. The neighborhood itself is an affluent, desirable place 

to live. Thousands of jobs have been created. 



Riverside Center adds, as a percentage of its overall program, more open space and more 

affordable housing than earlier sections of Riverside South. What's more, in response to 

concerns from the community, Extell has agreed to reduce significantly the project's 

density. Its design is open and inviting. 

Government leaders must therefore carefully weigh public and private interests when 

considering how to shape a privately financed project like this one during the approvals 

process. We need only look at the failed and vacant Kingsbridge Armory site in one of 

our City's poorest neighborhoods to understand the importance of balancing both sides of 

this equation. Extell's elegant and thoughtful design is the right one for land that has 

been underutilized for many years. 

The Building Congress therefore encourages the City Planning Commission to endorse 

this impressive extension of the Riverside South project, whose benefits extend far 

beyond its footprint. 
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AIA New York Chapter 
The Founding C?hapter of The American Institute of Architects 

August 26, 20 I 0 

Hon. Amanda Burden 
Chair, City Planning Commission 
22 Reade Street 
New York, NY 10007 

Dear Chair Burden: 

.. On behalf of the AIANew York Chapter and its nearly 5,000 architect and affiliate members 
basea in Manliattan,'itds our pleasure to write in support of the Riverside C~nter project. We 

·:urge tlie City" Planiling Commission to approve the applications to pel1Dli· the Riverside 
Center development to proceed. 

. '.'",- . 

There are several compelling reasons to support the project designed by AtelierCbristiande~ 
· P6rtzamparc arid the' project team in their efforts to redevelop nearly eight acres of lanifon 

the Upper West Side as follows: 

• The' site is c1UTently almost entirely covered by a large parking lot. Continuing the 

residential chamcter of West End A venue would be a more beneficial use for the land; 

• The street grid' will be extended to allow unimpeded access through the site as well as 

restoring sightlines to the waterfront; 

,.'. The addition -of 2,75 acres of landscaped publicly accessible open space will benefit the 

entire community; 
", The inclusion of retail-animated privately-owned public-space in a mixed-use project 

well designed by landscape architects, Mathews-Nielsen will be a benefit; 

• Theproject will set aside housing units for affordable apartments; which are urgently 

needed citywide; 

• Finally, this development will provide the floor area, and the core and shell 

improvement to support the construction of a 75,000 zsf school. 
_ .. _ ."._ ·c, 

· WliiletheAIA New York Chapter supports the project for the reasons listed above, we are 
coricerned with the treatment of West 59th Street as presented. The location of the 
development's loading docks, garage and service entrances on this street without providing 
for features to activate the corridor will exacerbate the problems prevalent in ·relatively 
desolate areas of the city. 

West 59th Street is an .important westbound access point that could benefit from a different 
· treatment and could correct an unsafe condition. The future of the Con Edison IR T 
, Powerhouse to the south should be a critical element in thinking of this edge as more than 

just a service corridor -- the new development should complement the beauty and strength of 
this important piece of industrial architecture. We recommend, as did Community Board 7, 
that instead of relegating 59th Street to service corridor status, the developer should extend 
the same design-sensitive approach to the development's southern-most border. 

In conclusion, we urge the City Planning Commission to approve these applications for this 
important and necessary project. 

Sincerely, 

~/4 
Anthony Schirripa, F AlA 
20 I 0 Chapter President 

Fredric Bell, FAIA 
Executive Director 

Cc: Honorable Scott Stringer; Manhattan Borough President 



RIVERSIDE CENTER 
An Alternative Plan 

Coalition For a Livable West Side 
May 3, 2010 



This document is in response to the Extell Corporation's 
proposal to build some 3,100,000 square feet of residential and 
commercial uses on a site between Riverside Boulevard and 
West End Avenue, between 59th and 6lst Streets on the Upper 
West Side of Manhattan. 

The development would consist of five tall towers set on the 
roof of a three story parking garage. The spaces between the 
buildings have been characterized as "plaza" and "open 
spa<i:e." As planned these areas would not be public and they 
would not be accessible to the public until the project is 
completed some ten years hence. Much of the plaza would be 
in permanent shadow. The streets leading to this "plaza" 
would be private, and the retail uses, if built as shown, would 
be in inaccessible to the public. In short the development 
would become a private enclave diminishing the vibrant 
character of the neighborhood rather than enhancing it. 

The Coalition believes there is a better way, one in which the 
streets are planned and mapped as public, one in which the 
open space becomes a public park accessible to the public at 
the initial stages of the project. The park would be planned 
and used by the public, its maintenance secured by funds from 
the developer. 

2 



The typical first step in any large-scale 
project is to map streets, blocks and lots. 

The resulting map, or "plat" describes where 
utilities will be laid, where streets and 
sidewalks will run, which areas are private, 
and most importantly, which areas are public. 

The Coalition has shaped its plat also to 
reflect the realities of the New York City 
Zoning Resolution and Building Code, which 
are based on a history of 100' by 25' lots. 
This will make any future actions by the City 
Planning Commission fit more easily within 
an existing regulatory context. 

Finally, this plat also reflects the tenet first 
enunciated by Jane Jacobs in Death and Life 
of Great American Cities that shorter blocks 
make for more interesting neighborhoods. 
Rockefeller Center and Greenwich Village 
are excellent examples of this. 
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A vital ingredient of the Coalition plan is the 
center block, which will become a public 
park. This park can be programmed, 
designed and built at the project s inception. 

This park for the community is an important 
consideration when compared with the Extell 
proposal, which would necessitate a wait of 
at least a decade before private open space 
could be installed on the roof of a parking 
garage. A park, in which the public sets the 
regulations, is also a park which reflects 
local concerns, rather than those of a private 
developer. 

There are simple regulatory mechanisms for 
insuring that this park be built first, probably 
most effective of which is withholding 
certificates of occupancy to the developer for 
the abutting buildings until the park is 
finished. This park should also be 
maintained by the developer through charges 
levied on the residents of the new buildings. 
Bryant Park, Madison Park and Riverside 
South Park are excellent examples of this 
practice. 
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The four new blocks should be subdivided into 
lots. The developer can, of course, build on any 
combination of these lots at any time, but 
multiple lots create flexibility for the developer 
and the possibility of variety and a more human 
scale for the neighborhood. 

Hypothetically for example, in a slow market 
the developer may sell or lease a lot or two to 
another developer or institution. Say a small 
museum wished to build on several lots. The 
developer need not wait until his next building, 
but can allow the museum to proceed (after of 
course taking back any residual air rights so as 
not to reduce his own allowable density). 
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Multiple lots also give the City Planning 
Commission the ability to differentiate 
among uses. 

F or example, West End Avenue is the most 
appropriate street for any of the proposed 
larger commercial uses. The side streets are 
not. Putting retail on larger avenues is 
consistent with City policy. 

Multiple lots also allow a finer gradation of 
"commercial" use. Smaller restaurants and 
other neighborhood retail would enliven the 
borders of the park. The lots facing the park 
can be zoned to encourage these uses. 
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A map and plat also allows the City to 
describe a "sky exposure plane." 

The plane which describes the maximum 
height of the buildings abutting it insures that 
all portions of the park will receive sunlight 
at some hours of the day. 

Sky exposure planes are used extensively in 
high density areas of Manhattan to allow 
sunlight on streets and parks, which would 
otherwise be in permanent shadow. 

It is worth noting that large portions of the 
proposed open space in the Extell proposal 
would be in permanent shadow. 
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The sky exposure plane shown in the 
previous drawing would limit the height of 
the buildings fronting the park to fifteen or 
sixteen stories. 

This height is consistent with the height of 
the buildings surrounding Gramercy and 
Washington Square Parks. 

The taller buildings are relegated to the West 
End Avenue and Riverside Boulevard. 

Putting higher buildings on the avenues and 
lower buildings in the mid-blocks is 
consistent with City policy. 
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There has been much discussion about opening 
the park and streets to Riverside Park and the 
river. At present that access/view is blocked by 
the West Side Highway descending to grade at W. 
59th Street. 

The developer recognizes the problem by 
suggesting that pedestrian access would occur via 
W. 59th and W. 6l st Streets. 

Should the City desire some symbolic visual 
connection with river, lots can be removed in the 
Coalition plan to create an allee - a broad walk 
planted with trees on either side, usually at least 
twice as high as the width of the walk. Daniel 
Burnham used a similar tool often when he 
created much of Chicago's park system. The 
density deleted by this allee would have to be 
relocated elsewhere on the site. 
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The Extell proposal will create one of the 
largest, if not the largest, parking garage in 
Manhattan. 

The Coalition proposal reduces the number 
of potential spaces by allowing parking only 
under the four blocks slated for development, 
but not under the park. 

Using Extell's figure of allotting 340 square 
feet per space, four garages, three levels deep 
would yield 1,411 spaces. Yet, it Extell is 
requesting 1,800 parking spaces. 

If Extell were to build an underground 
theater, for example, this number would be 
decreased. 

Extell is proposing valet parking, which at 
200 square feet per space the number of 
possible spaces would increase substantially. 
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Four parking garages increase the number of 
possible entrances and exits to eight. (Red 
arrows) 

Each of them are potential entrances. This 
reduces the number of cars queuing to enter 
and leave each garage and it reduces the 
amount of vehicular traffic on each street. 

Locating garage entrances at least fifty feet 
from a comer is also consistent with City 
policy. 
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Community Board Seven (CB7) has strongly urged the City 
Planning Commission to restrict development on the sites 
(L, M and N) to the approximately 2,400,000 allowable 
square feet established in the 1992 Restrictive Declaration. 
The Coalition supports CB7's position. 

We have examined the effects of this on a sample block by 
assigning a height limit of 15 stories to those buildings 
facing the park and 35 stories to those buildings facing 
either Riverside Boulevard or West End Avenue. These 
heights create more than 600,000 potential square feet per 
block, which at four blocks is consistent with the CB7 
request of 2,400,000 square feet total. 

350' Height Limit 
Foot Print Bldg. Area 

Bldg. Length(ft.) Width(ft.) Length(ft) Width(ft.) (sq.ft.) Stories (sq.ft.) 
A 65 80 5200 35 182000 
B 60 60 3600 8 28800 
C 75 85 6375 35 223125 
D 60 30 1300 8 14400 
E 60 85 5100 15 76500 
F 40 60 2400 8 19200 
G 100 60 60 15 6900 15 103500 
H 45 60 2700 8 21600 

Total Floor 
Area (sq.ft.) 669125 
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If the height of the buildings facing Riverside 
Boulevard is increased to 45 stories the total 
square footage on the block increases to over 
800,000 square feet. 

This in tum allows considerable flexibility to 
how the square feet are deployed while 
allowing the developer to build a sizable 
percentage of the allowable square footage at 
one time on one block. 

450' He i ght Li m it 
Foot Print 

Bldg. Length(ft.) Width(ft) Length(ft.) Width(ft.) (sq.ft) Stories 
1 75 75 5625 43 
2 60 50 3000 43 
3 25 60 SO 80 5500 43 
4 60 00 3000 6 
5 75 75 5625 13 
6 00 70 3500 6 
7 75 70 5250 13 
8 60 SO 3000 6 
9 200 200 40000 2 

Total Floor 
Area (sq.ft.) 

13 

Bldg. Area 
(sq.ft) 
241875 
129000 
236500 
18000 
73125 
21000 
68250 
18000 
80000 

885750 



More importantly it allows flexibility to the 
City Planning Commission to reduce the 
total height substantially in areas where 
views are important, and increase it in areas 
where views aren ' t blocked. 

This particular example shows heights of 
only eighteen stories on the southeast corner 
of the site. 
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The Coalition plan is feasible, consistent 
with City large scale development policy, 
and consistent with the enunciated policies of 
Community Board Seven. 

It gives the community a real park, not at the 
end of a long and disruptive construction 
process, but at the beginning. 

It should be included in the alternatives to be 
studied during the Uniform Land Use 
Review Process. 
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NYCSTAEEIS 
RENAISSANCE 
UPPER WEST SIDE 

Re: Proposed "Riverside Center" Development 

127 Wesl 26th Street, Suite 1002· New York, ~ 10001 . www.uwssr.com 

I am Tila Duhaime, a community organizer for the Upper West Side Streets Renaissance 

Campaign. We work to improve community cohesion, safety, and quality of life, 

focusing on public spaces including the streetscape. 

The Riverside Center plan suffers from many of the same flaws as earlier phases of this 

development: the buildings are sterile in design, with a citadel·like feel, physically raised 

and removed from the surrounding cityscape and unwelcoming for pedestrians. Traffic' 

safety for vulnerable street users is a low priority, with no provisions to calm traffic, or to 

ensure that pedestrians and cyclists can use the area without encountering the vehicular 

mayhem common to most of our major boulevards. Indeed, we have learned from '. 

Extell's current management of the area that we should not even assume basic traffic 

control measures like signals or crosswalks will be part of the Riverside Center plan. The 

proposed planted areas, hemmed in by towers, are largely for looking, not lingering, and 

pedestrians are directed to stairs or meandering paths to help them negotiate a hillside 

that does not yet exist. There are no planned on-street facilities for cyclists in that area: 

no bike lanes, no bike racks, no connector path or wayfinding signs to the country's 

busiest bike path only a few hundred yards down the hill. 

The plan exacerbates problems on 59th Street: whereas now it is merely uninviting and 

uninteresting to pedestrians, under the proposed development it will become downright 

hostile to them, serving as the back alley to the towers and encouraging large trucks, 

disproportionately responsible for injuring cyclists and pedestrians in the city, to 

encroach on the sidewalk. Area cyclists will be left worse off with increased vehicular 

traffic on that corridor and no viable greenway access to the north for miles. Auto traffic 

is certain to increase on all of the affected streets, to the detriment of people in the area, 

because in addition to the truck facilities, a boulevard design that facilitates speeding, and 



lack of traffic signals, the plans also include parking facilities that far exceed average 

residents' needs. To further underscore the motor vehicle enthronement inherent in these 

plans, Extell proposes an auto showroom at West End Avenue and an auto service facility, 

neither of which are in keeping with the needs or desires of the community. 

We know how to engineer our streets to protect and accommodate the people who live 

there, rather than the cars passing through. Riverside Center's streets must be designed to 

account for extensive pedestrian traffic, including appropriate auto traffic management 

measures like curb extensions, attractive midblock cbicanesto discourage speeding, 

highly visible crosswalks, traffic signals programmed with leading pedestrian intervals, 

and on-street bike parking or other low-profile public facility to improve sightlines at 

intersections. The plans should feature crosstown protected bike lanes, to encourage 

rather than passively permit cyclists to use the adjacent Hudson River Greenway. The 

large central green area envisioned in the plan should feature sections of level, open 

space, amenable to different uses (unlike the difficult-to-use steep hillside currently 

flanking the western edge of Riverside Boulevard). 

Excessive auto traffic is not a given, and it need not be a fact oflife for the new resideJ;lts 

and visitors to this area. The negative impacts of undue traffic on a neighborhood are 

well documented, and before undertaking any further development, Extell must· 

demonstrate its commitment to protect not just its investment, but the people ithas 

invited to live, work, play, and learn at Riverside Center. 

September 15,2010 



Riverside Center Rezoning Study 

Executive Summary 

Prepared by Regional Plan Association 

For Riverside South Planning Corporation 

September 2010 

RPA has assessed the values associated with several elements of the Riverside 

Center proposal currently under ULURP. This study has determined the value of 

the change in use and density of the Riverside Center proposal, the cost and 

value of a 75,000 SqFt school core and shell construction, the cost and value of 

20% affordable housing, and potential property value increases to the site from a 

completed waterfront park. 

RPA has concluded that the change in use from a restricted Studio use to 

residential or commercial uses and the increase in density of the proposal 

amount to $341 Million, while the developer is providing about $73 Million in 

benefits to the community through affordable housing and provision of a school in 

the amounts specified above. 

This suggests that there are about $268 Million created by the rezoning. Our 

calculations suggest that the developer is poised to create $578 Million in net 

revenue. The $268 Million is the portion of that revenue result of the rezoning. 

1 



Study Purpose 

RPA is a member of the Board of the Riverside South Planning Corporation 

(RSPC), the non profit collaborative that sponsored the original Civic Alternative 

in 1990 and was specifically recognized by the City Planning Commission when it 

approved Riverside South's original Special Permit and Restrictive Declaration. 

The intention of the applicant's proposal is to apply for a major modification of the 

Special Permit. The original Restrictive Declaration states that any such major 

modification of the Special Permit will require a new review under Section 197-c 

of the City Charter. Riverside South Planning Corporation commissioned to 

Regional Plan Association this study to assess the values associated with this 

rezoning. 

In sum, this rezoning proposes to change the restrictive declaration limitation of 

the site to 1.9 Million square feet of Studio space to residential or commercial 

uses and increase the total square feet of the site by about 268,000 square feet. 

The calculations presented above and the details that follow are based on 

assessments and methodologies determined by RPA through research of 

available and comparable data and procedures. These assessments and 

methodologies have been vetted by interviews with industry experts and 

community leaders that have given RPA pro bono advice. 

Riverside Center Rezoning Study 

The value result of the change in use and density of the Riverside Center 

rezoning is $261 Million for the change in use (at $133 $/SqFt for lifting the 

restriction on 1.9 Million SqFt of Studio use and allowing residential 

development) and $80 Million for the change in density (at $300 $/SqFt for 

increasing the density over the current zoning by 268,000 SqFt) for a total value 
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increase result of the rezoning of $341 Million. This amount is what the 

proponent of Riverside Center is receiving for the proposed rezoning. (Please 

refer to Appendix 1). 

