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City Environmental Quality Review 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT (EAS) SHORT FORM
FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS ONLY  y  Please fill out and submit to the appropriate agency (see instructions) 

Part I: GENERAL INFORMATION 
1. Does the Action Exceed Any Type I Threshold in 6 NYCRR Part 617.4 or 43 RCNY §6‐15(A) (Executive Order 91 of
1977, as amended)?                     YES                                NO

If “yes,” STOP and complete the FULL EAS FORM. 

2. Project Name  300 Huntington Street
3. Reference Numbers
CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (to be assigned by lead agency) 
 20DCP080K 

BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable) 

ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (if applicable)  OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (if applicable)  
(e.g., legislative intro, CAPA)  

4a.  Lead Agency Information 
NAME OF LEAD AGENCY 
NYC Department of City Planning 

4b.  Applicant Information 
NAME OF APPLICANT 
300 Huntington Street LLC 

NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON 
Olga Abinader 

NAME OF APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON 
Zach Longmore 

ADDRESS   120 Broadway, 31st Floor  ADDRESS   155 3rd Street 
CITY  New York  STATE  NY  ZIP  10271  CITY  Brooklyn  STATE  NY  ZIP  11231 
TELEPHONE  212‐720‐3493  EMAIL 

oabinad@planning.nyc.gov 
TELEPHONE  718‐576‐
3701 

EMAIL  
zlongmore@monadnockdev
elopment.com 

5. Project Description
The applicant, 300 Huntington LLC, is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the Project Area from an M2‐1 to
an M2‐3 district and several zoning authorizations related to design and planting requirements to facilitate the
development of a 6‐story building, which would include office space, ground‐level retail space, and a contractor shop
and yard. The proposed project is also seeking a zoning certification in connection with its proposed approximately
7,548‐square‐foot shore public walkway along the portion of the building fronting the Gowanus Canal.
Project Location 

BOROUGH  Brooklyn  COMMUNITY DISTRICT(S)  6  STREET ADDRESS  300 Huntington Street 
TAX BLOCK(S) AND LOT(S)  Block 477, Lots 1, 8, 48, 49  ZIP CODE  11231 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS  Huntington Street to the north, Smith Street to the west, 9th Street 
to the south, and Gowanus Canal to the east 
EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY   M2‐1  ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NUMBER  16c 
6. Required Actions or Approvals (check all that apply)
City Planning Commission:    YES     NO    UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE (ULURP) 

  CITY MAP AMENDMENT                ZONING CERTIFICATION         CONCESSION 
  ZONING MAP AMENDMENT   ZONING AUTHORIZATION   UDAAP 
  ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT   ACQUISITION—REAL PROPERTY     REVOCABLE CONSENT 
  SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY               DISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY     FRANCHISE 
  HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT           OTHER, explain:           
  SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type:   modification;     renewal;     other);  EXPIRATION DATE:  

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION  62‐822(b) 
Board of Standards and Appeals:     YES     NO 

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

SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTIONS OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION 

 210049ZMK  210050ZCK  210051ZAK  210056LDK 



EAS SHORT FORM PAGE 2 

Department of Environmental Protection:     YES     NO     If “yes,” specify:  Permitting relating to water and 
sewer infrastructure, discharge, and outfall 
Other City Approvals Subject to CEQR (check all that apply) 

  LEGISLATION    FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION, specify:   
  RULEMAKING    POLICY OR PLAN, specify:   
  CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES     FUNDING OF PROGRAMS, specify:     
  384(b)(4) APPROVAL    PERMITS, specify:     
  OTHER, explain:           

Other City Approvals Not Subject to CEQR (check all that apply) 
  PERMITS FROM DOT’S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION AND 

COORDINATION (OCMC) 
  LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL 
  OTHER, explain:  Permitting relating to water and sewer 

infrastructure, discharge, and outfall 
State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding:     YES     NO   If “yes,” specify:  Permitting relating to water and 
sewer infrastructure, discharge, and outfall 
7. Site Description:  The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to any change in regulatory controls. Except
where otherwise indicated, provide the following information with regard to the directly affected area.
Graphics:  The following graphics must be attached and each box must be checked off before the EAS is complete.  Each map must clearly depict
the boundaries of the directly affected area or areas and indicate a 400‐foot radius drawn from the outer boundaries of the project site.  Maps may 
not exceed 11 x 17 inches in size and, for paper filings, must be folded to 8.5 x 11 inches.

  SITE LOCATION MAP     ZONING MAP   SANBORN OR OTHER LAND USE MAP
  TAX MAP     FOR LARGE AREAS OR MULTIPLE SITES, A GIS SHAPE FILE THAT DEFINES THE PROJECT SITE(S) 
  PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PROJECT SITE TAKEN WITHIN 6 MONTHS OF EAS SUBMISSION AND KEYED TO THE SITE LOCATION MAP 

Physical Setting (both developed and undeveloped areas) 
Total directly affected area (sq. ft.):  49,854 sf (Development Site) 
98,850 sf (Project Area) 

Waterbody area (sq. ft) and type:  N/A 

Roads, buildings, and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.):  49,854 sf 
(Development Site), 98,850 sf (Project Area)   

Other, describe (sq. ft.):  N/A 

8. Physical Dimensions and Scale of Project (if the project affects multiple sites, provide the total development facilitated by the action)
SIZE OF PROJECT TO BE DEVELOPED (gross square feet):  101,221
gsf
NUMBER OF BUILDINGS: 1  GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EACH BUILDING (sq. ft.): 101,221 gsf
HEIGHT OF EACH BUILDING (ft.): 86  NUMBER OF STORIES OF EACH BUILDING: 6
Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites?     YES               NO       
If “yes,” specify:  The total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant:  49,854 sf (Development Site) 

    The total square feet not owned or controlled by the applicant:  5,301 sf (Lots 48 and 49); 43,649 sf Lot 1 (elevated 
subway)  
Does the proposed project involve in‐ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including, but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility 

lines, or grading?      YES               NO      
If “yes,” indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface permanent and temporary disturbance (if known): 
AREA OF TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE:  TBD sq. ft. (width x length)  VOLUME OF DISTURBANCE:  TBD cubic ft. (width x length x depth) 
AREA OF PERMANENT DISTURBANCE:  TBD sq. ft. (width x length) 
Description of Proposed Uses (please complete the following information as appropriate) 

Residential  Commercial  Community Facility  Industrial/Manufacturing 
Size (in gross sq. ft.)  98,284 gsf  contractor shop and yard 
Type (e.g., retail, office, 
school) 

   units  offices (80,219 gsf), 
retail (12,288 gsf), 
building service 
space (5,777 gsf) 

contractor shop (3,471 
gsf), contractor yard 
(15,489 sf) 

Does the proposed project increase the population of residents and/or on‐site workers?      YES     NO       
If “yes,” please specify:                NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL RESIDENTS:      NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL WORKERS:  362 
Provide a brief explanation of how these numbers were determined:  The number of retail workers is based on an assumption of 1 
worker per 333 sf of retail space (37 retail workers for 12,288 gsf of retail space). The number of office workers is based 
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on an assumption of 1 worker per 250 sf of office space (321 office workers for 80,219 gsf of office space). The number 
of workers in the contractor shop and yard (4) is based on information received from the applicant. 
Does the proposed project create new open space?     YES     NO          If “yes,” specify size of project‐created open space: 7,548 sq. ft. 
Has a No‐Action scenario been defined for this project that differs from the existing condition?      YES     NO  
If “yes,” see Chapter 2, “Establishing the Analysis Framework” and describe briefly:         
9. Analysis Year  CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 2
ANTICIPATED BUILD YEAR (date the project would be completed and operational):  2023   
ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS:  24 
WOULD THE PROJECT BE IMPLEMENTED IN A SINGLE PHASE?     YES    NO           IF MULTIPLE PHASES, HOW MANY? 
BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:  Assuming receipt of project approvals in 2020 and a construction 
period of up to 24 months, it is expected that the project would be fully occupied by 2023. 
10. Predominant Land Use in the Vicinity of the Project (check all that apply)

  RESIDENTIAL          MANUFACTURING        COMMERCIAL    PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE        OTHER, specify: 
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Part II: TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 
INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the analysis categories listed in this section, assess the proposed project’s impacts based on the thresholds and 
criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual.  Check each box that applies. 

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

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

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

x The lead agency, upon reviewing Part II, may require an applicant to provide additional information to support the Short EAS Form.  For
example, if a question is answered “no,” an agency may request a short explanation for this response.

YES  NO 
1. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY:  CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 4

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

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

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

(d) If “yes,” to (a), (b), and/or (c), complete a preliminary assessment and attach.  See Section 2.1.
(e) Is the project a large, publicly sponsored project?