The proponent of the project is also providing a school (75,000 SqFt of core and 

shell construction) that we estimate costs $20 Million while the proponent is also 

providing affordable housing at a $640 $/SqFt cost and $551 $/SqFt of value for 

a $53 Million long term community benefit for about 593,000 square feet of 

affordable housing. We estimate the combined school and affordable housing 

community benefits provided by the proponent to be about $73 Million. 

The difference between what the rezoning proponent is receiving (valued at $341 

Million) and what it is providing (valued at $73 Million) is the increase in value 

given by the proposed rezoning in the long term as benefits to the developer and 

the community. This change in use and density is about $268 Million. (Please 

refer to Appendix 1). 

As shown in Appendix 2, estimated costs of construction for the proposed project 

are about $2.8 Billion, while estimated development value is $3.0 Billion. 

Potential property value increase to the site from the new school and completed 

waterfront park are $401 Million. Total value of development and benefits 

provided by the project are about $3.4 Billion. 

The estimated costs of construction at about $2.8 Billion and the estimated total 

value of $3.4 Billion indicate net revenue of approximately $578 Million for the 

developer of the Riverside Center site. 

The change in use and density estimated at $268 Million is the portion of the net 

revenue estimated at $578 Million that can be attributed to the rezoning within 

the scope of this proposal as long term value. This suggests that there is about 

46% of value created by the rezoning alone. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Riverside Center Rezoning Value Increase 
Prepared for Riverside South Planning Corporation 
By Regional Plan Association 

Change in Use (1) 
Change in Density (2) 

Actual Cost (3) 
Market Comparable (4) 
Actual! Markel (5) 

Change in Use Increase (6) 
Change in Density Increase (7) 

Eeffl'W4'tH¥ie; 

School (9) 

SqFt 
1,962,554 

268,426 

$!SqFt 
167 
300 
133 

Rezoning Value Increase ($) 
261,019,682 

80,527,800 

"IIf1!Md*1 
Rezoning Community Benefits ($) 

19,837,500 

Total $ 
Difference (12) 268,682,163 

NOTES: 
(1) Change in Use shows the amount of square feet currently restricted to Studio use 
(2) Change in Density shows the proposed increase in square feet of the proposed rezoning 
(3) Actual cost is $290M paid in 2005 with a carry cost of 15% a year for 3M SqFt 
(4) Market Comparable are sales of land in the area at $300 
(5) Actual! Market is the difference of Actual Cost paid and Market Comparable 
(6) Change in Use Increase is the Change in Use times the Actual! Market difference 
(7) Change in Density Increase is the Change in Density times Market Comparable price of $300 
(8) Total Increase is Change in Use plus Change in Density increases 
(9) School Cost is Hard and Soft cost of construction of School (See Appendix 2 Note 3) 
(10) Affordable Housing is Hard and Soft cost of Affordable Housing construction minus value at $89 (See 
Appendix 2 Notes 2, 4, and 8) 
(11) Total Benefits are School and Affordable Housing benefits provided by developer 
(12) Difference is the increase of value given by the proposed rezoning (Total Increase minus 
Total Benefits) 



APPENDIX 2 

Riverside Center Development Cost and Revenue 
Prepared for Riverside South Planning Corporation 
By Regional Plan Association 

Lot Area 
Market Rate 
Affordable 
School 

Land/Uses SqFt 
356,182 

2,372,344 
593,086 

75,000 
Gross Building Area (SqFt) 3,040,430 

Land Cost (1) 
Hard Costs (2) 

CostslValues 

Hard Costs School (3) 
Soft Costs (4) 

Market Rate (7) 
Affordable Housing (8) 
Development Value (9) 

New School Premium (10) 
New Park Premium (11) 
Added Value (12) 

$/SqFt 
167 
529 
265 
111 

1,412 
551 

5% 
10% 

Total $ 
507,211,813 

1,568,712,470 
19,837,500 

337,761,369 

2,679,799,782 
326,600,598 

3,006,400,381 

133,989,989 
267,979,978 
401,969,967 

Net Revenue (14) 577,709,705 

NOTES: 
(1) Land Cost is the actual costlor the site at $290M in 2005 carried at 15% a year 
(2) Hard Costs are based on 2Ql0 NYCEDC ligures reduced by 20% based on market reports 
(3) Hard Costs for School construction is 50% of Hard Costs for Core and Shell building 
(4) Soft Costs are 21% of Hard Costs for pre-development and other fees 
(5) Hard Costs Carry is 25% of Hard Costs and Hard Costs School cost ($) for construction expenses 
(6) Developemt Cost is the sum of land and construction costs 
(7) Market Rate reflects price per SqFt for comparable buildings to 80% of SqFt use 
(8) Affordable Housing $/SqFt is 39% of comparable luxury rents based on rent per SqFt 
as determined in the'1nclusionary Zoning Program. This analysis does not include benefits under the 421-a program 
for construction and post-cosntruction exemption from the increase in real estate taxes. 
(9) Development Value is Market Rate plus Affordable Housing values 
(10) New School Premium is based on studies that report a 5% to 15% premium for 
residential uses in proximity to a school and applied only to Market Rate uses 
(11) New Park Premium is based on studies that report park capitalization into real estate 
between 10% to 20% and applied to Market Rate Uses 
(12) Added Value is the sum of Market Rate premiums 
(13) Total Value is the sum of Development Value and Added Value 
(14) Net Revenue is the difference between Total Value and Development Cost 



Committee For Environmentally Sound Development Inc. 
P.o. Box 20464, Columbus Circle Station 

New York, NY 10023-1492 
Telephone (212) 877-4394; Email Elfreud@aol.com 

Riverside Center Testimony for City Planning Commission Hearing, 
September 15,2010, 

Olive Freud, Vice President 

When Extell purchased Riverside South the southern parcel of land was, as yet, undeveloped. 
There existed since 1992 a restrictive declaration that defined density and many other parameters. 
This area between 59th Street and 61't Street, West End Avenue, and the Hudson River would 
contain 2.4 million sq. ft. of development, 700 parking spaces, a road parallel to West End Avenue 
and other requirements. In itself the 1992 Agreement was far too generous to the developer and 
resulted in much taller buildings on the west edge of Manhattan then those in the surrounding 
neighborhood. Bad design, but the first 10 building were constructed under the terms of the 1992 
Agreement. 

Now we have a request for 3 million sq. ft, 1800 parking spaces (that is an additional 700,000 sq. 
ft. below ground). Do agreements mean anything? Or are they changed for the asking? Or are 
they changed depending on who does the asking? 

Both Manhattan CB7 and Borough President Stringer submitted well reasoned rejections of the 
Extell Plan. 

I would like to add few comments: 
A school as originally planned was to be in Bldg. J or K (62nd Street or 63,d Street). J is 
under construction and K is still a plan. The school is needed now and should be housed in 
either of these buildings, not delayed until Riverside Center becomes a reality. 

The completion of Riverside Blvd. from 61 st Street to 59th Street should occur at the start 
of construction. A road parallel to West end A venue will alleviate traffic congestion and 
was a priority of the 1992 agreement. 

From the environmental point of view, one that factors in global warming and rising sea 
levels, we must no longer encourage construction of excessively tall building in low lying 
areas. 

There is also the need to reduce the nnmber of cars that that enter the City each day, 
Remember the Mayor's Congestion Pricing initiative. To reduce auto traffic we need more 
mass transit facilities. The Amtrak railroad that runs along the west side of Manhattan is a 
unique opportunity to implement a commuter facility. We should take advantage ofthe 
last chance to build a station on that line between 61 st Street and 59th Street as part of the 
Riverside Center Project. 



INSTITUTE FOR RATIONAL URBAN MOBILITY, INC. 

George Haikalis 
President 

One Washington Square Village, Suite 5D 
New York, NY 10012 212-475-3394 
geo@irum.org www.irum.org 

Statement at September 15, 2010 NYCDCP Hearing on Proposed Rezoning of Riverside Center­
Items Nos. 17-29 

The Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. (IRUM) is a NYC-based non-profit concerned with 
reducing motor vehicular congestion and improving the livability of dense urban places. 

IRUM urges the Commission to include preservation of an easement for platforms and passenger 
access for a Regional Rail Station at Riverside Center between 61st Street and 59th Street as part 
of this zoning amendment. 

A regional rail station in this densely developed part of Manhattan is much needed to reduce traffic 
congestion and pollution. Riverside South, one of the city's largest residential developments, is a half­
mile or more from the nearest rail station. Subway lines serving the West Side of Manhattan are already 
crowded. Faced with unattractive transit options, it is not surprising that many Riverside South residents 
choose to drive, or to use taxis or other for-hire vehicles, adding to an already unacceptable level of 
roadway use. Furthermore, visitors and workers on the West Side face challenging transit options to 
reach their destinations, particularly those coming from the northern suburbs using Metro-North trains to 
Grand Central Terminal. 

Amtrak's two-track West Side Line is an extraordinary, underutilized transportation asset passing 
through this development. Unfortunately, MTA's decade-old Penn Station Access planning study that is 
considering addition of regional rail service on this line remains stalled, with virtually no activity taking 
place and no public outreach planned. Several opportunities for new stations along this line have already 
been foreclosed by MTA's inaction. It is critical that this not happen at the Riverside Center station site. 

IRUM hosts the Regional Rail Working Group, an informal collaboration of statewide and regional 
transit advocacy organizations, calling for remaking the area's commuter rail lines into a coordinated 
regional rail network, with frequent service, integrated fares and through-running trains. A station in the 
vicinity of Riverside Center, shown in the attached figure, is an important element of this plan. 

A regional rail station at Riverside Center is both feasible and practical. While a portion of the station 
platform would be on a curve at this location, a safe and wheelchair accessible design can be put into 
place. Furthermore, the cost of accommodating this easement is modest and would be greatly offset by 
the gain in property values resulting from the new station and regional rail service. 

Attached is a copy ofIRUM's comments at the September 9, 2009 NYCDCP hearing on rezoning 
Hudson Yards, since it clearly relates to a proposed station in Riverside Center. These comments are 
especially significant today in light of the recent announcement that New Jersey Governor Chris Christie 
has directed NJ Transit to examine ways to reduce the cost of its new Hudson River passenger rail 
tunnel. The key to achieving this much-needed capacity enhancement quickly, and in a cost-effective 
manner, is for the NYC Planning Commission to direct its staff to work closely with transit agencies to 
produce a coherent, interconnected and cost-effective regional rail plan. An important element of such a 
plan is the development of a regional rail station at Riverside Center - the gateway to Manhattan's 
Upper West Side. 
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The Penn Station Metro-Hub plan calls for remaking the commuter rail 
lines serving the NY-NJ-CT metropolitan area into a Regional Rail 
system, with frequent service, integrated fares and thru-running. A 
single central fare zone was proposed (shown above). This plan would 
complement NYC's congestion pricing proposal by providing better 
transit options for Queens and The Bronx, relieving congested subways 
and providing more space to accommodated diverted· motorists. 

www.rrwg.org March 7, 2008 



INSTITUTE FOR RATIONAL URBAN MOBILIlY,INC. 

George Haikalis 
President 

One Washington Square Village, Suite 5D 
New York, NY 10012 212-475-3394 
geo@irum.org www.irum.org 

Statement at September 9, 2009 NYCDCP on Proposed Rezoning of Hudson Yards- Item No. 36 

The Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. (IRUM) is· a NYC-based non-profit concerued 
with reducing motor vehicnlar congestion and improving the livability of dense urban places. 

IRUM urges the Commission to postpone its decision on the proposed rezoning until its staff can 
make a full review of the potential impact of remaking the commuter rail lines serving the NY­
NJ-CT metropolitan area into a Regional Rail System, with frequent service, integrated fares 
and through running at Penn Station. Through-running now seems to be on the verge of 
becoming a reality. The concept is included in MTA's Twenty Year Capital Needs Assessment 
for 2010-2029 which will be brought before the MTA Board at its September 23, 2009 meetiug. 
Metro-North Railroad has decided to move forward on its long-stalled Peun Station Access 
Study by advancing it as a more streamlined Environmental Assessment rather than as a DEIS. 

These actions by MTA have the potential to dramatically change the function and operation of 
the commuter rail lines serving the Hudson Yards District. Through running at Penn Station, 
which could substantially increase peak period train flow, allowing significant rail service 
improvements through Penn Station without awaiting a decade or more for new passenger rail 
tunnels to be completed. The service gains coincide with Mayor Michael Bloomberg's recently 
articulated vision for transit enhancements, championing the extension of the reduced fare 
CityTicket on commnter lines in the city, from weekends to full use all day on weekdays as well. 

With this in minds, now is a critical time to preserve an easement for a two-track connection to 
Amtrak's Empire Line in the Hudson Yards District. This would permit much higher service 
levels on this lightly-used line. With frequent service and through running, the need for 
continued operation ofLIRR's West Side Yard can be questioned. The yard could be reduced to 
a two track station served by LIRR trains, using existing tracks to link to Penn Station. 

Transit advocates continue to press the Obama Administration, as it considers a full funding 
agreement for NJ Transit's new Hudson River Passenger Rail Tunnels, to veto NJ Transit's 
proposed dead end deep cavern terminal station under 34th Street and advance a more sensible 
plan to connect the new tunnels into existing tracks and platforms at Penn Station. A subsequent 
phase would link Penn Station to Grand Central. Remaking MoynihanJPenn Station into an 
appropriate gateway to NYC is essential. These concepts are shown in the attached materials. 

With new leadership at MTA soon to be confirmed, these concepts, many of which have already 
been put into place in London, can be pursued with new vigor. The opportunity exists for the 
Commission and its staff to actively participate in plans to reshape the railliues that serve West 
Midtown. If New York City is to continue to survive as the world's per-eminent financial center 
it must adopt more advanced concepts of rail operation and service. 
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Regional Rail: A New Vision for West Midtown 
Recasting the commuter lines that serve the NY-Nl-CT metropolitan area into a unified 
Regional Rail System with frequent service, integrated fares and thru-running at 
Moynihan/Penn Station opens the door for a whole new vision for development of 
Manhattan's west Midtown. Regional Rail avoids the need to store rail cars midday in the 
URR West Side Yard permitting its abandonment. Two tracks would be retained for a new 
station permitting a connecting rail service to Penn Station. This link would allow 
consideration of rebuilding the historic Farley Post Office building into conference center, 
providing much-needed meeting space to augment a renovated Javits Convention Center. 

Two new subsurface Regional Rail easements through the yard area (shown abo"elmust 
be preserved to allow full development of Regional Rail connections to existing platforms 
and tracks at Moynihan/Penn Station. The ARC connection from the new Hudson River 
tunnels would follow the route described in the February 2007 DEIS. A new two-track 
connection to Amtrak's West Side Line would eliminate the single track bottleneck that 
now prevents full use of this valuable rail link. A new Regional Rail station at 42nd Street 
would serve the northern half of the Hudson Yards Development District and would 
provide a convenient connection to the proposed 42nd Street crosstown surface light rail 
transit line. Selling the yard as raw real estate, but with a connection to Moynihan/Penn 
Station greatly increases the cash flow to MTA. Completing access to West Midtown would 
be the connection between Moynihan/Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal studied in 
the ARC planning process. Linking the nation's busiest train stations greatly facilitates 
regional and intercity rail travel. To remake Moynihan/Penn Station into a truly welcoming 
gateway new stairways and concourses must be added. 

www.irum.orq May 27, 2009 



HUDSON RIVER 
POWERHOUSE!!! 

The Hudson River Powerhouse Group Testimony before 
the New York City Planning Commission on Riverside South 
September 15, 2010 

The Hudson River Powerhouse Group (HRPG) is a not·for·profit organization dedicated to the 
preservation, restoration, and adaptive reuse of the IRT Powerhouse on 11th Avenue in the 
block between 58th and 59th Streets. Since its founding in 2007, the HRPG has focused our 
efforts on advocating for the landmark designation of the Powerhouse as well as educating 
the public about the building and generating support for its protection. Though the 
Powerhouse is outside of the Riverside South development site its immediate adjacency 
requires that its future be considered along with any development next door. 

While the HRPG is not commenting on most details of the Extell proposal, we do believe that 
any new construction should consider the potential reuse of the Con Ed facility as a publicly 
accessible community and cultural resource at some point down the road. We support the 
Manhattan Borough President's recommendation that Riverside South include additional 
public facilities and believe that the Powerhouse could one day house the kinds of facilities 
that would improve the character of the neighborhood and contribute to its livability. We 
believe that 59th Street should be activated and made into a pleasant urban location in which 
to enjoy the grand view of the historic McKim Mead & White Powerhouse. As Sam White, 
grandson of the architect Stanford White commented, "the Powerhouse is one of about five 
industrial buildings or complexes attributable to White, making it a relatively uncommon 
commission in his vast and glittering portfolio." Architect Robert Stern has also testified his 
support of the preservation of the Powerhouse saying "the loss of White's IRT power plant 
would be a very serious blow. It is a powerful work of industrial architecture." 

The current scheme is inward -looking and simply ignores the valuable historic context of the 
Powerhouse. The service entrances and curb cuts turn 59th Street into a dead zone and waste 
an opportunity to enliven this important nexus where Hudson River Park meets the 
Powerhouse. In the same way that the Tate Modern spurred a rejuvenation of neighborhoods 
south of the Thames in London, the Powerhouse may someday be converted into a 
destination. For that reason, HRPG also believes that good urban design dictates that the 
grade should remain constant along 59th Street so that the new Riverside South development 
does not sit on a podium overlooking the Powerhouse and casting it in shadow. For reasons 
of the Powerhouse's current historic relevance and potential future reuse, HRPG would urge 
Extell to thoughtfully consider how it might be celebrated and integrated into a 
comprehensive urban design plan for Manhattan's west side. 