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

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

o If “yes,” complete the Consistency Assessment Form.  See Appendix A.
2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS:  CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 5
(a) Would the proposed project:

o Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units?

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

o Directly displace more than 500 residents?

o Directly displace more than 100 employees?

o Affect conditions in a specific industry?

3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 6

(a) Direct Effects 
o Would the project directly eliminate, displace, or alter public or publicly funded community facilities such as educational

facilities, libraries, hospitals and other health care facilities, day care centers, police stations, or fire stations?
(b) Indirect Effects 

o Child Care Centers: Would the project result in 20 or more eligible children under age 6, based on the number of low or
low/moderate income residential units? (See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6)

o Libraries: Would the project result in a 5 percent or more increase in the ratio of residential units to library branches?
(See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6) 

o Public Schools: Would the project result in 50 or more elementary or middle school students, or 150 or more high school
students based on number of residential units? (See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6) 

o Health Care Facilities and Fire/Police Protection: Would the project result in the introduction of a sizeable new
neighborhood?

4. OPEN SPACE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 7

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

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

o If “yes,” would the proposed project generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees?

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

o If “yes,” would the proposed project generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees?
(d) If the project in located an area that is neither under‐served nor well‐served, would it generate more than 200 additional

residents or 500 additional employees?
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YES  NO 
5. SHADOWS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 8
(a) Would the proposed project result in a net height increase of any structure of 50 feet or more?

(b) Would the proposed project result in any increase in structure height and be located adjacent to or across the street from a
sunlight‐sensitive resource?

6. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 9
(a) Does the proposed project site or an adjacent site contain any architectural and/or archaeological resource that is eligible

for or has been designated (or is calendared for consideration) as a New York City Landmark, Interior Landmark or Scenic
Landmark; that is listed or eligible for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places; or that is within a
designated or eligible New York City, New York State or National Register Historic District? (See the GIS System for 
Archaeology and National Register to confirm)

(b) Would the proposed project involve construction resulting in in‐ground disturbance to an area not previously excavated?
(c) If “yes” to either of the above, list any identified architectural and/or archaeological resources and attach supporting information on

whether the proposed project would potentially affect any architectural or archeological resources.
7. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 10
(a) Would the proposed project introduce a new building, a new building height, or result in any substantial physical alteration

to the streetscape or public space in the vicinity of the proposed project that is not currently allowed by existing zoning? 
(b) Would the proposed project result in obstruction of publicly accessible views to visual resources not currently allowed by

existing zoning?
8. NATURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 11
(a) Does the proposed project site or a site adjacent to the project contain natural resources as defined in Section 100 of

Chapter 11?
o If “yes,” list the resources and attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources. 

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

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

9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 12
(a) Would the proposed project allow commercial or residential uses in an area that is currently, or was historically, a

manufacturing area that involved hazardous materials?
(b) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to

hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?
(c) Would the project require soil disturbance in a manufacturing area or any development on or near a manufacturing area or

existing/historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)?
(d) Would the project result in the development of a site where there is reason to suspect the presence of hazardous materials,

contamination, illegal dumping or fill, or fill material of unknown origin?
(e) Would the project result in development on or near a site that has or had underground and/or aboveground storage tanks

(e.g., gas stations, oil storage facilities, heating oil storage)?
(f) Would the project result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with the potential for compromised air quality;

vapor intrusion from either on‐site or off‐site sources; or the presence of asbestos, PCBs, mercury or lead‐based paint?
(g) Would the project result in development on or near a site with potential hazardous materials issues such as government‐

listed voluntary cleanup/brownfield site, current or former power generation/transmission facilities, coal gasification or gas
storage sites, railroad tracks or rights‐of‐way, or municipal incinerators?

(h) Has a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment been performed for the site?
o If “yes,” were Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified?  Briefly identify:  RECs that were identified

include the historical use of the property as a contractor's yard with concrete mixing plant
equipment, an automobile house with gasoline tank, and blacksmith; the northern adjoining
property, Former Citizens Gas Works Manufactured Gas Plant Site, was listed in the Voluntary
Cleanup Program (VCP), Brownfields, and MGP databases; the adjoining Gowanus Canal is listed as
a National Priorities List (i.e., Superfund) Site; and the historical uses of adjoining and surrounding
properties include various industrial, manufacturing, and commercial uses since at least 1886.

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

(a) Would the project result in water demand of more than one million gallons per day?
(b) If the proposed project located in a combined sewer area, would it result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000

square feet or more of commercial space in Manhattan, or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 square feet or more of
commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Staten Island, or Queens? 
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YES  NO 
(c) If the proposed project located in a separately sewered area, would it result in the same or greater development than the

amounts listed in Table 13‐1 in Chapter 13? 
(d) Would the proposed project involve development on a site that is 5 acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface

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

Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek, or Westchester Creek, would it
involve development on a site that is 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase?

(f) Would the proposed project be located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered?
(g) Is the project proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a Wastewater

Treatment Plant and/or generate contaminated stormwater in a separate storm sewer system?
(h) Would the project involve construction of a new stormwater outfall that requires federal and/or state permits?

11. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 14
(a) Using Table 14‐1 in Chapter 14, the project’s projected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be (pounds per week):  7,657

Based on:
321 office employees x 13 pounds per week (4,173 pounds)
37 general retail employees x 79 pounds per week (2,923 pounds)
4 contractor yard and shop employees x 140 pounds per week (561 pounds)
o Would the proposed project have the potential to generate 100,000 pounds (50 tons) or more of solid waste per week?

(b) Would the proposed project involve a reduction in capacity at a solid waste management facility used for refuse or 
recyclables generated within the City?

12. ENERGY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 15
(a) Using energy modeling or Table 15‐1 in Chapter 15, the project’s projected energy use is estimated to be (annual BTUs):  21,894,102.3

Based on:
Development of 101,221 commercial sf x 216.3 MBtu/sf 

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

13. TRANSPORTATION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 16

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

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

o Would the proposed project result in 50 or more Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) per project peak hour?
If “yes,” would the proposed project result in 50 or more vehicle trips per project peak hour at any given intersection? 
**It should be noted that the lead agency may require further analysis of intersections of concern even when a project 
generates fewer than 50 vehicles in the peak hour.  See Subsection 313 of Chapter 16 for more information. 

o Would the proposed project result in more than 200 subway/rail or bus trips per project peak hour?
If “yes,” would the proposed project result, per project peak hour, in 50 or more bus trips on a single line (in one 
direction) or 200 subway trips per station or line? 

o Would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour?
If “yes,” would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour to any given 
pedestrian or transit element, crosswalk, subway stair, or bus stop? 

14. AIR QUALITY: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 17

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

(b) Stationary Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 220 in Chapter 17? 
o If “yes,” would the proposed project exceed the thresholds in Figure 17‐3, Stationary Source Screen Graph in Chapter 17?

(Attach graph as needed)
(c) Does the proposed project involve multiple buildings on the project site?

(d) Does the proposed project require federal approvals, support, licensing, or permits subject to conformity requirements?
(e) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to

air quality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?
15. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 18

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

(b) Would the proposed project fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system?
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YES  NO 
(c) If “yes” to any of the above, would the project require a GHG emissions assessment based on the guidance in Chapter 18? 

16. NOISE: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 19

(a) Would the proposed project generate or reroute vehicular traffic?
(b) Would the proposed project introduce new or additional receptors (see Section 124 in Chapter 19) near heavily trafficked

roadways, within one horizontal mile of an existing or proposed flight path, or within 1,500 feet of an existing or proposed
rail line with a direct line of site to that rail line?

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

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

17. PUBLIC HEALTH: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 20
(a) Based upon the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas require a detailed analysis: Air Quality;

Hazardous Materials; Noise?
(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of public health is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 20, “Public Health.”  Attach a

preliminary analysis, if necessary.
18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 21
(a) Based upon the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas require a detailed analysis: Land Use, Zoning,

and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual
Resources; Shadows; Transportation; Noise?

(b) If “yes,” explain why an assessment of neighborhood character is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 21, “Neighborhood
Character.”  Attach a preliminary analysis, if necessary.  A preliminary and/or detailed analysis was conducted for the
technical areas of Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual
Resources; Shadows; Transportation; and Noise. The project would not result in significant adverse impacts in any
of these technical areas, and there are no moderate effects that may combine to influence neighborhood
character. Therefore, no analysis of neighborhood character is warranted.

19. CONSTRUCTION: CEQR Technical Manual Chapter 22

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

o Construction activities lasting longer than two years?

o Construction activities within a Central Business District or along an arterial highway or major thoroughfare?
o Closing, narrowing, or otherwise impeding traffic, transit, or pedestrian elements (roadways, parking spaces, bicycle

routes, sidewalks, crosswalks, corners, etc.)?
o Construction of multiple buildings where there is a potential for on‐site receptors on buildings completed before the final

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

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

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

o Disturbance of a site containing or adjacent to a site containing natural resources?
o Construction on multiple development sites in the same geographic area, such that there is the potential for several

construction timelines to overlap or last for more than two years overall?
(b) If any boxes are checked “yes,” explain why a preliminary construction assessment is or is not warranted based on the guidance in Chapter

22, “Construction.”  It should be noted that the nature and extent of any commitment to use the Best Available Technology for construction
equipment or Best Management Practices for construction activities should be considered when making this determination.

Construction activities related to the proposed project would last approximately 24 months.  
Governmental oversight of construction in New York City is extensive and involves a number of City, State, and Federal 
agencies, each with specific areas of responsibility, including the New York City Department of Buildings, the New York 
City Department of Environmental Protection, the New York City Fire Department, the New York City Department of 
Transportation Office of Construction Mitigation and Coordination (DOT OCMC), New York City Transit, the New York 
City Landmarks Preservation Commission, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, the New 
York State Department of Labor, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration. The project would comply with the requirements of the New York City Noise Control Code, which limits 
construction activities to weekdays between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM (absent a permit), requires that a 
Construction Noise Mitigation Plan be implemented, and sets noise limits for specific pieces of construction equipment. 
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Part	III:	DETERMINATION	OF	SIGNIFICANCE	(To	Be	Completed	by	Lead	Agency)	
INSTRUCTIONS:	In	completing	Part	III,	the	lead	agency	should	consult	6	NYCRR	617.7	and	43	RCNY	§	6-06	(Executive	
Order	91	or	1977,	as	amended),	which	contain	the	State	and	City	criteria	for	determining	significance.	

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

Potentially	
Significant	

Adverse	Impact	
IMPACT	CATEGORY	 YES	 NO	
Land	Use,	Zoning,	and	Public	Policy	 	 	
Socioeconomic	Conditions	 	 	
Community	Facilities	and	Services	 	 	
Open	Space	 	 	
Shadows	 	 	
Historic	and	Cultural	Resources	 	 	
Urban	Design/Visual	Resources	 	 	
Natural	Resources	 	 	
Hazardous	Materials	 	 	
Water	and	Sewer	Infrastructure	 	 	
Solid	Waste	and	Sanitation	Services		 	 	
Energy	 	 	
Transportation	 	 	
Air	Quality	 	 	
Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	 	 	
Noise	 	 	
Public	Health	 	 	
Neighborhood	Character	 	 	

	

Construction	 	 	
2. Are	there	any	aspects	of	the	project	relevant	to	the	determination	of	whether	the	project	may	have	a	

significant	impact	on	the	environment,	such	as	combined	or	cumulative	impacts,	that	were	not	fully	
covered	by	other	responses	and	supporting	materials?	

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	

If	there	are	such	impacts,	attach	an	explanation	stating	whether,	as	a	result	of	them,	the	project	may	
have	a	significant	impact	on	the	environment.	

	
	
	

	
	
	

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

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

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

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

4. LEAD	AGENCY’S	CERTIFICATION	
TITLE	

Deputy	Director,	Environmental	Assessment	and	Review	
Division	

LEAD	AGENCY	

Department	of	City	Planning	on	behalf	of	the	City	Planning	
Commission	

NAME	

Stephanie	Shellooe	
DATE	

November	13,	2020	
SIGNATURE	

	

Kate Glass
Project Name: 300 Huntington Street 
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SEQRA Classification: Unlisted�
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NEGATIVE	DECLARATION	
Statement	of	No	Significant	Effect		

Pursuant	to	Executive	Order	91	of	1977,	as	amended,	and	the	Rules	of	Procedure	for	City	Environmental	Quality	Review,	found	at	Title	62,	Chapter	5	of	the	Rules	of	the	
City	of	New	York	and	6	NYCRR,	Part	617,	State	Environmental	Quality	Review,	the	Department	of	City	Planning	acting	on	behalf	of	the	City	Planning	Commission	assumed	
the	role	of	lead	agency	for	the	environmental	review	of	the	proposed	actions.	Based	on	a	review	of	information	about	the	project	contained	in	this	environmental	
assessment	statement	(EAS)	and	any	attachments	hereto,	which	are	incorporated	by	reference	herein,	the	lead	agency	has	determined	that	the	proposed	actions	would	
not	have	a	significant	adverse	impact	on	the	environment.		

Reasons	Supporting	this	Determination		
The	above	determination	is	based	on	information	contained	in	this	EAS,	which	finds	the	proposed	actions	sought	before	the	City	Planning	Commission	would	not	have	a	
significant	adverse	impact	on	the	environment.	Reasons	supporting	this	determination	are	noted	below.	

Land	Use,	Zoning,	and	Public	Policy	

A	detailed	analysis	of	land	use,	zoning,	and	public	policy	is	included	in	the	EAS.	The	applicant,	300	Huntington	LLC,	seeks	a	Zoning	Map	Amendment	to	rezone	the	Project	
Area	from	an	M2-1	to	an	M2-3	district	and	several	zoning	authorizations	related	to	design	and	planting	requirements	to	facilitate	the	development	of	a	6-story	building,	
which	would	include	office	space,	ground-level	retail	space,	and	a	contractor	shop	and	yard.	The	proposed	project	is	located	at	300	Huntington	Street		(Block	477,	Lot	8)	in	
the	Gowanus	neighborhood	of	Brooklyn	Community	District	6.	The	proposed	project	is	also	seeking	a	zoning	certification	in	connection	with	its	proposed	approximately	
7,548-square-foot	shore	public	walkway	along	the	portion	of	the	building	fronting	the	Gowanus	Canal.	The	analysis	concludes	that	the	proposed	actions	would	not	
introduce	a	new	land	use,	nor	affect	the	existing	mixed-use	character	of	the	area,	nor	affect	public	policy,	which	represent	the	thresholds	of	impact	significance	in	the	2014	
CEQR	Technical	Manual.	Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	impacts	related	to	Land	Use,	Zoning,	and	Public	Policy	would	result	from	the	proposed	actions.	

Shadows	

A	shadows	analysis	was	prepared	for	the	EAS.	According	to	the	2014	CEQR	Technical	Manual,	an	adverse	shadow	impact	is	considered	to	occur	when	the	shadow	from	a	
proposed	project	falls	upon	a	publicly	accessible	open	space,	a	historic	landscape,	or	other	resource	if	the	features	that	make	the	resource	significant	depend	on	sunlight,	
or	if	the	shadow	falls	on	an	important	natural	feature	and	adversely	affects	its	uses	or	threatens	the	survival	of	important	vegetation.	Shadows	projected	as	a	result	of	the	
proposed	project	could	be	cast	on	one	sunlight-	sensitive	resource,	St.	Mary’s	Park.	In	addition,	shadow	increments	on	the	Gowanus	Canal	were	considered.	Shadows	cast	
on	St.	Mary’s	Park	would	be	limited	to	the	morning	on	the	December	analysis	day	and	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	impacts	to	the	resource.	Shadows	cast	on	the	
Gowanus	Canal	would	be	long	in	duration	during	the	May	6	and	June	21	analysis	days	but	would	cover	relatively	small	areas	of	the	canal	and	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	
potential	aquatic	habitats	within	the	canal.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Actions	would	not	result	in	any	significant	shadows	impacts.	

Transportation	

The	proposed	project	would	generate	traffic	volumes	exceeding	transportation	screening	thresholds	and,	as	a	result,	a	detailed	traffic	analysis	was	performed	at	the	
intersection	of	Smith	Street	and	Huntington	Street.	The	assessment	of	potential	significant	traffic	impacts	of	a	proposed	project	is	based	on	significant	impact	criteria	
defined	in	the	2014	CEQR	Technical	Manual;	No-Action	Level	of	Service	A,	B,	or	C	conditions	that	deteriorate	to	unacceptable	Level	of	Service		D,	E,	or	F	in	the	future	With-
Action	condition	are	considered	a	significant	traffic	impact.	The	intersection	would	operate	at	overall	acceptable	Level	of	Service	A	and	traffic	improvements	would	not	be	
needed.	No	accessory	parking	would	be	provided	on-site	for	the	retail	and	office	uses.	An	off-street	parking	survey	was	conducted	within	the	vicinity	of	the	project	area,	
and	determined	that	the	project-generated	parking	demand	of	69	spaces	could	be	accommodated	by	four	nearby	off-street	parking	facilities.	The	screening	thresholds	
would	be	exceeded	for	pedestrians	and,	as	a	result,	a	detailed	pedestrian	analysis	was	performed	at	three	pedestrian	sidewalk	elements	during	the	weekday	AM,	midday,	
PM,	and	Saturday	midday	peak	hours.	Pedestrian	improvements	were	not	required	for	these	elements;	all	pedestrian	elements	would	operate	at	acceptable	levels	of	
service.	The	screening	thresholds	would	not	be	exceeded	for	transit	and	additional	analyses	were	not	required.		Therefore,	the	proposed	project	would	not	result	in	
significant	adverse	transportation	impacts.		