The fiudson River Powerhouse Group is a New York not-for-profit corporation dedicated to the landmarktng, festa/alion, and 

adaptive reuse of McKim Mead & White's IRT Powerhouse on Manhattan's West Side. The HRPG focuses on erlucating the public 

about the history of the Powerhouse, gathering support for its landmark designation. and nurturing creative designs fcir a 
reimaginad Powerhouse of the 21 st Century_ (www.hudsonriverpowerhouse.com) 

Hudson River Powerhouse Group 
P.O. Box 1073 . New York, New York 10009 . 917.494.3586 

contact@hudsonriverpowerhouse.com . www.hudsonriverpowerhouse.com 



Testimony ofKris D. Kohler 
Assistant Director, Mason Tenders' District Council PAC 

Before the New York City Planning Commission 
on the proposed Riverside Center development 

September 15, 2010 

My name is Kris Kohler and I am the Assistant Director of the Mason Tenders' District 

Council of Greater New York and Long Island Political Action Committee. The Mason 

Tenders' District Council is comprised of more than 15,000 members in six local unions 

of the Eastern Region of the Laborers' International Union of North America. These 

locals represent men and women working throughout the five bOI:9ughs and Long Island 

as building construction laborers, mason tenders, plasterer's helpers, office and 

professional personnel, demolition workers, recycling plant employees, high school 

teachers and asbestos and hazardous material abatement laborers. 

I come today to speak in support of the proposed Riverside Center development. The 

Plan as proposed creates a new neighborhood community with 2,500 units of housing, of 

which 20 percent would be affordable. The Plan also provides amenities and services 

that benefit residents of surrounding communities. These amenities include a new 

elementarylinterrnediary school of at least 75,000 zsf, office space, hotel, cinema, 

restaurants and outdoor cafes, as well as retail shops and unobtrusive underground 

parking with space for 1800 vehicles. The design includes 3.4 acres of public space (42 

percent of the site) of which 2.44 acres will be beautifully landscaped and maintained as 

. publicly accessible open space. It is an ambitious plan, and the sort of large scale 

development the City needs to spur economic growth at this time. 

Despite half-hearted claims in media that we are undergoing an economic recovery, the 

truth is we are still in the doldrums. In light of that, the economic benefits of Riverside 

Center are quite substantiaL Thousands of construction jobs will be created, and many 

more indirect jobs as a result of construction during the completion of the project. Direct 

and indirect wages and salaries from construction of the project are estimated at $89.8 

million in New York City and $1.1 billion in New York State. The total effect on the 

local economy, measured as economic output or demand, from the construction is 



estimated at about $3.1 billion in the City and $3.6 billion in the State during the course 

of construction. Additionally, post-construction there will be more than 1,400 full and 

part-time jobs created by Riverside Center. In a period of economic decline such as we 

are suffering through now, these projections can not be ignored. 

Including the indirect and induced economic activity that will occur off-site as a result of 

this project, the total employment in New York City from the operation of Riverside 

Center is estimated at 2,549 jobs. Riverside Center will provide much-needed tax revenue 

during and after construction. Tax revenues will include a proj ected $204 million during 

construction and $110 million proj ected from mortgage and recording fees alone. With 

unemployment rates hovering around the double-digits, this project is too important to 

our City's economic recovery to pass up. 

Jobs for the unemployed and tax revenue for the City and State; open space, a new school 

and affordable housing for the community. The Riverside Center project is a win-win­

win that needs to be approved. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Kris Kohler 
September 15, 2010 



LANDMAR EST! 
THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE UPPER WEST SIDE 

Testimony of LANDMARK WEST! 
Before the New York City Planning Commission 

Regarding the Riverside Center Development ULURP Application 
September 15, 2010 

LANDMARK WEST! is a non-profit community organization dedicated to preserving the 
architectural heritage of the Upper West Side of Manhattan. 

I am here to focus specifically on the relationship between Riverside Center and the historic IRT/Con 
Edison Powerhouse, which occupies the full city block just south of the proposed development site. 

L W! is one of many voices calling for the preservation of the Powerhouse, a monumental symbol of 
New York's grand tradition of civic architecture, a building that is currently under consideration for 
landmark status. Under CEQR rules, impacts on this historic resource must be closely examined. 

Furthermore, the whole purpose of environmental review is to look beyond what is to see what will be. 
The ConEd building is an active power plant today, but it need not remain so forever, as the applicant's 
EIS assumes. This process must take into account the very real prospect that, in the foreseeable future, the 
Powerhouse will rehabilitated and transformed as so many similarly spectacular industrial buildings 
throughout the world have been. 

We take fundamental issue with the applicant's FEIS assertion that "The southern end of the proposed 
project would be compatible with the Con Edison Power House." The relegation of West 59th Street to a 
service corridor with four curb cuts for a loading dock plus below-grade parking garages and an auto 
dealership effectively kills the potential for a vital interface between Riverside Center and the 
Powerhouse. So does raising the development on a podium, a time-tested way to deaden street life. 
By turning its back on the Powerhouse, treating it like a piece of infrastructure rather than a 
neighborhood showpiece, and limiting the possibilities for its future reuse, Riverside Center risks 
doing the present and future community-and the city-a great disservice. 

Remember Daniel Burham's admonition: "Make no small plans." This plan should be bigger, but not 
in terms of square feet or building height. Vision is the issue. As pointed out by Community Board 7, 
the Borough President, Riverside South Planning Corporation, and many others, this proposal misses 
too many opportunities to offer a substantial benefit to the community. We urge the Commission to 
reject this application as proposed and grab onto this opportunity to discover the full potential of this 
promising neighborhood. 

45 WEST 67 STREET, NEW YORK, NY 10023 TEL 21 2-496-81 10 FAX 212-496-81 10 landmarkwest@landmarkwest.org 
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I\'iEMORANDUM 

To: 
From: 

Batya Lewton, Coalition for a Livable West Side 
R. Chamberlin PE!PTOE 

Subject: 
Date: 

Review of Riverside Center SEIS Transportation Issues 
21 July 2010 

Resource Systems Group has reviewed several documents relating to the above­
referenced project for the Coalition for a Livable West Side. The purpose of our 
technical review is to analyze the data, analysis, and documentation underpinning the 
transportation elements of the SEIS document, specifically chapters 16 and 17, and to 
highlight and areas of concern regarding congestion and safety. 

The traffic analysis that is contained in the SEIS is extensive. The analysis has been 
prepared conscientiously and follows the letter of the scoping document relatively well. 
Most of our concerns stern from the very incomplete picture the transportation analysis 
gives when the analytical requirements of the CEQR Technical Manual are considered 
narrowly. 

Our critique focuses on 6 issues: 

1. The need to use more sophisticated analytical tools for evaluating traffic impacts 
in the project area. 

2. The need for a modeling effort to understand the travel dynamics associated 
with the new street hierarchy that would result from a key element of the 
proposed mitigation plan - converting 59th St. to one way westbound between 
West End and Amsterdam Avenues. 

3. Several intersections within the study area do not meet CEQR standards for 
operational performance even after mitigation is evaluated. 

4. The analysis of pedestrian impacts in the project impact area is narrowly 
focused to an east-west pedestrian flow along 60th St., ignoring important 
pedestrian generators north and south along West End Avenue. The project area 
is a phase 2 pilot site for NYC DOT's Safe Routes for Seniors program, which will 
affect the traffic capacity analysis. 

5. The need to groundtruth several traffic engineering assumptions contained in 
the capacity analysis. 

6. Review of the assumptions for the traffic generation associated with the auto 
showroom! services component of the project. 
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Adequacy of Traffic Analysis Approach 

In January 2009 the Coalition asked RSG to comment on the proposed scoping 
document for this project, with particular reference to chapters 16 (Traffic and Parking) 
and 17 (Transit and Pedestrians). In our review of the proposed scope we pointed out 
the inadequacy of using conventional Highway Capacity Manual procedures for 
understanding traffic flow issues in a highly-gridded urban network. We wrote: 

"Traffic operations in the project area are strongly characterized by extensive 
vehicle queuing that frequently blocks access to driveways and turn lanes. 
Typical block lengths in the project area are very short -- 250-275 feet. Block­
long spillbacks of queues between adjacent intersections are daily occurrences. 
The only way to accurately analyze traffic impacts within the project area is 
with vehicle microsimulation .... This is a major deficiency with the scope. 
Considering each intersection as an isolated intersection inevitably leads to an 
underestimate of traffic congestion problems." 

The City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual generally suggests 
the use of Highway Capacity Manual procedures in determining "the capacity and levels 
of service (LOS) of the study area's roadways and intersections .. ," (CEQR Technical 
Manual, page 16-26). The Highway Capacity Manual procedures have been developed 
over several decades of traffic observations. The signalized intersection models 
described in the HCM, and implemented in the Highway Capacity Software (HCS), are 
empirically-derived. Under most undercapacity conditions involving isolated 
intersections, these models have been found to be quite reliable in estimating operating 
conditions. 

It is notable that the Highway Capacity Manual contains this note on methodological 
limitations on page 16-1 of Chapter 16, Signalized Intersections: 

"The methodology does not take into account the potential impact of downstream 
congestion on intersection operation. Nor does the methodology detect and adjust for 
the impacts of turn-pocket overflows on through traffic and intersection operation." 

These types of operational conditions, cited by the Highway Capacity Manual as a 
limitation to their analytical models, are prevalent within the study area. 

CEQR does allow for the use of other analytical tools such as microsimulation so long as 
they can provide the same performance measures as the HCM procedures and that they 
are demonstrably consistent with traffic engineering principles. 

July 2010 
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SynchrojSimTraffic1 is a widely-used software package that is based on the Highway 
Capacity Manual procedures. This software package also includes a vehicle simulation 
capability to understand intersection-to-intersection interactions. 

To develop a clearer understanding of the impacts of the proposed project on traffic 
operations in the study area we constructed a SynchrojSimTraffic model of the 
roadway network immediately proximate to the proposed project site, encompassing 
the area defined by 10th Avenue and 12th Avenue between 58 th and 61 st Streets. We built 
this model using the 2018 AM peak hour traffic volumes and intersection geometries 
provided in Chapter 16 (and supporting analysis obtained through a FOIL request) . 

Figure 1 shows a screenshot of the simulation, for the Build with Mitigation scenario. A 
key element of the applicant's mitigation for the area shown in Figure 1 is to convert 
59th Street to one way westbound between West End Avenue (11th) and Amsterdam 
Avenue. 

Figure 1: Screenshot of Traffic Simulation of 2018 AM Build-Mitigated Traffic Proximate to Proposed Project Site 

The model shows several cases of adverse queuing: 

1 Developed by Trafficware, www.trafficware.com 

Review of Riverside Center SEIS Transportation Issues 
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1) On 59th Street between 10th and 11th: The queuing fills up the entire block and 
continues to spill back in the easterly direction toward 9th Ave. With their 
analytical approach, using HCM procedures only, this adverse queuing cannot be 
estimated. 

2) Along the project's frontage on 59th St: Though not shown in the simulation due 
to built-in assumptions regarding intersection blocking, the simulation suggests 
that the driveways to the site's parking garages will be frequently blocked 
during peak travel periods. 

3) On 11th Avenue northbound at 58 th St: The West End Avenue/58th St. 
intersection is one where no adverse impacts are estimated in the SEIS using the 
HCM procedures. However, when modeled with the signal timing used in the 
HCM analysis, long wait times are apparent for northbound traffic on this urban 
arterial. 

While the overall approach to evaluating traffic impacts in the study area has been 
comprehensive, its inability to account for vehicle-to-vehicle and intersection-to­
intersection interactions systematically yields overoptimistic projections offuture 
operating conditions. CEQR allows for more sophisticated tools to be used. Our analysis, 
which focuses on a small section of the impact area for only one of several time periods 
of concern, uses one of these tools to point to future problems that remain concealed by 
the blanket application of static HCM procedures. 

Impact of Converting 59th St to One-Way Operation 

A major element of the proposed mitigation package is to convert the 2-way 59th St. to 
one way westbound between 10th and 11 th Ave. The traffic simulation of this change 
shows increased queuing on 58th St, which is the eastbound pair to 59th St. 
westbound. And, as described above, there is much other evidence of adverse queuing 
that arises because the simulation considers the street network as a system - no 
intersection is isolated from any other. 

Converting a street to one way operation is a serious proposal that needs to be 
reviewed at a hierarchical level incorporating the system of one way pairs and two way 
arterials. The only reasonable way to understand the consequences of this is to sim ulate 
a multi-block area using a simulation package supporting origin-destination 
assignment. The traffic analysis is based on assumptions for how traffic will respond to 
the change in 59th Street's function, but these assumptions are unknown to the reviewer 
and are most likely based on professional judgment A well calibrated traffic simulation 
model would provide a defensible basis for estimating the change in travel flows when 
a significant change to the local street network occurs. 

It is our understanding that 59 th St. has been one way westbound during John Jay 
construction, which is a real time test of the proposed mitigation plan. Our anecdotal 
information of this change communicated by Coalition members suggests there have 
been significant adverse consequences resulting from the travel restriction. The 
applicant proposes to make this change permanent in order to mitigate project impacts. 

July 2010 
D::lOQ It 
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A more complete assessment using state-of-the-art analytical tools should be employed 
before agreeing to this mitigation measure. 

Failure to Meet CEQR Standards for Mitigation 

The CEQR Technical Manual describes in detail the conditions under which a 
determination of significant impact is met. Chapter 16 of the SEIS summarizes 
operational performance (level of service) for each intersection in the study area. In all 
there are 59 cases of operations Significantly impacting intersection operations 
between No Build and Build traffic conditions. 

Of these, adverse traffic impacts are not mitigated in 5 cases: 

• Route 9A/12th Ave. at W. 56th (AM and PM peak hours) 
• 12th Ave.fW. 54th St. (PM peak hour) 
• 12th Ave.fW. 52nd St. (AM and PM peak hours) 

No feasible mitigation measures are proposed for these cases. 

In addition, overcapacity parking conditions have been measured for off street parking 
within % mile ofthe site for the weekday mid-day condition, where 104.3% parking 
utilization is estimated. No mitigation for this overcapacity condition is recommended. 

Narrow Analysis of Pedestrian Impacts 

The SEIS evaluates pedestrian conditions along W. 60th St. only. Considering the 
presence of several schools and a concentration of housing in the study area, and 
the need to analyze pedestrian trips associated with off-site parking, pedestrian 
impacts should be evaluated at many more intersections in the study area. 

For example, from the SEIS Figure 16-6, a total of 452 parking spaces in public 
parking lots are available within a 1/4 mile distance of the site to the north; a total 
of 1,084 parking spaces are available within a 1/4 mile distance to the south. No 
analysis of pedestrian flow north and south along West End Avenue has been 
conducted. The CEQR Technical Manual states that "the major (pedestrian) 
elements en route to/from the site from/to the subway stations, bus stops and 
parking lots reasonably expected to be used." (16-45). 

Given that the Upper West Side in the heart of the study area is a Phase 2 pilot area 
for NYCDOT's Safe Routes for Seniors program, the SEIS is ignoring a critical, 
publicly-acknowledged issue in the project impact area. As part of this program, 
additional crossing time at 41 traffic signals, timed for a 3.0-3.5 feet/second walking 
speed is to be implemented. There is no indication in the level of service analysis 
that this factor has been taken into account. 

Review of Riverside Center SEIS Transportation Issues 
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Groundtruthing Traffic Engineering Assumptions 

In general, we are surprised by the relatively light traffic volumes projected for the 
study area for the peak periods analyzed in 2018. SEIS Chapter 16 notes that existing 
2008 traffic conditions were obtained by a number of counts conducted in September 
2008 and March 2009. These counts were augmented with counts from other already­
approved EISs including the Western Railyards Draft EIS, the 770 Eleventh Avenue 
FEIS, and others. 

Our experience with working with diverse data sources is that the data are challenging 
to work with. The traffic volume maps provided in SEIS Chapter 16 show a well­
behaved system, where traffic leaving one signal is equal to the traffic arriving at the 
next (Figures 16-2 to 16-5, and other). Traffic counts, particularly ones from such 
disparate sources, very seldom end up this way, leaving the analyst to decide which 
counts to use as a foundation and which to modify to obtain volume balance. We have 
no information regarding the raw traffic data; thus, the judgments made by the traffic 
analysts are unknown. 

The fact that the data come from so many sources, and that the volumes overall appear 
light suggest a need to groundtruth the data. To this end we would recommend the 
following additional data collection: 

1) Turning movement counts - we would suggest additional spot counts be 
conducted and compared with the ones that are foundational to the analysis. Of 
particular concern are the intersections closest to the project site. We cannot 
conduct these counts now because they would not reflect typical conditions due 
to seasonality. The earliest that comparative counts can be conducted would be 
mid-September. 

2) Delay studies - It is quite possible that the traffic counts upon which the traffic 
analysis is based measure capacity as opposed to demand. To verify whether this 
is the case we recommend conducting a set of delay studies for selected 
intersections to compare with the delays estimated in the HCM analysis of 2008 
No Build conditions. A delay study will measure actual demand for traffic 
accessing an intersection as opposed to the intersection's capacity to process 
traffic. A set of delay studies, which by definition include updated traffic counts, 
will help determine the integrity of this important data set. 

3) Saturation flow rate studies - we would recommend a saturation flow rate study 
on West End Avenue and on Amsterdam Avenue. The overall friction on these 
urban arterials, with their many parking maneuvers, truck deliveries, transit 
maneuvers, and pedestrian movements, could have substantially greater 
consequence on traffic flow than the HCM modeling estimates. Having real 
estimates from on-the-ground observations of saturation flow rates would 
validate the analysis. 

The need for better groundtruthing is also suggested by the Applicant's most common 
mitigation measure -- the shifting of traffic signal green time from one phase to another. 

July 2010 
D::loc h 
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Addressing congestion is seldom this simple or automatic. Conducting the analysis 
suggested above - obtaining updated traffic engineering data and using these data to 
construct and calibrate a microsimulation model of the project area - will lead to a 
much more accurate portrayal of travel conditions in the project area and to more 
effective mitigation measures as a result 

Questions on the Proposed Auto Showroom/Service Use 

A 276,011 square foot "auto showroom" is one of the uses specified for Riverside 
Center. In other parts of the SEIS this use is described as "automotive showroom and 
services". We note that a use primarily involved in displaying and selling automobiles 
will have very different trip generation characteristics than a use primarily involved in 
automotive servicing. The SEIS does not describe the character of the proposed 
automotive-related use, but relies on trip estimates developed for the 2001 West 57th 

Street Rezoning FEIS, a copy of which could not be located for our review. 

It is relevant if this trip generation source is based on an auto showroom only, or on 
some mix of showroom and service. The 2001 West 57th Street Rezoning FEIS sets forth 
an average weekday trip generation rate for an Auto Showroom of 2.63 vehicle trips per 
1000 GSF. For the proposed 276,011 use within Riverside Center, this equates to 726 
vehicle trips per day. Of this amount, 87 trips (12%) occur during the AM peak hour. 

We understand the preference for local trip generation counts expressed within the 
CEQR Technical Manual. CEQR does allow for application of national data from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineer's CITE) Trip Generation Manual (8th ed.) when 
there are insufficient local data. ITE does not provide a trip generation estimate for an 
"auto showroom" land use, but they do provide a trip generation estimate for an 
"automobile care center" (Land Use 942). This land use type describes the trip 
generation characteristics for "businesses that provide automobile-related services, 
such as repair and servicing; stereo installation; and seat cover upholstering." 

As a basis of comparison to the "auto showroom" trip generation based on the 2001 
FEIS, ITE has an average trip generation rate of 2.94 vehicle trips per 1000 GSF for the 
AM peak hour. This rate for one hour of operation for an automotive service use is 
larger than the rate for 24 hours of operation based on the auto showroom use. This 
discrepancy focuses on the need to determine more precisely how the 276,011 GSF will 
be used. We understand the need of the Applicant to maintain flexibility since a tenant 
for this space may not yet have been identified. However, the enormous range of traffic 
that would result from different allocations of the 276,011 GSF needs to be narrowed in 
order to have a firmer grasp on the project's traffic impact 

As described in the introduction to this memorandum, the documentation regarding 
traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian impacts for this project is extensive. In our 
review we have tried to focus on those aspects of the analysis which, in our professional 

Review of Riverside Center SEIS Transportation Issues 
P::.no 7 
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judgment, could exert the largest impacts to the local transportation system if they are 
inaccurately represented, analyzed, or modeled in the impact documentation. 

Please contact us if you have any questions or wish to discuss our findings. 

July 2010 
D::tO'Q Q 







Testimony 
Madeleine Polayes, President Coalition for a Livable West Side 
City Planning Commission Hearing 
Riverside Center - 9/15/10 

Position of the Coalition for a Livable West Side 

• The 1992 Riverside South Restrictive Declaration must be adhered to by the 
Extell Corporation: Density, Residential Units and Parking. 

• All streets must be mapped and built by the developer before a certificate of 
occupancy is issued for a building. 

• The developer must build a Public Park at the front end of construction, and 
be completed before a certificate of occupancy is issued for any building. 
Maintained through contributions from units surrounding it just like Riverside 
South Park. Extell's Private/Public space is really an eccentric private enclave. 

• There should be no parking under the Public Park. 

• The developer must build a new 1-50,000 sq ft. school, not merely the shell. 

• There must be at least 30% affordable housing built on the site. 

• The entire site must be brought to grade, eliminating the platform. 

• There should be no curb cuts on West End Avenue. 

• The auto showroom and repair center must be eliminated. DEIS analysis 
based on old, outdated and not relevant study. 

• There must be a Restrictive Covenant that would govern this site not an 
amended Restrictive Declaration. Everyone know that Restrictive Declarations 
are like swiss cheese full of holes. It is difficult to amend a Restrictive 
Covenant. 

• All buildings in Riverside Center must be built in compliance with the NYC 
Earthquake Code. The site is rated as an S4 - liquefaction in an earthquake. 

Respectfully submitted 
Madeleine Polayes, President 
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AIA New York Chapter 
The Founding C?hapter of The American Institute of Architects 

August 26, 20 I 0 

Hon. Amanda Burden 
Chair, City Planning Commission 
22 Reade Street 
New York, NY 10007 

Dear Chair Burden: 

.. On behalf of the AIANew York Chapter and its nearly 5,000 architect and affiliate members 
basea in Manliattan,'itds our pleasure to write in support of the Riverside C~nter project. We 

·:urge tlie City" Planiling Commission to approve the applications to pel1Dli· the Riverside 
Center development to proceed. 

. '.'",- . 

There are several compelling reasons to support the project designed by AtelierCbristiande~ 
· P6rtzamparc arid the' project team in their efforts to redevelop nearly eight acres of lanifon 

the Upper West Side as follows: 

• The' site is c1UTently almost entirely covered by a large parking lot. Continuing the 

residential chamcter of West End A venue would be a more beneficial use for the land; 

• The street grid' will be extended to allow unimpeded access through the site as well as 

restoring sightlines to the waterfront; 

,.'. The addition -of 2,75 acres of landscaped publicly accessible open space will benefit the 

entire community; 
", The inclusion of retail-animated privately-owned public-space in a mixed-use project 

well designed by landscape architects, Mathews-Nielsen will be a benefit; 

• Theproject will set aside housing units for affordable apartments; which are urgently 

needed citywide; 

• Finally, this development will provide the floor area, and the core and shell 

improvement to support the construction of a 75,000 zsf school. 
_ .. _ ."._ ·c, 

· WliiletheAIA New York Chapter supports the project for the reasons listed above, we are 
coricerned with the treatment of West 59th Street as presented. The location of the 
development's loading docks, garage and service entrances on this street without providing 
for features to activate the corridor will exacerbate the problems prevalent in ·relatively 
desolate areas of the city. 

West 59th Street is an .important westbound access point that could benefit from a different 
· treatment and could correct an unsafe condition. The future of the Con Edison IR T 
, Powerhouse to the south should be a critical element in thinking of this edge as more than 

just a service corridor -- the new development should complement the beauty and strength of 
this important piece of industrial architecture. We recommend, as did Community Board 7, 
that instead of relegating 59th Street to service corridor status, the developer should extend 
the same design-sensitive approach to the development's southern-most border. 

In conclusion, we urge the City Planning Commission to approve these applications for this 
important and necessary project. 

Sincerely, 

~/4 
Anthony Schirripa, F AlA 
20 I 0 Chapter President 

Fredric Bell, FAIA 
Executive Director 

Cc: Honorable Scott Stringer; Manhattan Borough President 



TESTIMONY OF THE REAL ESTATE BOARD OF NEW YORK, INC. IN FAVOR OF RIVERSIDE CENTER 

September 15, 2010 

The Real Estate Board of New York, Inc. (REBNY) is a broadly based trade association of 

almost 12,000 owners, developers, brokers and real estate professionals active throughout 

New York City. We support the Riverside Center project. Particularly during these troubled 

economic times, it is important for the public sector to support the efforts by private 

developers who are willing to provide additional housing, employment opportunities, tax 

revenues, parks and schools to the City. 

This 2.8 million square foot mixed use development will complete the Riverside South 

project, begun over twenty years ago, and will provide a vibrant town center for this Upper 

West Side neighborhood. The project appropriately updates the Riverside South restrictive 

declaration that no longer reflects the best choice of uses for this important site. The proposed 

density for the project at 8.5 FAR over the whole site is very reasonable given the location and 

the high density character of much of the nearby avenues. 

It will include approximately 2,500 apartments, over 100,000 square feet of 

neighborhood retail and services, a 250-room hotel, and approximately 100,000 square feet of 

office space. It will also provide 2.75 acres of landscaped publicly accessible open space. The 

developer is arranging for affordable housing on the site, up to 20% of residential floor area 

pursuant to the Inclusionary Housing Program. The developer has an agreement with the 

Department of Education and School Construction Authority to provide-at its own expense­

the core and shell for a 75,000 square foot elementary/middle school and to contribute, at no 

cost to the SCA, an additional 75,000 square feet of floor area up to a total of 150,000 square 

feet. This provision of school space meets the number of school seats needed for the students 

that Riverside Center is projected to generate and the project will not impact local schools. 

In addition to the public benefits from the creation of affordable housing, public open 

space and a school, Riverside Center will have an enormous impact on the New York's 



economy. The total effect, measured as economic output or demand, is estimated at $3.1 

billion in New York City and $3.6 billion in New York State. 

It is expected that construction of Riverside Center will provide 8,159 person years of 

employment, $209 million in construction taxes and $110 million in mortgage recording fees 

and taxes alone. Annual project tax revenues include: projected $70 million in retail sales will 

lead to total tax revenue of $4.34 million annually; $3.4 million in hotel occupancy tax revenues 

to the City, State, and MTA, of which $1.72 million will go to the City; and projected City tax 

revenue of $454,000 from parking. 

The variety of uses that will be located on Riverside Center will provide a wide range of 

employment opportunities to New Yorkers of all levels. Projected estimated construction 

employment of 8,159 person-years will generate direct construction wages and salaries of $616 

million. Upon full build-out (anticipated in 2018), Riverside Center is expected to provide 1,440 

full and part-time jobs, including employment in: hotel, retail, restaurants, school, cinema, 

offices, parking, automotive showroom and service center, and operation and maintenance of 

residential units. Total direct and indirect New York State employment is expected to be 

approximately 2,549 jobs. 

These benefits will be provided by a new mixed use community that is designed by an 

internationally acclaimed architect and site planner, Atelier Christian de Portzamparc, with 

landscape design by one of the City's finest landscape architects, Mathews Nielsen. It is 

important that the site enhance the surrounding Upper West Side community. To that end, the 

applicant has been responding to public comment and is making several modifications to the 

plan to ensure that the site will be accessible and welcoming. 

New York can only continue to prosper in this increasingly competitive global market if it 

welcomes opportunities for rational growth and fine design such as Riverside Center. Riverside 

Center is an appropriate and fitting conclusion of the Riverside South project. We respectfully 

urge you to recommend approval of the application before you. 
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..Debbie Sts",6flS J::..liT-,I <.e (L..l-( ,.:roAJ 
Coalition for a Livable West Side 
CPC Hearing, Sept. 15,2010 

Honorable Commissioners: 

NelBDnlNYllaarll 
consulting associates 

Mobility I Accessibility I Sustainablllty 

This document, concerning curb cuts, was first submitted for inclusion in the Draft Scope for the 
Riverside Center Proposal. It was not. We are re-submitting it because the developer is still asking 
for a curb cut on West End Avenue which we believe, based on research, will create a great danger 
to pedestrians. 

Riverside Center should be designed iu a manner that improves access, encourages walking, 
and has a positive net benefit to the health of local residents. THERE SHOULD NOT BE A 
CURB CUT ON WEST END A VNUE. 

Thank you. 

To: Mr. Robert Dobruskin, New York City Department of City Planning 
22 Reade Street, Room 4E, New York, NY 10017 

From: Amy Pfeiffer Senior Associate, Nelson\Nygaard. 121 West 27th Street Suite 705 
New York, NY 10001 

January 22, 2009 

RE: Riverside Center- Application for Modification of Restrictive Declaration 
Reviewed on behalf of the Coalition for a Livable West Side 

In reviewing the application for a modification to the Restrictive Declaration to allow for the 
proposed Riverside Center multiple use development on West End Avenue between West 
591h Street and West 6151 Street, attention should be given to a proposed curb cut along West 
End Avenue. Allowing motor vehicle access from wide, busy streets, to cross a pedestrian 
path is a design that many cities are trying to avoid or fix. Why? Because driveways across 
heavily used sidewalks create conflicts between motor vehicles and pedestrians. 

While it is standard practice to consider the "worst case development scenarios" and how levels of 
service (LOS) may be influenced by this development using the calculations developed in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), these methods are considered outdated by transportation 
planners involved in the sustainable streets movement. Good neighborhood street design seeks to 
create streets for people that actually improve overall quality oflife and public health. 

Why are curb cuts on sidewalks for driveways dangerous? 
Chapter 5 of the Federal Highway Administration's guidelines for driveway crossings states: 
"Minimizing the number of driveway crossings in a sidewalk significantly improves 
pedestrian safety"! 

121 West 27th Street, Suite 705, New York, NY 10001 (212) 242-2490 FAX (212) 242-2549 
info@nelsonnygaard.com www.nelsonnygaard.com 
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consulting associates 

Mobility I Accessibility I Sustalnability 
When pedestrians and motor vehicles share the same space the likelihood of injuries and fatalities 
increases. Almost all crashes between motor vehicles and pedestrians occur at intersections. The 
severity of crashes at intersections is generally higher than at driveways due to motor vehicle 
speed, however the potential of a crash is equal. The potential for a crash between a motor vehicle 
and a child, senior citizen or person with a mobility or visual impairment at a driveway across a 
sidewalk is even higher than at an intersection for two reasons. 

First, unlike crossing a street, pedestrians walking on sidewalks do not anticipate sharing this 
space with motor vehicles. Under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), curb cuts are 
designed with truncated domes to alert people with visual impairments that they are entering an 
area with motor vehicles. A curb cut, on a sidewalk that is ADA compliant for wheelchair users 
requires specific grade and slope modifications. However for people with visual impairments, 
detecting this modification in slope is entirely dependent on their "tracking" path. In the past, 
designers of driveways across sidewalks have used audio cues to alert people that cars are entering 
and exiting the driveway. This method is entirely lost on people who can't hear, and is often lost 
on others due to general street noise. 

Second, children, the elderly and people in wheelchairs are at an extreme safety disadvantage 
when sharing a sidewalk with motor vehicles because of their height relative to the height of the 
standard bumper on a motor vehicle. Some developers of driveways across sidewalks remove 
parking on each side of the driveway to improve the conspicuity of sidewalk users. This has a 
marked added advantage to pedestrian safety when motorists enter driveways at 90 degree angles. 
However, by removing the parking spaces, the turning radius for vehicles approaching from the 
curb lane increases, allowing for faster turns which increase the severity of injury to pedestrians in 
their path. Thus, by designing a curb cut and driveway across a sidewalk, the designer is relying 
entirely on motorist skill and behavior. 

Safe Street Design 
An analysis of crash statistics in New York City from 1 995-2005ii indicates that certain streets and 
intersections are markedly more dangerous to use and cross for pedestrians and bicyclists. In turn, 
there are streets and intersections in the City that are easier and more enjoyable to use and cross 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. These safer places have two things in common: they are almost 
always at T -intersections and near parks, which are also T -intersections as they disallow through 
traffic. 

As examples, at 5th Avenue and West 8th Street, one block north of Washington Square Park, there 
were 21 crashes between 1995-2005; but where 5th Avenue reaches the park, there were four. 

At Stuyvesant Square, there were 19 crashes north of the park, and only one at the park. Gramercy 
Park is the same, with 20 crashes on Lexington Avenue north of the park, and five at the park. On 
the Upper West Side, the numerous super blocks are also good examples of this. At West 66th 

Street and Amsterdam, a wide, through street, there were 34 crashes, whereas just two blocks 
north at West 68th Street (with Amsterdam remaining at the same width) there were just four. 

Crash statistics, though only one aspect of understanding how an urban street functions, are 
important indicators of the influence of street design on public health. Given identical sidewalk 

121 WeSt 27th Street, Suite 705. New York. NY 10001 (212) 242-2490 FAX (212) 242-2549 
info@nelsonnygaard.oom www.nelsonnygaard.com 



NelsllnlNYlaarll 
consulting associates 

Mobility I Accessibility I Sustainability 
widths, certain places are simply more dangerous than others because they allow motor vehicles to 
cross them. 

Riverside Center should be designed in a manner that improves access, encourages walking, 
and has a positive net benefit to the health of local residents. A "Build Alternative" without a 
curb cut on West End Avenue is a feasible alternative and should be studied in the SEIS. 

Sincerely, 
Amy Pfeiffer 

121 West 27th Streer, Suire 705, New York, NY 10001 (212) 242-2490 FAX (212) 242-2549 
info@nelsonnygaard.com www.nelsonnygaard.com 
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Regional Pia n Association 

Testimony for the New York City Planning Commission 
Riverside Center Rezoning Hearing 

by 
Thomas K. Wright, Regional Plan Association 

September 15, 2010 

My name is Tom Wright and I'm Executive Director of Regional Plan Association (RP A), a 
private, nonprofit research and planning organization serving the greater New York 
metropolitan region. RP A is a member of the Board of the Riverside South Planning 
Cotporation (RSPq, the non profit collaborative that sponsored the original Civic 
Alternative in 1990 and was specifically recognized by the Commission when it approved 
Riverside South's original Special Permit and Restrictive Declaration in 1992. 

The intention of the applicant's proposal is to apply for a major modification of the Special 
Permit. The original Restrictive Declaration states that any such major modification of the 
Special Permit will require a new review under Section 197-c of the City Charter. 

In essence, the rezoning proposal looks to change the restrictive declaration limitation of the 
site from broadcasting studio space to residential uses and to increase the size of the project. 

Conservative calculations by RP A estimate that the developer is poised to create $578 
million in net revenue from this project as proposed. Specifically, the change in use from 
broadcasting studio to residential and the increase in density create an additional project 
profit of $341 million. However, we calculate that the developer is providing only $73 
million in benefits to the community through affordable housing and provision of a public 
school, leaving a net windfall of $268 million. 