Hazardous	Materials,	Air	Quality,	and	Noise	
An	(E)	designation	(E-563)	related	to	hazardous	materials,	air	quality,	and	noise	would	be	established	as	part	of	the	approval	of	the	proposed	actions.	Refer	to	
"Determination	of	Significance	Appendix:	(E)	Designation"	for	the	applicable	(E)	designation	requirements.	The	hazardous	materials,	air	quality,	and	noise	analyses	
concludes	that	with	the	(E)	designation	in	place,	the	proposed	actions	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	impact	related	to	hazardous	materials,	air	quality	or	noise.	

No	other	significant	effects	upon	the	environment	that	would	require	the	preparation	of	a	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Statement	are	foreseeable.			This	Negative	
Declaration	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	Article	8	of	the	New	York	State	Environmental	Conservation	Law	(SEQRA).	Should	you	have	any	questions	pertaining	to	
this	Negative	Declaration,	you	may	contact	Katherine	Glass	at	kglass@planning.nyc.gov.		

TITLE		
Deputy	Director,	Environmental	Assessment	and	Review	Division	

LEAD	AGENCY		
Department	of	City	Planning	on	behalf	of	the	City	Planning	Commission	
120	Broadway,	31st	Fl.	New	York,	NY	10271	|	212.720.3328	

NAME		
Stephanie	Shellooe	

DATE		
November	13,	2020	

SIGNATURE	

TITLE		
Chair,	City	Planning	Commission	

NAME	
Marisa	Lago	

DATE		
November	16,	2020	

SIGNATURE	
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Determination	of	Significance	Appendix:	(E)	Designation	

The	 Proposed	Action(s)	were	 determined	 to	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 result	 in	 changes	 to	 development	 on	 the	 following	
site(s):	

Development	Site	 Borough	 Block	and	Lot	

Projected	Development	Site	1	 Brooklyn	 Block	477,	Lot	8	

(E) Designation	Requirements

To	 ensure	 that	 the	 proposed	 actions	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 impacts	 related	 to	 hazardous	materials, 
air quality	 or 	 noise,	 an	 (E)	 designation	 (E-563)	 would	 be	 established	 as	 part	 of	 approval	 of	 the	 proposed	 actions	
on	 Projected	Development	Site	1	as	described	below:		

Development	Site	

Hazardous	

Materials	

Air	Quality	 Noise	

Projected	Development	Site	1	 X	 X	 X	

Hazardous	Materials	

The	 (E)	designation	 requirements	applicable	 to	Projected	Development	 Site	 1	 for	hazardous	materials	would	apply	as	
follows:	

Task	1-Sampling	Protocol	

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

Task	2-Remediation	Determination	and	Protocol	

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

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



Project	Name:	300	Huntington	Street	

CEQR	#	20DCP080K	

SEQRA	Classification:	Unlisted	

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

Air	Quality	

The	 (E)	 designation	 requirements	 applicable	 to	Projected	 Development	 Site	 1 	for	 air quality	 would	apply	as	
follows:	

In	 the	 event	 that	 the	Gowanus	Neighborhood	Rezoning	 is	 approved,	 any	 new	 commercial	 development	 on	 the	
proposed	 property	 must	 ensure	 that	 the	 HVAC	 stack(s)	 is	 located	 no	 less	 than	 22	 feet	 from	 the	 lot	 line	
facing	Huntington	Street	to	avoid	any	significant	adverse	air	quality	impacts.	

Noise	

The	(E)	designation	requirements	applicable	to	Projected	Development	Site	1	for	noise	would	apply	as	follows:	

In	order	to	ensure	an	acceptable	interior	noise	environment,	future	commercial	office	uses	must	provide	a	closed-
window	condition	with	a	minimum	of	26	dBA	window/wall	attenuation	on	all	facades	in	order	to	maintain	an	
interior	noise	level	not	greater	than	50	dBA	for	commercial	office	uses.	To	maintain	a	closed-window	condition,	an	
alternate	means	of	ventilation	must	also	be	provided.	Alternate	means	of	ventilation	includes,	but	is	not	limited	
to,	air	conditioning.	
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Project Description 
This section provides descriptive information about the requested 
discretionary land use action(s) and the development project that 
could be facilitated by the requested actions. The purpose of this 
chapter is to convey project information relevant to the environmental 
review. 

1.1 Introduction 
The applicant, 300 Huntington LLC, is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the 
project area from an M2-1 to an M2-3 district to facilitate the development of a 6-story 
building which would include office space, ground-level retail space, and a contractor shop 
and yard. The applicant is also seeking five zoning authorizations and one zoning 
certification. The zoning authorizations are related to design and planting requirements for 
an approximately 7,548-square-foot shore public walkway that would be developed as part 
of the project along the portion of the building fronting the Gowanus Canal. The zoning 
certification is a CPC chair certification for a Waterfront Public Access Area (WPAA). 

1.2 Development Site and Project Area 
The project area consists of Block 477, Lots 1, 8, 48, and 49 and is bounded by the Gowanus 
Canal to the east, Huntington Street to the north, Smith Street to the west, and 9th Street to 
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the south in the Carroll Gardens neighborhood of Brooklyn (see Figure 1-1). Lot 1 is owned 
by the City of New York and is improved with the Smith-9th Street Station and the elevated 
tracks of the F/G train. Lot 48 is not applicant owned, and totals approximately 3,254 square 
feet (sf). It is improved with two unattached one-story commercial buildings that together 
total approximately 2,600 sf. The buildings are occupied by a deli and luncheonette. A very 
small portion of the luncheonette extends into Lot 1. Lot 49, which is not applicant owned 
and has a lot area of approximately 2,047 sf, contains a vacant one-story building totaling 
approximately 2,000 sf. Lot 8, which is the development site and is owned by the applicant, 
has a lot area of approximately 49,854 sf. The development site, which has 334 feet of 
frontage along Huntington Street, is unpaved and clear of permanent structures. The 
development site lot is used intermittently as long-term bus parking and as an open 
contractor’s yard accessed from a curb cut on Huntington Street.  

1.3 Area Context 
The development site is within the Southwest Brooklyn Industrial Business Zone. It is also 
located just to the south of a portion of the area proposed to be rezoned as part of the City-
sponsored Gowanus Neighborhood Rezoning project. On January 30, 2019, the Department 
of City Planning released its draft Gowanus zoning proposal, which consists of several 
proposed actions, including zoning map amendments, zoning text amendments, City map 
amendments, and approval of an Urban Development Action Area Program (UDAAP). The 
proposed actions in the Gowanus zoning proposal were developed in response to 
recommendations identified in the Gowanus Framework, a document developed by the City 
and released in June 2018 based on extensive outreach and planning with local elected 
officials and community members. The Gowanus zoning proposal seeks to achieve multiple 
goals outlined in the Gowanus Framework. It includes areas to support mixed-use growth 
with affordable housing, areas to maintain and grow Gowanus’ commercial and industrial 
businesses, and special tools to activate ground floors and create new public spaces, 
including public walkways along Gowanus Canal. As articulated by the City, the proposal is 
expected to facilitate: 

› New homes, including thousands for lower-income New Yorkers; 

› New jobs across a variety of sectors; 

› Community resources like open space, parks, and schools; 

› A resilient shoreline and remediated brownfields;  

› New street trees, and Waterfront Access Plan/ecological performativity/green 
infrastructure; and 

› Zoning transit easement to promote new entrances and accessibility at subway stations. 

In March 2019, the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) published the Draft 
Scope of Work for the proposed land use actions, and a public scoping meeting was held in 
April 2019. 
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Figure 1-1 Site Location Map 
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1.4 Proposed Actions 
The applicant is requesting several actions, including: 

› Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the project area from an M2-1 to an M2-3 zoning 
district to reduce the parking requirement; 

› In connection with the WPAA, several zoning authorizations pursuant to ZR Section 62-
822(b) to modify planting, screening buffer, grade change, and tree pit requirements:  

x Zoning Authorization to allow the project to exceed the maximum 18-inch step down 
of planting area within 5 feet of a circulation path as permitted under ZR Section 62-
61(d)(2); 

x Zoning Authorization to reduce the required percentage of planting area under ZR 
Section 62-62(c)(1); 

x Zoning Authorization to waive the requirements for a screening buffer between the 
shore public walkway and the private sidewalk adjacent to the proposed building 
required under ZR Sections 62-62(c)(2));  

x Zoning Authorization to increase the maximum fence height to exceed 36 inches under 
ZR Section 62-651(c)(2); and 

x Zoning Authorization to modify the dimensions of the tree pits required under ZR 
Section 62-655(a)(1). 