RP A supports the proposed change in use from studio to residential, but believes that the 
additional density requested by the applicant should be denied. Approving the additional 
density requested by the applicant will create a dangerous precedent for other large-scale 
development applications, and does not allow for the creation of truly open and accessible 
open space which connects to the waterfront park 

If the application is approved, RP A believes that a portion of the $268 million windfall profit 
created by the rezoning should be redirected to relocating Miller Highway and ensuring that 
the new park space enhances the waterfront park Completion of Riverside Park South was a 
central element of the bargain made with the developer in 1992. While the optimal use and 
size of the development has changed over 20 years, the community's need for a world-class 
park has not. 

Thank you. 

### 



Riverside Center: What the Community Must Have 

"'0?""'~'v~\y 
1. Stick to the 1992 Restrictive Declaration. We need quality er quantity. "The 

bus has left the station": the site was advertised as it would appear with 2.37 
million square feet. 

2. Extell has not compromised with the community over the last 1.5 years of 
conversation: they initially asked for 3.1 million sq. ft. They still are. They have 
shifted the volume around, but it remains the same. 

3. Extell is required to keep approximately 113 of the land as open space. They are 
counting Freedom PI., the private road that will bifurcate the projec3 as open 
space. Sidewalks, ramps into parking garages, and paved (water-scrimmed) plazas 
are called open space. They are proposing a rooftop playground on the school, 
which they would also claim as open space, allowing them to build out closer to 
sidewalks. The community wants a park with lawns, trees and shrubs as open 
space. 

4. Extell is balking at building a school. Their developments have already pored 
hundreds of children into the school system, creating waiting lists 100s long. A 
complete, finished out school should be mandatory, with an outside, ground level 
playground. 

5. We must have affordable housing so that the teachers and cops, as well as the 
artists who work in Lincoln Center and Broadway - dancers, actors, singers, set 
designers - have a chance to live where they work. 

6. We can't eat cars! No hotels or car dealerships should be permitted. This is now 
an intensely residential neighborhood. New buildings include: lOWest End Ave. 
the Helena, the Element, the Adagio, the Sessanta, to name a few. Schools 
adjacent to the site include the soon to be extended John Jay College, the Heschel 
School, the Lander College for Women, and 2 public schools on both 60th and 61 st 
street. We can' t eat cars! We need a grocery store, restaurants, kids' clothing 
stores, shoe stores, newspaper/magazine shops, a haircutters, etc. Please - no 
more car rental shops or dealerships! 

7. 
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BOARD OF MANAGERS 

THE 10 WEST END AVENUE CONDOMINIUM 

10 WEST END AVENUE, NY, NY 10023 

September 1S, 2010 

Honorable Amanda M. Burden, FAICP 
Chair, NYC City Planning Commission 
Director, NYC Department of City Planning 
22 Reade Street 
New York, New York 10007 

Endorsement of CB7 Report on Extell Riverside Center Proposal 

Dear Commissioner Burden, 

As members of the Board of Managers of The 10 West End Avenue Condominium, located on 

West End Avenue between S9th and 60th Streets and directly across the street from Extell's 

proposed Riverside Center development, we are submitting this letter on behalf of all of our 

residents--over 400 people who are building families and working in this City--in support of 

Manhattan Community Board 7's Report on the Extell Riverside Center proposal (CB7 Report). 

We do so with the understanding that the decisions made regarding this development will 

impact not just us, but the entire Upper West Side for many years to come. 

When we first learned of Extell's proposal, we set up a committee headed up by Anne 

Weisberg, one of our reSidents, and have worked hard to survey our residents and meet with 

our neighbors and other members of the community to see how they all felt. In July 2009 we 

sent out our first survey and found that over three-quarters of our unit owners (76%) were not 

in favor of Extell's proposal, with the strongest objections being to the height (88%), bulk (78%) 

and size (68%) of the proposal. Representative of the comments we received are: 

• 

• 
• 

"The height and density are excessive and detrimental to the overall quality of life and 
feel of our neighborhood." 
"I don't see any benefits to us. We will lose sunlight and gain traffic and congestion." 
"I bought relying on the plans that were approved by the City, and would not have made 
the same decision if I had known about this proposal." 



• , 
. ... 10 WEA CondomInium Board of Managers 

Endorsement of CBl Report on Extell Riverside Center Proposal 

Given this and other feedback from both our reSidents and neighbors, in the winter of 2009 we 
distributed a petition and collected over 230 signatures, which is enclosed with this statement. 
This petition calls for a school, neighborhood retail rather than the proposed convention 
center/hotel and car dealership, limitations on the size and density of the project to the 
currently allowed square footage, and a true public park that would be built at the front end. 
We have held two community meetings which have been well attended by both our residents 
and others from the area. Most recently, we asked our residents about access to the River, and 
two·thirds said that they get to the River via 59th Street. They expressed serious concern about 
the fact that the Extell plan would reduce 59th street to a huge loading area, thereby 
compromising this important pedestrian access to the River. 

Put together, our residents and neighbors have spoken loudly and clearly, and what they have 

told us is consistent with the modifications recommended by CB7 in its report. In particular, 

our residents support: 

• Removing Building 4 to reduce density and create attractive and useful public open 

space 

• Bringing the site to sidewalk grade to improve visibility and accessibility to public open 

space 

• Enhancing 59th Street to encourage pedestrian access to the park, respect the historic 

powerhouse; and Integrate with the city grid 

• Eliminating or replacing auto showroom and repair with a diversity of retail and other 

uses that attract local customers 

• Placing retail along West End Avenue to serve the entire community 

• Minimizing environmental Impacts using available green technologies 

Exteil boasts about the financial benefits to the City of their proposal, but these claims are 
hollow. The Issue Is not what the few will make today, but what the many will gain over the 
next hundred years. The only way to ensure that the City sees its fair share of financial benefits 
over the long run is to require that a true neighborhood be created, in the best tradition of this 
great City and the surrounding community. 

Sincerely, 

Th:'~dA;"",Co"d,ml"'~~ 0 diU 
Vejay ~ Steven Gavios Elliot Bogod 

Encl. 

2 
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:25 AM
To: ADAM MEAGHER; DIANE MCCARTHY
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595449283 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

Other

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 2:55 PM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595449283 Message to Agency Head, DCP - Other  

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595449283  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/20/2010 14:53:42  

DATE DUE: 10/04/2010 14:54:26  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/20/2010 14:53:08  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: email5.txt (Nancy Deutsch)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
Nancy Deutsch (email5.txt) on Monday, September 20, 2010 at 14:53:08  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Misc. Comments  

Topic: Other  

Contact Info: Yes  

M/M: Ms  

First Name: Nancy  

Middle Name: R  

Last Name: Deutsch  

Street Address: 525 West End Avenue  

City: New York  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10024  

Country: United States  

Work Phone #: 2127690493  

Email Address: email5.txt  

Message:  The Riverside Center proposal consists of 5 buildings on top of a huge parking garage, largest in Manhattan. We hope 
youll: Integrate Riverside Center with the surrounding neighborhood and streetscape. Reduce the parking spaces to 768 spaces or less. 
No parking under the park. Bring the entire site to grade. Eliminate the platform. Eliminate the auto showroom. Limit the size of the 
development to the density in the 1992 Riverside South Restrictive Declaration. Have no curb cut on West End Avenue. Build a real 
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Public park at the front end of the project. Have developer build and map all streets and build the entire 150,000 square foot school, 
not just the shell. 

One of the goals of the City Planning Commission for Hudson Yards was to limit the amount of off-street parking consistent with the 
objective of creating an area with a transit- and pedestrian-oriented neighborhood character.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

REMOTE_HOST: 69.22.225.187  
HTTP_ADDR: 69.22.225.187  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.1; en-US) AppleWebKit/534.3 (KHTML, like Gecko) 
Chrome/6.0.472.55 Safari/534.3 

***************************************************************************  



9-15-10 

My name is Mara Gavios. I am a member of the 10 West End Avenue 
Riverside Center Committee. Today I represent my Committee. Board 
Members. our residents and neighboring buildings. My Committee 
conducted many meetings to gather the following information. We also 
worked hard to survey our 400 residents and meet with our neighbors and 
other members of the community to see how they all felt. We found that 
over three-quarters of our unit owners (76%) were not in favor of Extell's 
proposal, with the strongest objections being to the height (88%), bulk 
(78%) and size (68%) of the proposal. Representative of the comments we 
received are: 

• The height and density are excessive and detrimental to the overall 
quality of life and feel of our neighborhood." 

• "I don't see any benefits to us. We wifl lose sunlight and gain traffic 
and congestion. " 

• "I bought relying on the plans that were approved by the City, and 
would not have made the same decision. if I had known about this 
proposal 

The 10 West End Riverside Center Committee, our residents and 
neighboring buildings strongly agree with Community Board 7 proposal 
to: 

• Removing Building 4 to reduce density and create attractive and 
useful public open space. 

• Bringing the site to sidewalk grade to improve visibility and 

accessibility to public open space. 

• Enhancing 59th Street to encourage pedestrian access to the park, 

respect the historic powerhouse, and integrate with the city grid. 

• Eliminating or replacing auto showroom and repair with a diversity 

of retail and other uses that attract local customers. 
• Placing retail along West End Avenue to serve the entire community. 

• Minimizing environmental impacts using available green 

technologies. 



• 

Extell boasts about the financial benefits to the City of their oroDosal. 
but these claims are hollow. The issue is not what the few "'.Til! !l'l"k<> 
today, but what the many will gain over the next hundred years. The 
only way to ensure that the City sees its fair share of financial benefits 
over the long run is to require that a true neighborhood be created, in 
the best tradition of this great City and the surrounding community. 

I will be submitting a formal statement today and over 230 signed 
petitions against Extell's proposal. 





Daniel Gutman 
407 West 44th Street 

New York, N.Y. 10036 
212-586-3888 

 
 
 
September 22, 2010 

 
Amanda Burden, Chair 
City Planning Commission 
22 Reade Street 
New York, NY 10007 
 
Re: Riverside Center, C 100287 ZSM, et. seq. 
 
Dear Ms. Burden, 
 

I apologize for my disjointed presentation at the recent hearing.  This is what I should 
have said: 

 
As you know, a new highway is one of the essential elements of the Riverside South 

agreement reached in March, 1991, among the City, the State, the developer, and a consortium of 
civic groups.  The agreement (enclosed) contemplates that a new highway would be built 
concurrently with the park and the development.  Thus the highway relocation should be 
completed over the next eight to ten years while Riverside Center is being constructed.  
However, the 1991 agreement did not say who would pay for the new highway proposed by the 
developer, and the highway relocation project is now at a standstill.   

 
Normally, as a condition for approval, a developer is required to complete the public 

amenities that he proposes at the same time as he completes his development.  In this case, 
however, the development was allowed to proceed in 1992, without the developer committing to 
pay for the highway.  That happened because the development simply couldn’t support the cost 
of a highway in addition to the cost of other large infrastructure requirements, including the park, 
streets, subway improvements, etc. 

 
Although the new highway alignment was approved by the Federal Highway Adminis- 

tration (FHWA) in 2001, there is still no resolution to the funding issue.  It is clear to me that if 
the 1991 agreement is to be fulfilled, the main parties to the 1991 agreement — the City, the 
State, and the developer — will all have to contribute to funding the new highway.  The current 
ULURP approval process is the only opportunity to require the developer to contribute.  If this 
moment is not seized — if it is left to the State to pay for the highway on its own — I’m afraid 
that the new highway will probably not be built for another 20 to 30 years when the deck on the 
existing elevated highway finally wears out.  Or the new highway may not be built at all because 
it will always be cheaper for the State to replace the deck rather than build a new highway.   
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On the other hand, a developer contribution to the new highway could be the centerpiece 
of a viable financing plan.  Covering the cost of the new roadway itself, about 38% of the total 
cost, would leverage additional contributions from the State and City for the highway tunnels 
and other elements.  State DOT has already promised to design and build the southbound 
highway tunnel, but FHWA will not let it use federal funds unless some entity commits to pay 
for the roadway that would go through the tunnels.  Developer financing of the roadway would 
solve that problem.      

 
I would urge that the Commission reassess whether the developer is now reasonably able 

to contribute more toward completion of the public amenities that it proposed.1

 

  The change in 
use of Parcel N from studio to residential will greatly increase the value of the developer’s 
property.  The increase in value makes it possible for the development to support more of the 
cost of a new highway.  It is time for the Commission to act.  Indeed it would seem highly 
unusual, if not unprecedented, for the Commission to allow a developer to complete his buildings 
without doing everything it reasonably can to complete the public amenities at the same time.   

I discuss a suggested mechanism for a developer contribution in the attached appendix.  
 

Sincerely, 
 

       
 

Daniel Gutman 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1  Extell bought the property in 2005, acquiring all the rights and obligations of the original developer. 
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APPENDIX 
 

 
Step 1 

The mechanism for a developer contribution is simple.  Currently, as each building is 
completed, the developer makes a contribution toward the park construction budget at the rate of 
about $12–$14 per square foot.  However these payments end after 5.9 million square feet have 
been constructed, which will occur with the first Riverside Center building.   

 
Payments stop after 5.9 million square feet because a studio building, the only use for 

almost all of the remaining floor area, was a dubious venture and because, unlike residential 
buildings, a studio building might not have been able to support the charge.  A switch from 
studio to residential or hotel use changes the calculus.  Residential buildings on this site have 
absorbed payments to the park construction budget, which have proved not to be a deterrent to 
development.  There is no reason to think that extending the park construction charge to all 
Riverside Center buildings would have any different impact on development.   

 
The restrictive declaration could easily be amended by changing the text in §4.02(a) and 

the floor area allocation schedule in Exhibit G to extend the park construction payments to all 
Riverside Center buildings.  At the same time, construction of the new highway and the highway 
tunnels should be added to the description of the park phasing in Exhibit F to the restrictive 
declaration. 

 
Second, to meet current park needs described in the Parks Department’s July 22, 2010, 

letter to the Community Board (enclosed), the definition of "Non-capital Replacement or 
Repairs" in the Maintenance and Operation Agreement (Exhibit I to the restrictive declaration) 
should be changed to include the type of remedial work in the existing park that is currently 
unfunded.   

 

 
Step 2 

In addition to the steps above, the Commission should increase the payments to a level 
that would cover the cost of the new roadway itself.  Doing so would still be within the ability of 
the development to support. 

 
The new roadway was estimated by State DOT to cost $119 million in 2007 dollars.  

With the same 5% per year escalation rate used by State DOT (see attached spreadsheet), the 
cost in 2011 dollars would be $145 million.  Adding the remaining park payment of $5.6 million 
($14 x 400,000 sq. ft.), the minimum contribution needed from the Riverside Center 
development is about $150 million, or about $52 per square foot.1

                                                           
1  For comparison, condominiums will probably sell for about $1,500 per square foot. 
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Considering the increase in land value from changing the use of Parcel N from studio to 

residential, the Riverside Center development should be able to afford a charge of at least $52 
per square foot.  The developer bought the property (Parcel L/M/N), which is restricted  to 
primarily studio use, for about $100 per square foot at the same time as he paid about $300 per 
square foot  for adjacent Parcel K, which allowed entirely residential uses.  The difference, $200 
per square foot, is a rough estimate of the increase in land value attributable to the requested 
change from studio to residential use.  This increase in value is about four times a $52 per square 
foot charge. 

 
But there are additional costs and benefits, including the time between purchase and 

development, more affordable housing than would apply to Parcel K, and the benefits of 421-a 
tax abatement, an on-site school, and a famous architect.  The Department could analyze the 
Riverside Center project using the same technique that it and HPD applied to the design of 
affordable housing programs for the Hudson Yards and Greenpoint-Williamsburg rezonings.  
This technique, embodied in HPD’s spreadsheet, takes into account costs, revenues, affordable 
housing, tax abatement, and a reasonable rate of return on cash flow.   

 
My own calculation using this technique shows that Riverside Center could probably 

support an infrastructure charge of about $75 per square foot.  A charge at this level could would 
provide some insurance against possible underestimation of highway construction costs or could 
also pay for construction of the northbound tunnel between 65th and 70th streets, which was 
originally the developer’s responsibility.   
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For Immediate Release: 
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Remarks by Mayor Dinki . ~ 

Press Conference to announce 
Penn Yards A~eement 
Blue Room, City Hall 

Tuesday, March 5, 1991 1:30 p.m. 

Good Afternoon. 

Today· I have good news regarding the future of our city. An 

agreement has been reached among the City of New York, New York 

State, real estate developer Donald Trump and a consortium of 

civic organizations that will serve as the basis of a new plan 

for the Penn Yards site on the West Side of Manhattan. The . 
concept agreed upon today will lead to the creation of a new 23-

acre waterfront park that will provide expanded public access to 

the Hudson River shoreline. 

The plan also proposes that: 

* The new 23-acre waterfront public park will extend 

Riverside Park south from 72nd Street to 59th Street and will be 

built at the developer's expense, concurrent with the development 

of the sit. and a new highway. 

* The plan allows for a project of 8.3 million square feet 

of space, including 6.2 million square feet of residential space, 

1.8 million square feet of studio space and .3 million square 

. feet of office and street-level retail space. The project will 

(more) 

Daniel Gutman
Highlight
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be built subject to design guidelines and a site plan which will 

ensure that the buildings are in harmony with the character of. 

the Upper West Side. 

* Mr. Trump will withdraw his current proposal to build more 

than 14 million square feet of new space on the site, which he 

owns. 

* The land for a right-of-way for a future inboard highway 

will be provided to the City at no cost. It will be located east 

of the existing elevated highway that is now being rehabilitated. 

This routing will insure that the new 23-acre park provides 

direct access to the waterfront. 

* The new plan will undergo a full planning and review 

process and be subject to all applic~ble environmental and land­

use review procedures. The planning process will be coordinated 

by our Department of City Planning and will include the 

participation of the State of New York, Manhattan Community Board 

17, the Manhattan Borough President, other elected officials and 

neighborhood and civic groups. 

* All 'participating parties recognize that each of the 

components I have just outlined are necessary to the realization 

of the plan. 

* The rehabilitation of the Miller Highway will proceed 

immediately to provide safe and uninterrupted travel for the 

90,000 vehicles that use this road each day. 

This agreement is the start of a cooperative planning 

(more) 

Daniel Gutman
Highlight
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process that will lead to the creation of a new open space along 

our shores for all New Yorkers to enjoy. The City of New York, 

the State, Mr. Trump and the civic organizations which have 

offered their valued insight and expertise, have together forged 

a compromise which provides significant public benefit. 
, 

In addition to the new public waterfront, it will bring 

hundreds of construction jobs to the city and extend this vibrant 

West Side community to the river. I thank all who have worked so 

tirelessly to achieve this agreement and look forward to the full 

public and environmental review procedures that will translate 

this consensus into a specific site plan. 

This agreement is based on sound, thoughtful development. 

It will at last unlock the potential of the largest undeveloped 

property in Manhattan and turn it into apartments, television 

studios and a park with magnificent waterfront access. 

The agreement also responds to the public support that has 

been generated for a future roadway at an inland location that 

will not obstruct views to the Hudson River. The relocation of 

the highway has been urged by a number of community groups and 

West Side legislators as part of the new plan for the development 

of Mr. Trump's Penn Yards site. However, to ensure continuity of 

travel and public safety, the State Department of Transportation 

will proceed with the much needed rehabilitation of the Miller 

Highway. 

There are many contributors to thank for this planning 

(more) 
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effort. The enormously creative role of the Municipal Art 

Society, Natural Resources Defense Council, Parks Council, 

Regional Plan Association, Riverside Park Fund and WestPride 

must be recognized, as should the advisory assistance of Richard 

Kahan and Kent Barwick, Linda Davidoff and Mitchell Bernard who 

have worked on this project~ for much of the past year. 

I also want to express my appreciation for the hands-on 

participation of Donald Trump, my successor as Manhattan Borough 

President, Ruth Messinger, and State Senator Manfred Ohrenstein, 

who has been a powerful advocate for his constituents. 

The agreement reflects the vision of each and everyone of . 

these distinguished people and organizations. Before I take your 

questions let me ask them to make commen~s. 

t t t 

jl/3-S-91 
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Study and Analysis of Miller Highway Relocation       
Life Cycle Cost Benefit Analysis     

Alternative Number 4   
Construct SB Boxes 62nd St. - 67th St. at Year 0, Construct Remaining SB & NB Boxes                                

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Year

Construct Boxes - 
3 Blocks (62 St - 

65 St, SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 

St, NB & SB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct 
Maintenance & 

Capital Costs - 12 
Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct 
Miller Hwy in 

Box

Demolish 
Existing Viaduct

Construct 
Remaining SB & NB 

Boxes - 6 Blocks

2006 $2,641,271 $3,757,805 $3,241 $764,033 $8,103 $28,311,740 $37,231,877 $14,091,770
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
0 0 2007 2,773,334 3,945,696 0 802,234 0 0 0 0
1 1 2008 2,912,001 4,142,980 0 842,346 0 0 0 0
2 2 2009 3,057,601 4,350,129 0 884,463 0 0 0 0
3 3 2010 3,210,481 4,567,636 0 928,686 0 0 0 0
4 4 2011 3,371,005 4,796,018 0 975,121 0 0 0 0
5 5 2012 0 0 4,344 1,023,877 0 0 0 0
6 6 2013 0 0 4,561 1,075,070 0 0 0 0
7 7 2014 0 0 4,789 1,128,824 0 0 0 0
8 8 2015 0 0 5,028 1,185,265 0 0 0 0
9 9 2016 0 0 5,280 1,244,528 0 0 0 0

10 10 2017 0 0 5,544 1,306,755 0 0 0 0
11 11 2018 0 0 5,821 1,372,093 0 0 0 0
12 12 2019 0 0 6,112 1,440,697 0 0 0 0
13 13 2020 0 0 6,418 1,512,732 0 0 0 0
14 14 2021 0 0 6,739 1,588,369 0 0 0 0
15 15 2022 0 0 7,075 1,667,787 17,689 0 0 0
16 16 2023 0 0 7,429 1,751,176 0 0 0 0
17 17 2024 0 0 7,801 1,838,735 0 0 0 0
18 18 2025 0 0 8,191 1,930,672 0 0 0 0
19 19 2026 0 0 8,600 2,027,206 0 0 0 0
20 20 2027 0 0 9,030 2,128,566 0 0 0 0
21 21 2028 0 0 9,482 2,234,994 0 0 0 0
22 22 2029 0 0 9,956 2,346,744 0 0 0 0
23 23 2030 0 0 10,454 2,464,081 0 0 0 0
24 24 2031 0 0 10,976 2,587,285 0 0 0 0
25 25 2032 0 0 11,525 2,716,649 0 0 0 0
26 26 2033 0 0 12,101 2,852,482 0 0 0 0
27 27 2034 0 0 12,707 2,995,106 0 0 0 0
28 28 2035 0 0 13,342 3,144,861 0 0 0 0
29 29 2036 0 0 14,009 3,302,104 0 0 0 0
30 30 2037 0 0 14,709 3,467,210 36,773 0 0 0
31 31 2038 0 0 15,445 3,640,570 0 0 0 0
32 32 2039 0 0 16,217 3,822,599 0 0 0 0
33 33 2040 0 0 17,028 4,013,729 0 0 0 0
34 34 2041 0 0 0 4,214,415 0 156,167,993 0 77,730,418
35 35 2042 0 0 0 4,425,136 0 163,976,392 0 81,616,939
36 36 2043 0 0 0 4,646,393 0 172,175,212 0 85,697,786
37 37 2044 0 0 0 4,878,712 0 180,783,972 0 89,982,675
38 38 2045 0 0 0 0 0 0 249,630,472 0
39 TOTAL COST $15,324,422 $21,802,458 $270,712 $86,408,273 $54,462 $673,103,569 $249,630,472 $335,027,819
40
41 NPV* 13,866,671 19,728,478 98,699 30,484,897 17,017 118,909,308 39,093,471 59,185,433
42
43 * Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs
44

45

Construct SB 
Boxes 62nd St. - 
67th St. at Year NPV COST

46
PER BLOCK (12 

BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

47 BOX CONSTRUCTION 283,602,028 23,633,502 1,480,663,625 123,388,635
48 VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 30,484,897 2,540,408 86,408,273 7,200,689
49 TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 115,716 9,643 325,174 27,098
50 TOTAL COST 314,202,641 26,183,553 1,567,397,073 130,616,423
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                s and Relocate Miller Highway at Year 2045                          

9 10 11 12 13
Rebuild Park and 
Street - 66th-72nd

Operate and 
Maintain 

Functional Boxes

Equipment 
Maintain 

Functional Boxes 
Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 66th-

72nd

Exist. Viaduct 
Deck 

Replacement & 
Seismic Retrofit

Net Annual Cost

$6,945,750 $0 - $868,219 $0 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

0 0 0 0 0 7,521,264
0 0 0 0 0 7,897,327
0 0 0 0 0 8,292,193
0 0 0 0 0 8,706,803
0 0 0 0 0 9,142,143
0 0 0 0 0 1,028,220
0 0 0 0 0 1,079,631
0 0 0 0 0 1,133,613
0 0 0 0 0 1,190,294
0 0 0 0 0 1,249,808
0 0 0 0 0 1,312,299
0 0 0 0 0 1,377,914
0 0 0 0 0 1,446,809
0 0 0 0 0 1,519,150
0 0 0 0 0 1,595,107
0 0 0 0 0 1,692,551
0 0 0 0 0 1,758,606
0 0 0 0 0 1,846,536
0 0 0 0 0 1,938,863
0 0 0 0 0 2,035,806
0 0 0 0 0 2,137,596
0 0 0 0 0 2,244,476
0 0 0 0 0 2,356,700
0 0 0 0 0 2,474,535
0 0 0 0 0 2,598,262
0 0 0 0 0 2,728,175
0 0 0 0 0 2,864,583
0 0 0 0 0 3,007,813
0 0 0 0 0 3,158,203
0 0 0 0 0 3,316,113
0 0 0 0 0 3,518,692
0 0 0 0 0 3,656,015
0 0 0 0 0 3,838,816
0 0 0 0 0 4,030,757

38,312,864 0 0 4,789,108 0 281,214,798
40,228,507 0 0 5,028,563 0 295,275,537
42,239,932 0 0 5,279,992 0 310,039,314
44,351,929 0 0 5,543,991 0 325,541,280

0 0 0 0 0 249,630,472
$165,133,232 $0 $0 $20,641,654 $0 $1,567,397,073

29,172,150 0 0 3,646,519 0 314,202,641
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Study and Analysis of Miller High        
Life Cycle Cost Benefit A     

Alternative Number   
Construct SB Boxes 62nd St. - 67th St. at Year 0, Construct Remaining S                           

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Year

Construct Boxes - 3 
Blocks (62 St - 65 St, 

SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 St, 

SB & NB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct Maintenance 
& Capital Costs - 12 

Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct Miller Hwy 
in Box

Demolish Existing 
Viaduct

2006 $2,641,271 $3,757,805 $3,241 $764,033 $0 $28,311,740 $37,231,877
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
2007 2,773,334 3,945,696 0 802,234 0 0 0
2008 2,912,001 4,142,980 0 842,346 0 0 0
2009 3,057,601 4,350,129 0 884,463 0 0 0
2010 3,210,481 4,567,636 0 928,686 0 0 0
2011 3,371,005 4,796,018 0 975,121 0 0 0
2012 0 0 4,344 1,023,877 0 0 0
2013 0 0 4,561 1,075,070 0 0 0
2014 0 0 4,789 1,128,824 0 0 0
2015 0 0 5,028 1,185,265 0 0 0
2016 0 0 5,280 1,244,528 0 0 0
2017 0 0 5,544 1,306,755 0 0 0
2018 0 0 5,821 1,372,093 0 0 0
2019 0 0 6,112 1,440,697 0 0 0
2020 0 0 6,418 1,512,732 0 0 0
2021 0 0 0 1,588,369 0 58,858,074 0
2022 0 0 0 1,667,787 0 61,800,978 0
2023 0 0 0 1,751,176 0 64,891,027 0
2024 0 0 0 1,838,735 0 68,135,578 0
2025 0 0 0 0 0 0 94,083,099
2026 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2027 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2028 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2029 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2030 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2032 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2033 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2035 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2037 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2038 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2039 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2041 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2042 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2043 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2045 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $15,324,422 $21,802,458 $47,896 $22,568,759 $0 $253,685,656 $94,083,099

NPV* 13866670.6 19728477.58 30630.7575 14,440,214 0 118,909,308 39,093,471

* Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs

Construct SB 
Boxes 62nd St. - 
67th St. at Year 0, NPV COST

PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

BOX CONSTRUCTION 283602028.5 23633502.37 581,180,698 48,431,725
VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 14440214.25 1203351.188 22,568,759 1,880,730
TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 14252225.8 1187685.483 59,304,819 4,942,068
TOTAL COST 312294468.5 26024539.04 663,054,276 55,254,523
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     way Relocation       
    nalysis     

  5   
             SB & NB Boxes and Relocate Miller Highway at Year 2025                 

8 9 10 11 12 13
Construct SB and 

Remaining NB Boxes 
- 6 Blocks

Rebuild Park and 
Street - 66th-72nd

Operate and 
Maintain Functional 

Boxes

Equipment Maintain 
Functional Boxes 

Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 66th-72nd

Exist. Viaduct Deck 
Replacement Net Annual Cost

$14,091,770 $6,945,750 $550,817 $494,306 $868,219 $0 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

0 0 0 0 0 0 7,521,264
0 0 0 0 0 0 7,897,327
0 0 0 0 0 0 8,292,193
0 0 0 0 0 0 8,706,803
0 0 0 0 0 0 9,142,143
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,028,220
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,079,631
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,133,613
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,190,294
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,249,808
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,312,299
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,377,914
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,446,809
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,519,150

29,295,777 14,439,715 0 0 1,804,964 0 105,986,900
30,760,566 15,161,701 0 0 1,895,213 0 111,286,245
32,298,594 15,919,786 0 0 1,989,973 0 116,850,557
33,913,524 16,715,776 0 0 2,089,472 0 122,693,085

0 0 1,391,887 0 0 0 95,474,986
0 0 1,461,481 0 0 0 1,461,481
0 0 1,534,555 0 0 0 1,534,555
0 0 1,611,283 0 0 0 1,611,283
0 0 1,691,847 0 0 0 1,691,847
0 0 1,776,439 1,594,186 0 0 3,370,625
0 0 1,865,261 0 0 0 1,865,261
0 0 1,958,524 0 0 0 1,958,524
0 0 2,056,450 0 0 0 2,056,450
0 0 2,159,273 0 0 0 2,159,273
0 0 2,267,237 2,034,630 0 0 4,301,867
0 0 2,380,598 0 0 0 2,380,598
0 0 2,499,628 0 0 0 2,499,628
0 0 2,624,610 0 0 0 2,624,610
0 0 2,755,840 0 0 0 2,755,840
0 0 2,893,632 2,596,761 0 0 5,490,393
0 0 3,038,314 0 0 0 3,038,314
0 0 3,190,230 0 0 0 3,190,230
0 0 3,349,741 0 0 0 3,349,741
0 0 3,517,228 0 0 0 3,517,228
0 0 3,693,090 3,314,198 0 0 7,007,287

$126,268,461 $62,236,978 $49,717,148 $9,539,775 $7,779,622 $0 $663,054,276

59,185,433 29,172,150 12,145,510 2,076,085 3646518.75 0 312294468.5
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Study and Analysis of Miller High        
Life Cycle Cost Benefit A     

Alternative Number   
Construct SB Boxes 62nd St - 67th St at Yea             

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Year

Construct Boxes - 3 
Blocks (62 St - 65 St, 

SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 St, 

SB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct Maintenance 
& Capital Costs - 12 

Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct Miller Hwy 
in Box

Demolish Existing 
Viaduct

2006 $2,641,271 $3,757,805 $3,241 $764,033 $8,103 $0 $0
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
2007 2,773,334 3,945,696 0 802,234 0 0 0
2008 2,912,001 4,142,980 0 842,346 0 0 0
2009 3,057,601 4,350,129 0 884,463 0 0 0
2010 3,210,481 4,567,636 0 928,686 0 0 0
2011 3,371,005 4,796,018 0 975,121 0 0 0
2012 0 0 4,344 1,023,877 0 0 0
2013 0 0 4,561 1,075,070 0 0 0
2014 0 0 4,789 1,128,824 0 0 0
2015 0 0 5,028 1,185,265 0 0 0
2016 0 0 5,280 1,244,528 0 0 0
2017 0 0 5,544 1,306,755 0 0 0
2018 0 0 5,821 1,372,093 0 0 0
2019 0 0 6,112 1,440,697 0 0 0
2020 0 0 6,418 1,512,732 0 0 0
2021 0 0 6,739 1,588,369 0 0 0
2022 0 0 7,075 1,667,787 17,689 0 0
2023 0 0 7,429 1,751,176 0 0 0
2024 0 0 7,801 1,838,735 0 0 0
2025 0 0 8,191 1,930,672 0 0 0
2026 0 0 8,600 2,027,206 0 0 0
2027 0 0 9,030 2,128,566 0 0 0
2028 0 0 9,482 2,234,994 0 0 0
2029 0 0 9,956 2,346,744 0 0 0
2030 0 0 10,454 2,464,081 0 0 0
2031 0 0 10,976 2,587,285 0 0 0
2032 0 0 11,525 2,716,649 0 0 0
2033 0 0 12,101 2,852,482 0 0 0
2034 0 0 12,707 2,995,106 0 0 0
2035 0 0 13,342 3,144,861 0 0 0
2036 0 0 14,009 3,302,104 0 0 0
2037 0 0 14,709 3,467,210 36,773 0 0
2038 0 0 15,445 3,640,570 0 0 0
2039 0 0 16,217 3,822,599 0 0 0
2040 0 0 17,028 4,013,729 0 0 0
2041 0 0 17,879 4,214,415 0 0 0
2042 0 0 18,773 4,425,136 0 0 0
2043 0 0 19,712 4,646,393 0 0 0
2044 0 0 20,698 4,878,712 0 0 0
2045 0 0 21,732 5,122,648 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $15,324,422 $21,802,458 $369,507 $91,530,921 $54,462 $0 $0

NPV* 13866670.6 19728477.58 115716.195 31287130.88 17017.0875 0 0

* Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs

Construct SB 
Boxes 62nd St - 

67th St at Year 0 - NPV COST

PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

BOX CONSTRUCTION 33595148.19 2799595.682 37126880.13 3093906.678
VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 131047303.2 10920608.6 289049238.5 24087436.54
TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 132733.2825 11061.10688 423969.0553 35330.75461
TOTAL COST 164775184.6 13731265.39 326600087.7 27216673.97
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     way Relocation       
    nalysis     

  6   
         ar 0 - Miller Highway Remains        

8 9 10 11 12 13
Construct Remaining 

SB & NB Boxes - 6 
Blocks

Rebuild Park and 
Street - 6 Blocks

Operate and 
Maintain Functional 

Boxes

Equipment Maintain 
Functional Boxes 

Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 6 Blocks

Exist. Viaduct Deck 
Replacement & 
Seismic Retrofit

Net Annual Cost

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,009,688 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