› Zoning Certification pursuant to ZR Section 62-811 (Waterfront public access and visual 
corridors). Since WPAAs are not required for predominantly manufacturing buildings, and 
the proposed project would have both manufacturing and commercial uses, the 
certification affords the flexibility for a proportion of either use based on programmatic 
needs. 

1.5 Proposed Project 
The proposed project on the development site would have a mix of Use Group 17 
(manufacturing use) and Use Group 6 (commercial use) for a total floor area ratio (FAR) of 
2.0. As currently contemplated, the proposed project would include approximately 80,219 
gross square feet (gsf) of office use, 12,288 gsf of retail use, and 3,471 gsf for a contractor 
shop with an additional 15,489 square feet for use as a contractor yard. Additional space 
within the building would be dedicated to building services, which consist of lobby space, 
bike storage, and loading berths. Overall, the building would total approximately 101,755 gsf 
(99,667 zsf).  

The proposed project would have transparent glazing at the ground floor, and the retail 
space would be located on the ground floor, accessible from both Huntington Street and the 
WPAA. The applicant intends to occupy approximately 20,000 sf of the proposed 
development and would lease the remaining space to tenants. Loading would be provided in 
the rear of the building. 

See Figure 1-2, Figure 1-3, Figure 1-4 and Figure 1-5 for graphics representing the 
proposed project.  
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Along the Gowanus Canal, the building would rise three stories; along Huntington Street and 
behind the Gowanus Canal portion of the building, the project would rise six stories to an 
approximate height of 86 feet.  

An approximately 7,548 sf WPAA, a proposed shore public walkway, would be provided as 
part of the proposed project at the time of the build year in 2023 (see Figure 1-6 for an 
illustrative representation). The shore public walkway would follow the edge of the bulkhead 
and extend to the northern street line of Huntington Street. Based on the specifications of 
the New York City Fire Department, a turnaround would be provided at the end of 
Huntington Street, without disruption to the WPAA. The WPAA would include circulation 
paths, elevated planted areas (lifted grove) with space for linear seating, planting areas with 
a variety of trees, shrubs, perennials, a stormwater spillover terrace, and absorptive planting 
beds. At the end of Huntington Street, the applicant proposes to construct a stepped terrace 
that would provide seating opportunities while also providing planting intended to absorb 
runoff from the street.  

The applicant proposes to dedicate a triangular portion of the development site 
(approximately 97 feet long by 21 feet wide) fronting Huntington Street as a Public Access 
Area (the “PAA”). The PAA would provide a connection from the WPAA to allow pedestrian 
access from Huntington Street. It would also encompass the portion of the fire access 
turnaround that overlaps the development site. The applicant would maintain a minimum 
10-foot-wide path of unobstructed access through the PAA where it connects to the 
northern portion of the WPAA. 

In addition to being located along Huntington Street, the retail space would also be located 
adjacent to and would open to the lifted grove area of the WPAA.  
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Figure 1-2 Site Plan 
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Figure 1-3 Section 
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Figure 1-4 Illustrative Rendering 
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Figure 1-5 Illustrative Renderings 

 



300 Huntington Street EAS 

1-10 Project Description

Figure 1-6 Illustrative Image of Shore Public Walkway    
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1.6 Project Purpose and Need 
The proposed actions would facilitate the redevelopment of an underutilized site on the 
Gowanus Canal with a new development that would provide the applicant with a 
consolidated office and construction yard and space to lease to tenants. In addition, the 
project would provide publicly accessible waterfront open space, and the proposed retail 
uses would activate Huntington Street. 

The proposed rezoning to M2-3 would allow the applicant to construct 2.0 FAR (95,978 gsf), 
the same amount of floor area as permitted under existing zoning (M2-1) as these districts 
have the same bulk and use requirements. However, the M2-3 zoning district has different 
parking requirements than the M2-1 district. Whereas M2-1 districts require 1 accessory 
parking space per 300 sf of floor area for Use Group 6 and 1 accessory parking space per 
2,000 sf of floor area (or 1 per 3 employees) for Use Group 17 (Parking Requirement 
Category B [“PRC-B”]1), M2-3 districts do not require parking. Under existing zoning, the 
proposed project would need to provide over 300 parking spaces at the site; it is not 
possible to provide this number of spaces at the site due to the high water table and also 
provide a mix of office, retail, and contractor space along with a shore public walkway.  

The applicant believes that the existing parking requirements run counter to the City’s goal 
of promoting transit-accessible development and employment opportunities in Industrial 
Business Zones. The applicant also believes that the proposed M2-3 district is appropriate 
for Brooklyn near waterfront areas, particularly for areas that are proximate to mass transit, 
like the development site, which is directly below the elevated Smith-9th Street station for 
the F and G lines. Further, the applicant believes that the proposed uses at the development 
site under the M2-3 rezoning would be consistent with surrounding M2-1 and M2-3 districts, 
that the zoning change allows for the same uses, and that the proposed uses do not 
necessitate the parking requirements for the district due to their nature and the proximity of 
the development site to transit. In addition, the applicant believes the proposed uses are 
compatible with the uses surrounding the site which include commercial, mixed-use, and 
manufacturing uses. 

The applicant is filing for a Certification of a Waterfront Public Access Area concurrently with 
the proposed zoning map amendment to provide a green and resilient public amenity. This 
WPAA would connect with DCP’s proposed Gowanus WAP, and its design elements and 
retail frontage facing the water would add to and support an active and resilient Gowanus 
waterfront.  

The zoning authorization pursuant to ZR Section 62-822(b) to reduce the planting 
requirement from the required 50% under ZR Section 62-62(c)(1) to approximately 28-29% 
would help facilitate the activation of grove areas with accessible seating and other usable 
space. The authorization to waive the requirement for a screening buffer between the 
elevated grove and the private outdoor space adjacent to the proposed building under ZR 
Sections 62-62(c)(2) would allow for continuity of social spaces, both inside and outside of 
the WPAA, which provide a visual connection to the Gowanus and the shore public walkway. 

1 PRC-B includes local retail or services uses (i.e. bakeries, restaurants, department and appliance stores), which generate a high traffic volume. 
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The authorization to modify the maximum grade change under ZR Section 62-61(d)(2) would 
provide a maximum grade change of 40 inches to allow for a diverse pedestrian experience 
along the waterfront, while addressing flood mitigation and storm water management. The 
authorization to modify the dimensions of the tree pits required under ZR Section 62-
655(a)(1) would make occupiable areas beneath the tree canopy a wheelchair-accessible 
surface. The authorization to modify the maximum fence height under ZR section 62-
651(c)(2) would increase safety along the waterfront. 

The applicant believes that the proposed WPAA would provide a unique and valuable public 
amenity that effectuates the goals of the Gowanus Study. 

1.7 Analytical Framework and Reasonable Worst-Case Development 
Scenario 
The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual will serve as guidance on the methodologies and impact 
criteria for evaluating the potential environmental effects of the proposed project that would 
result from the proposed actions. The CEQR assessment examines the incremental 
differences between the RWCDS of the future without the proposed actions in place (No-
Action condition) and the future with the proposed actions in place and the associated 
development (With-Action condition).  

Analysis (Build) Year 

Assuming receipt of project approvals in 2020 and a construction period of up to 24 months, 
it is expected that the project would be fully occupied by 2023. 

Future No-Action Condition 

In the No-Action condition, it is expected that existing conditions would remain, and the 
development site would continue to be used intermittently as a contractor yard and lot for 
bus storage. As noted above, as-of-right construction under the M2-1 zoning district 
requires 1 parking space per 300 sf of floor area for Use Group 6 and 1 accessory parking 
space per 2,000 sf of floor area (or 1 per 3 employees) for Use Group 17 (PRC-B); this parking 
requirement precludes most development at the site (see “Purpose and Need,” above).  

Independent of the proposed actions, DCP is proposing updates to the Flood Resilience 
Zoning Text (the “2013 Flood Text”) and Special Regulations for Neighborhood Recovery 
(“2015 Recovery Text”), which were adopted on an emergency-basis after Hurricane Sandy. 
These zoning text amendments were adopted to advance the reconstruction of storm-
damaged properties and enable new and existing buildings to comply with flood-resistant 
construction standards set forth in Appendix G of the New York City Building Code. These 
rules are set to expire; therefore, DCP will update and make permanent these existing 
temporary rules. The anticipated text amendment is described in detail in Section 2.1, “Land 
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.” The text amendment is expected to be in public review 
concurrent with the proposed actions. Since these zoning changes would affect the Project 
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Area, their relevant and applicable effects (as currently known) will be analyzed as part of this 
environmental review to provide a conservative analysis. 

Future With-Action Condition 

In the With-Action condition, Lots 1, 48, and 49 are expected to remain in their current 
condition. Lots 1, 48, and 49 are not considered “soft sites.” Lot 1 contains the elevated F and 
G lines and the Smith-9th Street Station and cannot be redeveloped. The proposed rezoning 
would not change the allowable floor area that could be developed, and while the proposed 
actions would reduce the parking requirement for development on these sites, neither Lot 48 
nor 49 would be expected to be redeveloped as a result of the proposed actions.  

Lot 49 could be redeveloped under existing zoning to a maximum of 2 FAR without 
providing any parking (as it would be a development of less than 4,500 zsf); therefore, the 
proposed action would not change the development potential of this site.  

While development on Lot 48 could be facilitated by the proposed actions due to the 
reduction in the parking requirement, the site is irregularly shaped and encumbered by the 
above-grade right-of-way for the F-train; in addition, it is occupied by two existing active 
businesses. Therefore, the proposed actions would not be expected to result in 
redevelopment on this site.  

The development site (Lot 8) would be redeveloped with the proposed project described 
above. 

As discussed above, the proposed project on the development site would have a mix of Use 
Group 17 (manufacturing use) and Use Group 6 (commercial use) for a total FAR of 2.0. As 
currently contemplated, the proposed project would include approximately 80,219 gross 
square feet (gsf) of office use, 12,288 gsf of retail use, and 3,471 gsf for a contractor shop 
with an additional 15,489 square feet for use as a contractor yard. Additional space within 
the building would be dedicated to building services, which consist of lobby space, bike 
storage, and loading berths. Overall, the building would total approximately 101,755 gsf 
(99,667 zsf).  

As part of the project, an approximately 7,548 square foot WPAA, or shore public walkway, 
would be provided along the Gowanus Canal.  

Increment for Analysis 

The proposed actions would result in a net increase of approximately 101,755 gsf of 
commercial and manufacturing area over the No-Action condition, consisting of 12,288 gsf 
of retail space and 80,219 gsf of office space (see Table1-1). The EAS will analyze the 
incremental increase in retail and office gsf in the With-Action condition. Because the site is 
already used intermittently as a contractor yard, the contractor yard and shop will not be 
analyzed as an incremental use.  



300 Huntington Street EAS 

 

 1-14 Project Description 

Table 1-1 Future No-Action and With-Action Comparison 

 No-Action 
Condition 

With-Action 
Condition 

Increment 

Contractor Shop 3,471 3,471 0 

Retail 0 12,288 + 12,288 

Office 0 80,219 + 80,219 

Building Service 
Space2  5,777 +5,777 

Accessory Parking 
Spaces 0 0 0 

Total  3,471 101,755 98,284 

 

 

 
2 Consisting of lobby space, bike storage, and loading berths. 
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2.1 
/DnG 8Ve� =oning� DnG 3uEOiF 3oOiF\ 
This section considers the potential for the proposed action to result 
in significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, and public policy. 
Under the guidelines of the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) Technical Manual, this analysis evaluates the uses in the area 
that may be affected by the proposed action and determines whether 
the proposed action is compatible with those conditions or may 
otherwise affect them. The analysis also considers the proposed 
action’s compatibility with zoning regulations and other public policies 
applicable to the area. 

����� ,ntroGuFtion 
7Ke appliFant, 300 +untington //C, is seeking several disFretionary aFtions �see Section �, 
ProMect 'escription� to faFilitate tKe development of a ��story, approximately 101,221 gsf 
building witK ground�floor retail spaFe, upper�level offiFe spaFe, a FontraFtor yard and a 
sKop, and a sKore publiF walkway.  
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����� 0etKoGoOog\ 
7Kis analysis of land use, zoning, and publiF poliFy follows tKe guidelines set fortK in tKe 
CEQR Technical Manual for a preliminary assessment �SeFtion 320�. AFFording to tKe CEQR 
Technical Manual, a preliminary land use and zoning assessment� 

› DesFribes existing and future land uses and zoning information, and desFribes any 
FKanges in zoning tKat Fould Fause FKanges in land use� 

› CKaraFterizes tKe land use development trends in tKe area surrounding tKe proMeFt site 
tKat migKt be affeFted by tKe proposed aFtion� and 

› Determines wKetKer tKe proposed proMeFt is Fompatible witK tKose trends or may alter 
tKem. 

7Ke following assessment metKod was used to determine tKe potential for tKe proposed 
proMeFt to result in signifiFant adverse impaFts on /and 8se, =oning, and PubliF PoliFy� 

1. EstablisK a �study area�, a geograpKiF area surrounding tKe proMeFt site to determine Kow 
tKe proposed proMeFt may affeFt tKe immediate surrounding area. For tKis assessment, a 
study area of �00 feet surrounding tKe development site was used.  

2. ,dentify data sourFes, inFluding any publiF poliFies �formal plans, publisKed reports� to be 
used to desFribe tKe existing and No�AFtion Fonditions related to /and 8se, =oning, 
and�or PubliF PoliFy. 

3. Assess tKe proposed proMeFt·s potential effeFts on /and 8se, =oning and PubliF PoliFy to 
determine wKetKer tKe proposed proMeFt is Fonsistent witK or FonfliFts witK area land 
uses, zoning, or tKe identified poliFies. 

x ,f a proposed proMeFt Fould FonfliFt witK tKe identified poliFies, a detailed 
assessment would be FonduFted� or 

x ,f tKe proposed proMeFt is found to not FonfliFt witK tKe identified poliFies, no furtKer 
assessment is needed. 

����3 $VVeVVPent 

([iVting &onGitionV 

Land 8se 

Development Site 

7Ke development site Fonsists of Brooklyn BloFk �77, /ot 8. As sKown in )igure �.���, tKe 
development site is Furrently vaFant and used intermittently as long�term bus storage and as 
an open FontraFtor·s yard aFFessed from +untington Street.  
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)igure �.��� Land 8se 0ap 
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Study Area 

7Ke study area Fontains a mix of uses, witK predominantly residential uses FonFentrated 
along +untington and 9tK Streets to tKe west of tKe proMeFt area and industrial uses soutK of 
*arnet Street and east of tKe *owanus Canal �see )igure �.����.  

:itKin tKe proMeFt area, /ot 1 is designated as transportation use and is improved witK tKe 
SmitK�9tK Street Station and tKe elevated traFks of tKe F�* train. 7Ke spaFe underneatK /ot 1 
is used as storage for New York City 7ransit. /ot �8 is designated as FommerFial use and is 
improved witK two one�story FommerFial buildings tKat are oFFupied by a deli and a 
lunFKeonette. /ot �9 is an industrial�manufaFturing lot tKat Fontains a vaFant one�story 
building.  

7o tKe nortK of tKe development site on +untington Street east of SmitK Street is a six�aFre 
vaFant parFel. 7Kis site, wKiFK is privately�owned, is Furrently being remediated along witK 
two City�owned parFels fartKer nortK �outside tKe study area�. 7Kis parFel is witKin tKe City·s 
proposed *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning area �see disFussion below�.    

7Ke area west of tKe proMeFt area Fonsists predominantly of 2� to 3�story one� and two�
family Komes, 3� and ��story multi�family walk�up buildings, and 3�story mixed�use 
buildings fronting SmitK Street. FartKer west outside tKe study area is Court Street, a loFal 
retail Forridor. A 10�story multi�family elevator building is loFated approximately one bloFk 
west of tKe proMeFt area. ,n tKe nortKwest of tKe study area is a FKurFK, wKiFK is loFated 
partially witKin tKe study area. Also witKin tKis portion of tKe study area is tKe newly 
renovated and reopened St. 0ary·s Playground. 7Kis open spaFe is loFated under tKe 
elevated F�* subway line. 7Kere is also some loFal retail in tKis area inFluding restaurants, 
delis, and a salon. 

,n tKe soutKwest portion of tKe study area are two vaFant lots near tKe Forner of SmitK 
Street and *arnet Street as well as some industrial�manufaFturing uses tKat Fonsist of 1� to 
2�story wareKouses. One publiF faFility, a 1�story independent living Kome, is loFated along 
*arnet Street.  

7Ke lot direFtly soutK of tKe proMeFt area is designated as FommerFial use and Fontains a Far 
wasK as well as FommerFial offiFe and yard spaFe for rent. FartKer soutK is a terminal for tKe 
Bayside Fuel Oil Depot.  

8ses east of tKe *owanus Canal are primarily industrial�manufaFturing and Fonsist of 1� to 
2�story wareKouses. A parking faFility is loFated soutKeast of tKe proMeFt area. One lot 
loFated nortKeast of tKe proMeFt area is designated for gas�eleFtriF utility use and is owned 
by National *rid. 7Ke area soutKeast Must outside of tKe study area Fonsists of some 
FommerFial uses, wKiFK inFlude a /owe·s and aFFessory parking lot and a building Fontaining 
a gym, a FliniF, a building materials store, and unleased spaFe. 