0 0 0 0 0 0 7,521,264
0 0 0 0 0 0 7,897,327
0 0 0 0 0 0 8,292,193
0 0 0 0 0 0 8,706,803
0 0 0 0 0 0 9,142,143
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,028,220
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,079,631
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,133,613
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,190,294
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,249,808
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,312,299
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,377,914
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,446,809
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,519,150
0 0 0 0 0 197,518,317 199,113,425
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,692,551
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,758,606
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,846,536
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,938,863
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,035,806
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,137,596
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,244,476
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,356,700
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,474,535
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,598,262
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,728,175
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,864,583
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,007,813
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,158,203
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,316,113
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,518,692
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,656,015
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,838,816
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,030,757
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,232,294
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,443,909
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,666,105
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,899,410
0 0 0 0 0 0 5,144,380

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $197,518,317 $326,600,088

0 0 0 0 0 99760172.29 164775184.6
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Study and Analysis of Miller High        
Life Cycle Cost Benefit A     

Alternative Number   
No Build - Miller Highway               

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Year

Construct Boxes - 3 
Blocks (62 St - 65 St, 

SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 St, 

NB & SB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct Maintenance 
& Capital Costs - 12 

Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct Miller Hwy 
in Box

Demolish Existing 
Viaduct

2006 $0 $0 $0 $764,033 $0 $0 $0
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
2007 0 0 0 802,234 0 0 0
2008 0 0 0 842,346 0 0 0
2009 0 0 0 884,463 0 0 0
2010 0 0 0 928,686 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 975,121 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 1,023,877 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 1,075,070 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 1,128,824 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 1,185,265 0 0 0
2016 0 0 0 1,244,528 0 0 0
2017 0 0 0 1,306,755 0 0 0
2018 0 0 0 1,372,093 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 1,440,697 0 0 0
2020 0 0 0 1,512,732 0 0 0
2021 0 0 0 1,588,369 0 0 0
2022 0 0 0 1,667,787 0 0 0
2023 0 0 0 1,751,176 0 0 0
2024 0 0 0 1,838,735 0 0 0
2025 0 0 0 1,930,672 0 0 0
2026 0 0 0 2,027,206 0 0 0
2027 0 0 0 2,128,566 0 0 0
2028 0 0 0 2,234,994 0 0 0
2029 0 0 0 2,346,744 0 0 0
2030 0 0 0 2,464,081 0 0 0
2031 0 0 0 2,587,285 0 0 0
2032 0 0 0 2,716,649 0 0 0
2033 0 0 0 2,852,482 0 0 0
2034 0 0 0 2,995,106 0 0 0
2035 0 0 0 3,144,861 0 0 0
2036 0 0 0 3,302,104 0 0 0
2037 0 0 0 3,467,210 0 0 0
2038 0 0 0 3,640,570 0 0 0
2039 0 0 0 3,822,599 0 0 0
2040 0 0 0 4,013,729 0 0 0
2041 0 0 0 4,214,415 0 0 0
2042 0 0 0 4,425,136 0 0 0
2043 0 0 0 4,646,393 0 0 0
2044 0 0 0 4,878,712 0 0 0
2045 0 0 0 5,122,648 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $0 $0 $0 $91,530,921 $0 $0 $0

NPV* 0 0 0 31287130.88 0 0 0

* Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs

No Build - Miller 
Highway 
Remains NPV COST

PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

BOX CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0
VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 131047303.2 10920608.6 289049238.5 24087436.54
TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 0 0 0 0
TOTAL COST 131047303.2 10920608.6 289049238.5 24087436.54
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     way Relocation       
    nalysis     

  7   
    y Remains               

8 9 10 11 12 13
Construct Remaining 

SB & NB Boxes - 6 
Blocks

Rebuild Park and 
Street - 6 Blocks

Operate and 
Maintain Functional 

Boxes

Equipment Maintain 
Functional Boxes 

Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 6 Blocks

Exist. Viaduct Deck 
Replacement & 
Seismic Retrofit

Net Annual Cost

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,009,688 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

0 0 0 0 0 0 802,234
0 0 0 0 0 0 842,346
0 0 0 0 0 0 884,463
0 0 0 0 0 0 928,686
0 0 0 0 0 0 975,121
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,023,877
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,075,070
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,128,824
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,185,265
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,244,528
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,306,755
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,372,093
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,440,697
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,512,732
0 0 0 0 0 197,518,317 199,106,686
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,667,787
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,751,176
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,838,735
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,930,672
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,027,206
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,128,566
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,234,994
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,346,744
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,464,081
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,587,285
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,716,649
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,852,482
0 0 0 0 0 0 2,995,106
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,144,861
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,302,104
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,467,210
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,640,570
0 0 0 0 0 0 3,822,599
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,013,729
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,214,415
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,425,136
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,646,393
0 0 0 0 0 0 4,878,712
0 0 0 0 0 0 5,122,648

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $197,518,317 $289,049,238

0 0 0 0 0 99760172.29 131047303.2

   
  

  



9 of 12

9/23/2010 W:\Projects\10725 - RIVERSIDE SOUTH SUPPLEMENTAL EIS\DRAFTS\RTC Folder\Gutman.Daniel_092210_Attachment 3

Study and Analysis of Miller High        
Life Cycle Cost Benefit A     

Alternative Number   
Construct SB and Remaining NB Boxes and Relo                  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Year

Construct Boxes - 3 
Blocks (62 St - 65 St, 

SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 St, 

SB & NB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct Maintenance 
& Capital Costs - 12 

Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct Miller Hwy 
in Box

Demolish Existing 
Viaduct

2006 $0 $0 $0 $764,033 $0 $28,311,740 $37,231,877
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
2007 0 0 0 802,234 0 0 0
2008 0 0 0 842,346 0 0 0
2009 0 0 0 884,463 0 0 0
2010 0 0 0 928,686 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 975,121 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 1,023,877 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 1,075,070 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 1,128,824 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 1,185,265 0 0 0
2016 0 0 0 1,244,528 0 0 0
2017 0 0 0 1,306,755 0 0 0
2018 0 0 0 1,372,093 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 1,440,697 0 0 0
2020 0 0 0 1,512,732 0 0 0
2021 0 0 0 1,588,369 0 58,858,074 0
2022 0 0 0 1,667,787 0 61,800,978 0
2023 0 0 0 1,751,176 0 64,891,027 0
2024 0 0 0 1,838,735 0 68,135,578 0
2025 0 0 0 0 0 0 94,083,099
2026 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2027 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2028 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2029 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2030 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2032 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2033 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2035 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2037 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2038 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2039 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2041 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2042 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2043 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2045 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $0 $0 $0 $22,568,759 $0 $253,685,656 $94,083,099

NPV* 0 0 0 14,440,214 0 118,909,308 39,093,471

* Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs

Construct SB and 
Remaining NB 

Boxes and NPV COST

PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

BOX CONSTRUCTION 311828799.2 25985733.27 675,947,059 56,328,922
VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 14440214.25 1203351.188 22,568,759 1,880,730
TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 14221595.04 1185132.92 59,256,923 4,938,077
TOTAL COST 340490608.5 28374217.38 757,772,741 63,147,728
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     way Relocation       
    nalysis     

  8   
       ocate Miller Highway at Year 2025             

8 9 10 11 12 13
Construct SB and 

Remaining NB Boxes 
- 11 Blocks

Rebuild Park and 
Street - 11 Blocks

Operate and 
Maintain Functional 

Boxes

Equipment Maintain 
Functional Boxes 

Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 11 Blocks

Exist. Viaduct Deck 
Replacement Net Annual Cost

$22,299,634 $12,733,875 $550,817 $494,306 $1,591,734 $0 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

0 0 0 0 0 0 802,234
0 0 0 0 0 0 842,346
0 0 0 0 0 0 884,463
0 0 0 0 0 0 928,686
0 0 0 0 0 0 975,121
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,023,877
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,075,070
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,128,824
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,185,265
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,244,528
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,306,755
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,372,093
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,440,697
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,512,732

46,359,337 26,472,812 0 0 3,309,101 0 136,587,692
48,677,303 27,796,452 0 0 3,474,557 0 143,417,077
51,111,169 29,186,275 0 0 3,648,284 0 150,587,931
53,666,727 30,645,588 0 0 3,830,699 0 158,117,327

0 0 1,391,887 0 0 0 95,474,986
0 0 1,461,481 0 0 0 1,461,481
0 0 1,534,555 0 0 0 1,534,555
0 0 1,611,283 0 0 0 1,611,283
0 0 1,691,847 0 0 0 1,691,847
0 0 1,776,439 1,594,186 0 0 3,370,625
0 0 1,865,261 0 0 0 1,865,261
0 0 1,958,524 0 0 0 1,958,524
0 0 2,056,450 0 0 0 2,056,450
0 0 2,159,273 0 0 0 2,159,273
0 0 2,267,237 2,034,630 0 0 4,301,867
0 0 2,380,598 0 0 0 2,380,598
0 0 2,499,628 0 0 0 2,499,628
0 0 2,624,610 0 0 0 2,624,610
0 0 2,755,840 0 0 0 2,755,840
0 0 2,893,632 2,596,761 0 0 5,490,393
0 0 3,038,314 0 0 0 3,038,314
0 0 3,190,230 0 0 0 3,190,230
0 0 3,349,741 0 0 0 3,349,741
0 0 3,517,228 0 0 0 3,517,228
0 0 3,693,090 3,314,198 0 0 7,007,287

$199,814,536 $114,101,127 $49,717,148 $9,539,775 $14,262,641 $0 $757,772,741

93,658,461 53,482,275 12,145,510 2,076,085 6685284.375 0 340490608.5
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Study and Analysis of Miller High  
Life Cycle Cost Benefit A

Alternative Number 
Construct SB and Remaining NB Boxes and     

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Year

Construct Boxes - 3 
Blocks (62 St - 65 St, 

SB)

Construct Boxes - 2 
Blocks (65 St - 67 St, 

SB & NB)

Maintain Non-
Functional Boxes

Viaduct Maintenance 
& Capital Costs - 12 

Blocks

Bulkhead 
Maintenance/Repair 

& Overall 
Maintenance

Construct Miller Hwy 
in Box

Demolish Existing 
Viaduct

2006 $0 $0 $0 $764,033 $0 $22,649,392 $37,231,877
escalation: 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Projected
2007 0 0 0 802,234 0 23,781,862 0
2008 0 0 0 842,346 0 24,970,955 0
2009 0 0 0 884,463 0 26,219,502 0
2010 0 0 0 928,686 0 27,530,477 0
2011 0 0 0 975,121 0 28,907,001 0
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 49,894,276
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2021 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2022 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2023 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2025 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2026 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2027 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2028 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2029 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2030 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2032 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2033 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2035 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2037 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2038 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2039 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2041 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2042 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2043 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2045 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL COST $0 $0 $0 $4,432,850 $0 $131,409,797 $49,894,276

NPV* 0 0 0 4,011,171 0 118,909,308 39,093,471

* Net Present Value of 38-Year Life Cycle Costs

Construct SB and 
Remaining NB 

Boxes and NPV COST

PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS) PER BLOCK (12 BLOCKS)

BOX CONSTRUCTION 284479908.6 23706659.05 321,077,270 26,756,439
VIADUCT MAINTENANCE 4011170.625 334264.2188 4,432,850 369,404
TUNNEL MAINTENANCE 22778286.66 1898190.555 72,957,191 6,079,766
TOTAL COST 311269365.9 25939113.82 398,467,311 33,205,609
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     way Relocation
    nalysis

  9
       Relocate Miller Highway Now 

8 9 10 11 12 13
Construct SB and 

Remaining NB Boxes 
- 11 Blocks

Rebuild Park and 
Street - 66th-72nd

Operate and 
Maintain Functional 

Boxes

Equipment Maintain 
Functional Boxes 

Every 5 Years

Maintain Access to 
Building - 66th-72nd 

Blocks

Exist. Viaduct Deck 
Replacement Net Annual Cost

$17,839,707 $5,556,600 $550,817 $494,306 $694,575 $0 NA
1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

18,731,692 5,834,430 0 0 729,304 0 49,879,522
19,668,277 6,126,152 0 0 765,769 0 52,373,498
20,651,691 6,432,459 0 0 804,057 0 54,992,173
21,684,275 6,754,082 0 0 844,260 0 57,741,781
22,768,489 7,091,786 0 0 886,473 0 60,628,870

0 0 738,147 0 0 0 50,632,423
0 0 775,055 0 0 0 775,055
0 0 813,807 0 0 0 813,807
0 0 854,498 0 0 0 854,498
0 0 897,223 0 0 0 897,223
0 0 942,084 845,431 0 0 1,787,514
0 0 989,188 0 0 0 989,188
0 0 1,038,647 0 0 0 1,038,647
0 0 1,090,580 0 0 0 1,090,580
0 0 1,145,109 0 0 0 1,145,109
0 0 1,202,364 1,079,008 0 0 2,281,372
0 0 1,262,482 0 0 0 1,262,482
0 0 1,325,606 0 0 0 1,325,606
0 0 1,391,887 0 0 0 1,391,887
0 0 1,461,481 0 0 0 1,461,481
0 0 1,534,555 1,377,118 0 0 2,911,673
0 0 1,611,283 0 0 0 1,611,283
0 0 1,691,847 0 0 0 1,691,847
0 0 1,776,439 0 0 0 1,776,439
0 0 1,865,261 0 0 0 1,865,261
0 0 1,958,524 1,757,590 0 0 3,716,114
0 0 2,056,450 0 0 0 2,056,450
0 0 2,159,273 0 0 0 2,159,273
0 0 2,267,237 0 0 0 2,267,237
0 0 2,380,598 0 0 0 2,380,598
0 0 2,499,628 2,243,180 0 0 4,742,808
0 0 2,624,610 0 0 0 2,624,610
0 0 2,755,840 0 0 0 2,755,840
0 0 2,893,632 0 0 0 2,893,632
0 0 3,038,314 0 0 0 3,038,314
0 0 3,190,230 2,862,929 0 0 6,053,158
0 0 3,349,741 0 0 0 3,349,741
0 0 3,517,228 0 0 0 3,517,228
0 0 3,693,090 0 0 0 3,693,090

$103,504,424 $32,238,909 $62,791,937 $10,165,254 $4,029,864 $0 $398,467,311

93,658,461 29,172,150 19,664,160 3,114,127 3646518.75 0 311269365.9



Riverside Center Testimony for Sept. 15 New York City Planning Commission 

Good morning. My name is Susan Gwertzman. I am a long 
time Upper West Side resident. I have been an observer of all 
the changes in the neighborhood. Change is inevitable and I 
feel that most of the new developments have been to our 
benefit. . 

I am very excited about Extell's plans for Riverside Center - a 
big improvement over the original plans for this site. The 
original plans called for a large, monolithic lV studio with 
office towers and two apartment buildings. There would have 
been no open space - and no access to the waterfront park, 
which I love. The density might have been less than the 
current proposal, however density is not the only criteria for a 
site. 

The Extell plan is vibrant and exciting - it is the perfect bridge 
between Midtown Manhattan and the Upper West Side. Its tall 
buildings beautifully designed by award-winning architect, 
Christian de Portzamparc, compliment the midtown 
skyscrapers to the south and residential buildings to the north. 
There is access to the waterfront and a street that connects 
from north to south. The landscaping is breathtaking, 
especially the open view corridor with the fountains and a 
reflecting pool. I like that 60th Street does not run through the 
entire site - it creates more peaceful space. 

I am a bit confused by some of the criticism of the site as not 
being accessible to the community. Community Board 7 
worked very hard to come up with their own plan for the site 
and I appreciate their concerns, but the elevation creates 
drama, not an obstacle to public use. 

Another major issue and probably the one that is most 
important to the families that are moving into Riverside South 
and the adjoining neighborhoods is the lack of school space. I 



hear from my neighbors about the problems of District 3 
overcrowding. The inclusion of a school makes this project all 
the more desirable. I understand that the size of the school 
and who is going to pay is at issue. Extell should not be on the 
hook for a bulk of the cost of a large new school. 

Lastly. Having a reputable developer across the table is an 
added attraction. However, for Extell to go ahead with this 
project, Riverside Center needs to be economically viable. 
Having an auto showroom and service center - there are 5 auto 
showrooms between 56th and 58th along or close to 11 th Avenue 
- and expanded parking is not a bad price to pay for such a 
well-designed and user-friendly new Upper West Side 
neighborhood. 

I urge you to approve this project. 
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:26 AM
To: ADAM MEAGHER; DIANE MCCARTHY
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595202457 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Sunday, September 19, 2010 11:30 PM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595202457 Message to Agency Head, DCP - Zoning and Land Use 
Questions/Information 

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595202457  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/19/2010 23:29:16  

DATE DUE: 10/03/2010 23:29:49  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency 
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/19/2010 23:28:53  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: phynes@fordham.edu (patrick hynes)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
patrick hynes (phynes@fordham.edu) on Sunday, September 19, 2010 at 23:28:53  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Complaint  

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information  

Contact Info: Yes  

M/M: Dr.  

First Name: patrick  

Last Name: hynes  

Street Address: 160 west end ave  

Address Number: 18d  

City: ny  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10023  

Country: United States  

Work Phone #: 2125807947  

Email Address: phynes@fordham.edu  

Message: The Extell project is an over bulk of the remaining river side property which remains for the citizens to enjoy. 

I realize that the real estate interests rule the city, but some consideration must be given to the river ambiance which remains. Have 
mercy! 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

REMOTE_HOST: 207.237.223.75  
HTTP_ADDR: 207.237.223.75  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.2.10) Gecko/20100914 Firefox/3.6.10 ( .NET 
CLR 3.5.30729) 

***************************************************************************  



Kaiser, Stuart [GIRl 

Good afternoon. My name is Stuart Kaiser and I am a resident of Riverside South in favor of the Riverside Center. Since 1993, when I moved to NY, two things 
have greatly improved the quality of life in the city: (1) more green space and park development and (2) a stronger economy. Completing this new project will 
create more open and green spaces for my family to enjoy, create jobs in the city, and add business and retail options that the neighborhood currently lacks. 