=oning 

7Ke proMeFt area and tKe area east of tKe *owanus Canal are witKin an 02�1 distriFt �see 
)igure �.����. 02 distriFts oFFupy tKe middle ground between ligKt and Keavy industrial 
areas. 02�1 distriFts allow a maximum FAR of 2.0. Buildings are governed by a sky exposure 
plane tKat begins at a KeigKt of �0 feet before setbaFk of 20 feet on wide streets or 15 feet 
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on narrow streets. 02�1 distriFts reTuire 1 aFFessory parking spaFe per 300 sf of floor area 
for 8se *roup � and 1 aFFessory parking spaFe per 2,000 sf of floor area for 8se *roup 17.  

)igure �.��� E[isting =oning 0ap 
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7Ke areas nortK and soutK of tKe proMeFt area are zoned 03�1. 03 distriFts are designated 
for areas witK Keavy industries tKat generate noise, traffiF or pollutants. 7ypiFal uses inFlude 
power plants, solid waste transfer faFilities and reFyFling plants, and fuel supply depots. 03�
1 distriFts allow a maximum FAR of 2.0 and reTuire 1 aFFessory parking spaFe per 300 sf of 
floor area. Similar to 02�1 distriFts, buildings in 03 distriFts are governed by a sky exposure 
plane beginning at �0 feet before setbaFk. As disFussed in more detail below, tKe City is 
proposing a rezoning of tKe 03�1 distriFt nortK of tKe development site. 

7Ke area direFtly west of tKe proMeFt area is zoned R�A witK a C2�� overlay along SmitK and 
Court Street. R�A is a Fontextual distriFt wKere tKe 4uality +ousing bulk regulations are 
mandatory. 7Kese regulations produFe KigK lot Foverage, six� to eigKt�story apartment 
buildings set at or near tKe street line. R�A distriFts allow a maximum FAR of 3.0, a maximum 
base KeigKt of �0 feet, and a maximum building KeigKt of 70 feet. CommerFial overlays are 
mapped along streets tKat serve loFal retail needs. 7ypiFal retail uses inFlude neigKborKood 
groFery stores, restaurants and beauty parlors. C2 distriFts permit a sligKtly wider range of 
uses, suFK as funeral Komes and repair serviFes. C2�� overlays mapped witKin R� distriFts 
allow a maximum FommerFial FAR of 2.0.  

7Ke soutKwest portion of tKe study area Fonsists of an 01�1 distriFt as well as an R�B distriFt 
witK a C2�� overlay on SmitK Street. 01 distriFts typiFally inFlude ligKt industrial uses, suFK 
as woodworking sKops, repair sKops, and wKolesale serviFe and storage faFilities. OffiFes, 
most retail uses, and some Fommunity faFilities uses suFK as Kouses of worsKip, are also 
permitted. 01�1 distriFts allow a maximum FAR of 1.0 and reTuire 1 aFFessory parking spaFe 
per 300 sf. Buildings are governed by a sky exposure plane beginning at a KeigKt of 30 feet. 
7Ke area nortKwest of tKe proMeFt area Fonsists of an R�B distriFt. R�B distriFts allow a 
maximum FAR of 2.0, a maximum base KeigKt of �0 feet, and a maximum KeigKt of 50 feet.  

PuElic Policy 

Waterfront Revitalization Program 

7Ke proMeFt site is loFated witKin tKe Coastal =one Boundary. 7Kerefore, poliFies related to 
tKe :aterfront Revitalization Program �:RP� apply to tKe proposed proMeFt.  

7Ke :RP is tKe City·s prinFipal Coastal =one management tool and establisKes a broad range 
of publiF poliFies for tKe City·s Foastal areas. 7Ke guiding prinFiple of tKe :RP is to maximize 
tKe benefits derived from eFonomiF development, environmental Fonservation, and publiF 
use of tKe waterfront, wKile minimizing tKe FonfliFts among tKese obMeFtives. 7Ke :RP was 
originally adopted in 1982. 7Ke reFent revisions inFlude inForporation of Flimate FKange and 
sea level rise Fonsiderations to inFrease tKe resilienFy of tKe waterfront area, promotion of 
waterfront industrial development as well as FommerFial and reFreational waterborne 
aFtivities, inFreased restoration of eFologiFally signifiFant areas, and best praFtiFes for tKe 
design of waterfront open spaFes. BeFause tKe proMeFt is loFated in tKe Coastal =one, and 
reTuires loFal, State, and�or Federal disFretionary aFtions or review, an assessment of tKe 
proMeFt·s FonsistenFy witK appliFable :RP poliFies was FonduFted. 
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Industrial Business Zones 

7Ke development site is witKin tKe SoutKwest Brooklyn ,ndustrial Business =ones �,B=�. ,B=s 
are geograpKiF areas tKat were establisKed to proteFt existing manufaFturing distriFts and 
enFourage industrial growtK. 7Kis designation fosters KigK�performing business distriFts by 
Freating Fompetitive advantages over loFating in areas outside of New York City.  

As a follow up to tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Study Framework �*owanus Framework� 
released in tKe spring of 2018 �see disFussion below�, tKe New York City Department of City 
Planning �DCP�, agenFy partners, and loFal stakeKolders are leading a publiF engagement 
effort to develop a sKared vision for tKe soutKern part of *owanus witKin tKe SoutKwest 
Brooklyn ,B= and neigKboring bloFks. 7Ke Fentral goal of tKe study is to support business 
growtK, Freate a land use framework, and identify priority infrastruFture and workforFe 
development needs tKat Fan reinforFe tKe area as a 21st Fentury Mobs Kub for industrial and 
FommerFial uses. 

Gowanus Neighborhood Rezoning 

On -anuary 30, 2019, DCP released its draft *owanus zoning proposal, wKiFK Fonsists of 
several proposed aFtions, inFluding zoning map amendments, zoning text amendments, City 
map amendments, and 8DAAP. 7Ke proposed aFtions were developed in response to 
reFommendations identified in tKe *owanus Framework, a doFument developed by tKe City 
based on extensive outreaFK and planning witK loFal eleFted offiFials and Fommunity 
members. 7Ke *owanus zoning proposal seeks to aFKieve multiple goals outlined in tKe 
*owanus Framework. ,t inFludes areas to support mixed�use growtK witK affordable Kousing, 
areas to maintain and grow *owanus· FommerFial and industrial businesses, and speFial 
tools to aFtivate ground floors and Freate new publiF spaFes, inFluding publiF walkways 
along *owanus Canal. 7Ke proposal is expeFted to faFilitate� 

› New Komes, inFluding tKousands for lower�inFome New Yorkers�

› New Mobs aFross a variety of seFtors�

› Community resourFes like open spaFe, parks, and sFKools�

› A resilient sKoreline and Fleaned�up brownfields� and

› New street trees and :AP�eFologiFal performativity�green infrastruFture� and

› =oning transit easement to promote new entranFes and aFFessibility at subway stations.

,n 0arFK 2019, DCP publisKed tKe Draft SFope of :ork for tKe proposed land use aFtions. ,n 
April 2019, a sFoping meeting was Keld to disFuss tKe sFope of analysis for tKe proMeFt
s draft 
Environmental ,mpaFt Statement �E,S�. 

7Ke Furrent *owanus NeigKborKood zoning proposal does not inFlude BloFk �77, tKe 
proMeFt area desFribed in tKis EAS. +owever, if adopted, tKe *owanus NeigKborKood zoning 
proposal would rezone tKe area immediately to tKe nortK of tKe proMeFt area to a speFial 
distriFt designation tKat would permit residential and appropriate non�residential spaFe 
inFluding FommerFial, ligKt�industrial, arts�related, Fultural, FiviF, and repair and produFtion 
serviFe. Floor Area inFentive to provide non�residential spaFe on site would allow a total 
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maximum FAR up to 5.0. :aterfront aFFess reTuirements would apply, and a :aterfront 
AFFess Plan �:AP� is proposed to establisK uniTue waterfront design reTuirements and 
flood�resilient publiF aFFess along tKe Fanal. 

7Ke EPA is also planning a Fleanup of tKe *owanus Canal Superfund site. Efforts will inFlude 
removal of Fontaminated sediments from tKe bottom of tKe Fanal, dredging, and Fapping of 
tKe Fanal bed. 7Ke Fleanup plan also inFludes Fontrols to reduFe Fombined sewer overflow 
�CSO� disFKarges and otKer land�based pollution, to better maintain Fonditions of tKe Fanal 
after Fleanup. 7Ke sediment removal proFess Kas begun, and full�sFale dredging is 
antiFipated to start in 2020. 