We've seen how responsible development can lift a neighborhood in the East Village, rnany areas of Brooklyn and in the completed areas of Riverside South. 
hope you will approve the Riverside Center project to allow that development to continue and our neighborhood to be completed and improved. 

Thanks very much. 

1 
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:26 AM
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; ADAM MEAGHER
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595339407 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 11:20 AM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595339407 Message to Agency Head, DCP - Zoning and Land Use 
Questions/Information 

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595339407  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/20/2010 11:18:33  

DATE DUE: 10/04/2010 11:19:35  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency 
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/20/2010 11:18:23  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: mkass4@nyc.rr.com (Judith and Milt Kass)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
Judith and Milt Kass (mkass4@nyc.rr.com) on Monday, September 20, 2010 at 11:18:23  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Misc. Comments  

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information  

Contact Info: Yes  

First Name: Judith and Milt  

Middle Name: M  

Last Name: Kass  

Street Address: 473 West End Ave  

Address Number: 473 West E  

City: NY  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10024  

Country: United States  

Work Phone #: 212-724-6936  

Email Address: mkass4@nyc.rr.com  

Message: ULURP:  C 100296(A) ZSM and related applications and CEQR: 09DCP020M Extells Riverside Center would rest on a 
parking garage  would be the largest in Manhattan. Reduce the parking spaces to 750 to reduce traffic. No parking under the park.  
Eliminate the platform and the auto showroom. Limit the size of the development to the density in the 1992 Riverside South 
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Restrictive Declaration. No curb cut on West 60th Street and West End Avenue.  It is dangerous to cross West End Avenue now 
without the addition of a curb cut. 

We should not be creating additional incentives to drive in an already congested and polluted urban environment!  
 To show how auto/pollution-friendly Extell�s plan is, they want auto showroom/repair center. There is no need. The Riverside 
Center DEIS analysis was based on an old, outdated and not relevant study. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

REMOTE_HOST: 67.244.23.48  
HTTP_ADDR: 67.244.23.48  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10_5_8; en-us) AppleWebKit/531.22.7 (KHTML, like Gecko) 
Version/4.0.5 Safari/531.22.7 

***************************************************************************  
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:25 AM
To: ADAM MEAGHER; DIANE MCCARTHY
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595350503 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 11:41 AM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595350503 Message to Agency Head, DCP - Zoning and Land Use 
Questions/Information 

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595350503  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/20/2010 11:39:41  

DATE DUE: 10/04/2010 11:41:11  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency 
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/20/2010 11:39:12  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: mkass4@nyc.rr.com (Judith and Milt Kass)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
Judith and Milt Kass (mkass4@nyc.rr.com) on Monday, September 20, 2010 at 11:39:12  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Misc. Comments  

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information  

Contact Info: Yes  

First Name: Judith and Milt  

Middle Name: M  

Last Name: Kass  

Street Address: 473 West End Ave  

Address Number: 473 West E  

City: NY  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10024  

Country: United States  

Work Phone #: 212-724-6936  

Email Address: mkass4@nyc.rr.com  

Message: ULURP:  C 100296(A) ZSM and related applications and CEQR: 09DCP020M  Extells Riverside Center Project  

We are opposed to the project as now submitted.  Too big, too close to other huge buildings, too auto/pollution friendly.  Park 
exclusively for residents; school a shell only. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

REMOTE_HOST: 67.244.23.48  
HTTP_ADDR: 67.244.23.48  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10_5_8; en-us) AppleWebKit/531.22.7 (KHTML, like Gecko) 
Version/4.0.5 Safari/531.22.7 

***************************************************************************  







ENDORSING A GREENER, GREATER WEST SIDE 
Siting a DSNY CB7 District Garage underneath Riverside Center 

The Community Sanitation Steering Committee which I represent. and which is composed of Downtown 
community residents. business and property owners, wishes to submit written testimony for the Riverside 
Center FEIS Hearing at the NYC Department of City Planning today, asking that a CB7 Sanitation Garage be 
part of the EXTELL plan. The idea was for a "stand-alone" garage to be sited underground in place of the 
proposed automobile showroom. This would provide room for the CB7 District Garage to "grow" in order to 
meet increased demand and deliver better services. Locating over an active rail yard might take advantage of 
an environmentally friendly method of transport to move trash out of the district by rail car without 
increasing "dirty" truck mileage as is done in the outer boroughs. 

DSNY had discussed the possibility of designating basement space with EXTELL back in 2008. They were told 
by the Developer "that the planned ceiling heights for the basement areas and column spacing would prevent 
the use of this area for a trucking operation" and did not pursue the matter any further.:. We feel that this 
should be re-considered by EXTELL, as this would probably be the tenant with the "highest and best use" for 
their problematic basement because the City pays "top dollar" for the rights to build their garages. 

In 1999, a design was approved for a West 57'" Street Department of Sanitation ("DSNY") garage at 12'" 
Avenue serving eB's 4 and 7 so as to relocate their current facilities out of the Hudson River Park. This 
building is already "functionally obsolete" ... and now almost three years overdue. In 1999 only 31 large 
sanitation trucks serviced CB7. Today, that number is up to 59 large sanitation trucks. Just as the need for 
more public school seats dramatizes the rapid residential population growth in the past decade on the Upper 
West Side, more sanitation trucks are needed to pickup more residential garbage. 

Under the NYC Charter, "Fair Share" and "Co-Terminality" are well-defined concepts. At this time CB7 has 
no DSNY facilities in its district, CB4 and CBZ each have six. If CB7 were to relocate to West 57 th Street 
and out of the Hudson River Park on an interim basis, until it had its own district garage at the EXTELL site, 
CBS could then move into the West 57th Street Garage instead of moving 4 miles further downtown to Spring 
Street becoming more efficient and saving an estimated 16,000 truck miles annually. A new DSNY garage 
underneath Riverside Center housing CB7 might save many more thousands of truck miles in substituting 
trash by rail for trash by diesel truck trips through the Lincoln Tunnel and the George Washington Bridge. 

CB7 is considering its consultant recommendation to replace a tower with a park at Riverside Center as there 
is much interest in enforcing the Restrictive Covenant. Everybody wins if there is a park instead of a tower 
with an underground tenant providing essential sanitation services and a financially viable anchor tenant 
DSNY had previously stated their willingness to "green" their district garage facilities to LEED certified 
standards with a rooftop park with funding by the City in 2005 at West 30'" Street Block 675 in CB4. 

On April 3, 2008, members of the Community Sanitation Steering Committee met with DSNY Commissioner 
Doherty who "challenged" them to come up with a better alternative to house their facilities ... The result was 
a community-initiated Hudson Rise plan that was endorsed by CBl & CB2, downtown residents, 
business & property owners after having won an AlA design award. Friends of the Hudson River Park 
have indicated publicly that they will give the City the timetable relief that it needs to implement this plan, 
since it would result in as much as 11.5 acres of new parkland and a more community-friendly plan inboard. 

Over the 2009 summer Deputy Mayor Skvler and DSNY Commissioner Doherty met frequently with the 
Community Sanitation Steering Committee to discuss Hudson Rise at Spring Street and asked specifically that 
we do the legwork needed to find a site for CBS garage serving midtown by staying in midtown. 

We are asking tbat the City site a CB7 Sanitation district garage under the proposed Riverside Center 
to better serve the requirements of its Upper West Side residents and their downtown neighbors. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Michael Kramer DSNYgarage@earthlink.net mobile. 
917.622.5154 
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:27 AM
To: DIANE MCCARTHY; ADAM MEAGHER
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595197830 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Sunday, September 19, 2010 10:25 PM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595197830 Message to Agency Head, DCP - Zoning and Land Use 
Questions/Information 

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595197830  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/19/2010 22:23:12  

DATE DUE: 10/03/2010 22:24:26  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency 
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/19/2010 22:22:30  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: bassocantante@earthlink.net (Jan Opalach)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
Jan Opalach (bassocantante@earthlink.net) on Sunday, September 19, 2010 at 22:22:30  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Misc. Comments  

Topic: Zoning and Land Use Questions/Information  

Contact Info: Yes  

M/M: Mr.  

First Name: Jan  

Last Name: Opalach  

Street Address: 209 West 97th Street  

Address Number: Apt 7A  

City: New York City  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10025-5604  

Country: United States  

Work Phone #: 212-222-3742  

Email Address: bassocantante@earthlink.net  

Message: Dear Ms. Burden, As a 50 year resident of the West Side, May I respectfully ask you to consider these requirements of the 
developer Extell, in order to maintain our ever diminishing quality of life. 
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 The Riverside Center proposal consists of 5 buildings on top of a huge parking garage, that would be the largest in Manhattan. 
Demand that changes be made to integrate Riverside Center with the surrounding neighborhood and streetscape. Reduce the parking 
spaces to 768 spaces or less. No parking under the park. Bring the entire site to grade. Eliminate the platform. Eliminate the auto 
showroom. Limit the size of the development to the density in the 1992 Riverside South Restrictive Declaration. No curb cut on West 
End Avenue. Build a real Public park at the front end of the project. Developer must build and map all streets. Developer must build 
the entire 150,000 square foot school, not just the shell. 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

REMOTE_HOST: 74.69.35.53  
HTTP_ADDR: 74.69.35.53  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.6; en-US; rv:1.9.2) Gecko/20100115 Firefox/3.6  

***************************************************************************  



The Department of City Planning's analysis in the 
.' 

Riverside Center DSEIS projects that in 2018, with the 

project, including the 75,000 square foot school built on­

site; shows the schools within the Y2 mile Study Area at 
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Remarkably, we have a second bite at the public school 

apple. Extell plans to build the core and shell of a 75,000 

square foot school to meet the demand from their new 

residents. Extell is proposing to give the City an option to 

pay for a school that would bring utilization rates down 

closer to 100%. 

Over 1,000 local residents signed a petition calling on 

Extell to build and pay for a 150,000 square foot school. 

We urge you to find a creative way for Extell to fulfill 

their responsibility to Riverside South and Riverside 

Center residents who want to attend their local public 
~ 

school. 



o Design 
o Dance 
o Books 

• Dining 
o Dining Reviews 
o Snack Attack 
o The Penniless Epicure 

• Sports 
• Op-ed 

o Editorial 
o Open Forum 
o Letters to the Editor 
o Columns 

• Capitol Connection 
• Manhattan Memoir 
• According to Ben 
• Dewing Things Better 
• Guest Columnist 
• New York Gal 
• Sez I To Myself 
• Susan Braudy's Diary 

Numbers Don't Lie 
When it comes to classroom crowding. parents are proven right 

By Rachel Laiserin and Helen Rosenthal 

Posted by West Side Spirit on January 28, 2010 . View Comments 

• Kindergarteners denied gym time. 
• Kids getting speech therapy in a former closet. 
• Gym locker and shower rooms now used for administration. 
• Some kids getting lunch at 10:30 a.m., some at 1 p.m., because 1,000 students 
must share common space built for 700. 
• Indoor recess held in the auditorium, at the same time as music or sci~nce classes 
in the same auditorium. 

This is just a sample of complaints reported by parents at an October 2009 
Community Education Council public hearing focused on crowding in District 3 
elementary schools. At that meeting, the Department of Education assured parents 
that despite widespread complaints, there was in fact plenty of capacity. According to 
the department, roughly 1,500 seats were empty and available to accommodate new 
students. 

The parent council disputed the department's conclusions and appointed a fact­
finding team to quantify these gut feelings. The team included representatives from 
the most overcrowded schools. 



, 
l. 4 '. _ .;:, 

We reviewed relevant department data reports, toured schools with an eye toward 
classroom use and collaborated with PTA and other parent representatives from each 
school. We reviewed historical enrollment to project one-, two- and three-year 
demand; analyzed the impact of new residential development on student enrollment; 
analyzed all enrollment by district and zone residency; identified enrollment details of 
choice schools; and analyzed the impact of projected sibling enrollment. 

The data team found that the parents were right. Each of the schools in the study 
area, from West 70th to 97th streets, were at or above capacity. The most crowded 
was p.s. 87, at 121 percent capacity. For three schools in close proximity to one 
another (P.S. 199, p.s. 87 and P.S. 9), the annual growth rate of students living in the 
catchment area was in the double digits for the past three years. We looked at 
projected enrollment for these three schools and found that they could not 
accommodate the 100 to 150 extra students projected to enter the public school 
system next year. And they certainly could not accommodate the many more children 
expected in 2011 and 2012. 

By mid-December, the department reviewed our numbers and, using its own 
methodology, projected capacity in these schools of 200 to 300 seats for next year. It 
was great that they had come down from 1,500 seats, but we challenged their 
methodology again. According to our methodology, and assuming a kindergarten 
classroom size of 20 to 25 students, four to six additional kindergarten classrooms are 
required for the 2010-2011 school year. 

Just recently, the department pulled a 180 and agreed that there is demand for 
classroom seats. Officials have announced a plan for a new K-5 school that will have 
three classes ("sections") of 25 kindergarteners each, for a total of 75 new students in 
2010. The school will add a new grade each year. The department plans to locate this 
new school in the O'Shea building on West 77th Street, right in the heart of the most 
overcrowded schools. 

The parent council was pleased to vindicate concerns in the southern pa~t of the 
district using hard facts. It's also critical that we continue to get agreement on hard 
facts in the northern part of the district. We believe the deleterious impact of 
overcrowding cannot be overestimated and we're glad that parents listened to their 
guts, and that we were able to back them up. The data proved that parents were right 
all along. 

Rachel Laiserin is a P.S. 87 parent and Helen Rosenthal is the former Chair of 
Community Board 7. 

Share and Enjoy: 

Tweet This Post 

Filed under Op-ed, Open Forum· Tagged with classroom, Crowding, Education, Open 
Forum, parents 



Good morning. My name is Elaine Shulman. 

Until recently I lived for many years at Lincoln Towers. In the 

early nineties I watched the debate among my neighbors about 

the proposed Riverside South development. That development 

has added a new neighborhood just to the west of Lincoln 

Towers with lovely streetscapes and buildings of quality 

materials - they are actually quite nice up close - much better 

than seeing them from the highway. 

Many people objected to the development because they would 

lose their views. But we all know that views are not a planning 

consideration. The alternative was to leave the defunct 

railyard, which was of no practical use and had no value to the 

neighborhood. 

As I understand it, the intent in 1992, when Riverside South 

was approved, was that it would be completed all the way to 

59th Street. Now there is an enormous parking lot, which is 

slightly less awful than the railyard. 

I hope that you will approve the Extell proposal so Riverside 

South can finally be completed. Thank you. 

£" / Cl J he:;" Vf 11'1-1 ~ 
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Ann Galloway

From: CECILIA KUSHNER [CKUSHNE@planning.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 10:25 AM
To: ADAM MEAGHER; DIANE MCCARTHY
Subject: FW: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595584800 Message to Agency Head, DCP - 

ULURP Project Status Questions

 

-----Original Message-----  
From: outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov [mailto:outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 10:58 PM  
To: CECILIA KUSHNER; QUEMUEL ARROYO  
Subject: City of New York - Correspondence #1-1-595584800 Message to Agency Head, DCP - ULURP Project Status Questions  

Your City of New York - CRM Correspondence Number is 1-1-595584800  

DATE RECEIVED: 09/20/2010 22:57:06  

DATE DUE: 10/04/2010 22:57:33  

SOURCE: eSRM  

RELATED SR# OR CASE#: N/A  

EMPLOYEE NAME OR ID#: N/A  

DATE/TIME OF INCIDENT:  

LANGUAGE NEED:  

The e-mail message below was submitted to the City of New York via NYC.gov or the 311 Call Center. It is forwarded to your agency 
by the 311 Customer Service Center. In accordance with the Citywide Customer Service standard, your response is due in 14 calendar 
days. 

***********  
If this message is to a Commissioner / Agency Head and needs to be re-routed to another agency or cc to another agency, forward the 
email to outgoingagency@customerservice.nyc.gov. Do not make any changes to the subject line. Include any comments and it will be 
processed by the 311 Customer Service Center. 

All other web forms are to be handled by the receiving agency.  

*************  
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-----Original Message-----  

From:  PortalAdmin@doitt.nyc.gov  
Sent:  09/20/2010 22:56:56  
To:  sbladmp@customerservice.nyc.gov  
Subject:  < No Subject >  

From: ntoder@aol.com (Naomi Toder)  
Subject: Message to Director, DCP  

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by  
Naomi Toder (ntoder@aol.com) on Monday, September 20, 2010 at 22:56:56  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

This form resides at  
 http://www.nyc.gov/html/mail/html/maildcp.html  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Message Type: Misc. Comments  

Topic: ULURP Project Status Questions  

Contact Info: Yes  

M/M: Ms  

First Name: Naomi  

Last Name: Toder  

Street Address: 302 West 86th St  

Address Number: 3A  

City: NEW YORK NY  

State: NY  

Postal Code: 10024  

Country: United States  

Email Address: ntoder@aol.com  

Message: I strongly object to the Extell Westside Mega Development Project and can see it happening only if the limitations proposed 
by the Coalition for a Livable West Side are observed.  The density must be reduced as well as the parking and a public park is a 
must.  Also, Extell makes promises they dont keep. If they are allowed to go ahead with limitations then the conditions they agree to 
must be enforced. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------  
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REMOTE_HOST: 67.244.30.152  
HTTP_ADDR: 67.244.30.152  
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; InfoPath.1)  

***************************************************************************  
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