Zoning for Coastal Flooding Resiliency  

As disFussed in CKapter 1, ´ProMeFt DesFriptionµ, DCP is proposing updates to tKe Flood 
ResilienFe =oning 7ext �tKe ´2013 Flood 7extµ� and SpeFial Regulations for NeigKborKood 
ReFovery �´2015 ReFovery 7extµ�, wKiFK were adopted on an emergenFy�basis after 
+urriFane Sandy. 7Kese zoning text amendments were adopted to advanFe tKe 
reFonstruFtion of storm�damaged properties and enable new and existing buildings to 
Fomply witK flood�resistant FonstruFtion standards set fortK in Appendix * of tKe New York 
City Building Code. 7Kese rules are set to expire and DCP is updating and making permanent 
tKese rules. As Furrently set fortK by DCP, tKe updated and permanent rules will� 

1. Expand tKe geograpKy wKere optional zoning rules apply to tKe 0.2� annual FKanFe 
floodplain, in addition to tKe 1� annual FKanFe floodplain, to faFilitate buildings to make 
investments in small resilienFy improvements or otKerwise proaFtively meet or exFeed 
flood�resistant FonstruFtion standards� 

2. Allow optional flexibility to measure tKe building envelope from a referenFe plane tKat 
Fan be plaFed anywKere between tKe Design Flood Elevation �DFE� and 10 feet above 
grade �for lots wKere at least a portion is loFated witKin tKe 1� annual FKanFe floodplain� 
or a referenFe plan tKat Fan be plaFed anywKere between grade and 5 feet above grade 
�for lots wKere at least a portion is loFated witKin tKe 0.2� annual FKanFe floodplain�, so 
building owners Fan aFFommodate proMeFted sea level rise wKen designing new buildings 
or retrofitting existing ones� 

3. Allow wet�floodproofed ground floors to be exempted from floor area, and a portion of 
dry floodproofed non�residential ground floors to be exempted from floor area under 
Fertain FirFumstanFes, to better Freate aFFessible and inviting streetsFapes� 

�. Allow flexibility for existing non�Fompliant and�or non�Fonforming buildings to be 
retrofitted or reFonstruFted to meet or exFeed flood�resistant FonstruFtion standards, 
under Fertain FirFumstanFes� 

5. Allow more flexibility witK permitted obstruFtion rules for buildings to loFate meFKaniFal, 
eleFtriFal and plumbing eTuipment above tKe DFE, inFluding emergenFy generators, and 
allow flood proteFtion measures as permitted obstruFtions on open areas� 

�. Create rules tKat faFilitate tKe reFonstruFtion of damaged buildings to allow tKe City to 
more TuiFkly reFover from future disasters and limit tKe growtK of nursing Komes witK 
residents wKo Kave negative KealtK FonseTuenFes wKen subMeFt to mandatory evaFuation 
would be adopted. 
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7. ReTuire buildings utilizing tKe allowanFes in tKe text amendment to meet streetsFape
mitigation regulations to Kelp alleviate tKe effeFts of elevated aFFess and potential blank
walls Faused by resilienFy needs�

8. 0odify provisions applying in tKe waterfront areas to ensure tKat existing waterfront
regulations allow sites to inForporate flood risk and sea level by giving flexibility in
grading and sKoreline design.

7Ke text amendment is expeFted to be in publiF review FonFurrent witK tKe Proposed 
AFtions.  SinFe tKese zoning FKanges would affeFt tKe ProMeFt Area, tKeir relevant and 
appliFable effeFts �as Furrently known� will be analyzed as part of tKis environmental review 
in order to provide a Fonservative analysis. 

1o�$Ftion &onGition 

,n tKe No�AFtion Fondition, tKe proMeFt area would remain as in existing Fonditions. 7Kere 
would be no development tKat Fould be FonstruFted at tKe development site under tKe 02�
1 zoning distriFt as tKe parking reTuirement of 1 spaFe per 300 sf of floor area preFludes 
most development at tKe site.  

Land 8se and =oning 

8nder tKe No�AFtion Fondition, tKe development site would remain vaFant and would 
Fontinue to be used as a FontraFtor·s yard. :itKin tKe proMeFt area, tKe F�* line, deli, 
lunFKeonette, and vaFant building would remain in tKeir Furrent Fondition. 7Kerefore, tKere 
would be no FKanges to land use patterns. 

7Kere are no known zoning FKanges tKat are antiFipated to affeFt tKe development site or 
tKe areas to tKe west, soutK, and east of tKe proMeFt area. As disFussed above, to tKe nortK of 
tKe development site, tKe City·s proposed *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning Fould be 
approved by tKe 2023 analysis year and tKe parFel to tKe nortK would be rezoned as 
desFribed above. Similarly, =oning for Coastal Flood ResilienFy �=CFR� Fould be enaFted. 

PuElic Policy 

,n tKe future No�AFtion Fondition, no FKanges to publiF poliFies are antiFipated. 

:itK�$Ftion &onGition 

,n tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, tKe development site would be redeveloped witK a ��story �8� 
feet tall�, approximately 101,755 gsf building witK ground�floor retail, upper�level offiFe 
spaFe, and a FontraFtor·s yard in tKe rear of tKe building. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would also 
Kave a 7,550�sf sKore publiF walkway along tKe *owanus Canal. 

Land 8se and =oning 

,n tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, tKe development site would replaFe a predominantly vaFant 
site used as long�term veKiFle storage and a FontraFtors· yard witK a new building 
Fontaining retail and offiFes uses as well as tKe Fontinuation of tKe FontraFtor·s yard use. ,n 
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addition, tKe proMeFt would provide publiFly�aFFessible open spaFe along tKe *owanus Canal 
in tKe form of a sKore publiF walkway. 7Kese proposed uses would be Fonsistent witK tKe 
mix of uses in tKe study area, wKiFK inFlude residential, open spaFe, FommerFial, and 
industrial uses. 7Kese uses are also Fonsistent witK tKose proposed as part of tKe future 
*owanus rezoning, wKiFK inFlude mixed�use FommerFial, residential and industrial uses as 
well as inFreased open spaFe. 7Ke proposed development would also inFrease density in an 
area loFated near transit, sinFe tKe subway is direFtly adMaFent to tKe development. 

7Ke appliFant is reTuesting a =oning 0ap Amendment to rezone tKe proMeFt area from an 
02�1 to an 02�3 zoning distriFt. 8nder existing zoning, tKere would be no development tKat 
Fould be FonstruFted on tKe development site as�of�rigKt as tKe parking reTuirement would 
preFlude most development at tKe site. 02�3 allows for moderate manufaFturing and 
wareKouse uses witK a FAR of 2.0. 7Kis zoning distriFt allows for a maximum base KeigKt 
before setbaFk of �0 feet. 7Ke proposed rezoning to 02�3 would allow tKe appliFant to 
FonstruFt tKe same amount of floor area as under tKe existing 02�1 zoning as tKese distriFts 
Kave tKe same bulk and use reTuirements. +owever, 02�3 distriFts do not reTuire parking. ,n 
addition, tKe rezoning would be limited to tKe proMeFt area and would, tKerefore, not result 
in zoning FKanges to tKe surrounding area. 

7Ke appliFant is also reTuesting several zoning autKorizations related to planting and design 
reTuirements in FonneFtion witK tKe sKore publiF walkway, and a FertifiFation for tKe :PAA. 
7Kese aFtions would be limited to tKe development site and would not result in zoning 
FKanges to tKe surrounding area.  

PuElic Policy 

Waterfront Revitalization Program 

*iven tKat tKe development site is loFated witKin tKe New York City Coastal =one, tKe 
proposed development is subMeFt to review for its FonsistenFy witK tKe City·s :aterfront 
Revitalization Program. ,n aFFordanFe witK tKe guidelines of tKe CEQR Technical Manual, an 
evaluation of tKe proposed proMeFt·s FonsistenFy witK tKe :RP poliFies was undertaken and 
reviewed by tKe Department of City Planning �:RP �18�130�. 7Kis preliminary evaluation 
reTuires Fompletion of tKe :RP ConsistenFy Assessment Form �CAF�, wKiFK Fontains a series 
of Tuestions designed to sFreen out tKose poliFies tKat would Kave no bearing on a 
FonsistenFy determination for a proposed aFtion �see Appendi[ A�. 7Ke CAF lists tKe :RP 
poliFies and indiFates wKetKer tKe proposed proMeFt would promote or Kinder tKat poliFy, or 
if tKat poliFy would not be appliFable. For any poliFies wKiFK may be affeFted, tKis seFtion 
provides additional information. As detailed in Appendi[ A, tKe proposed proMeFt would be 
Fonsistent witK :RP poliFies.  

7o summarize, tKe proposed proMeFt would be Fonsistent witK PoliFy 1 beFause it would 
develop an underutilized waterfront site witK uses tKat are Fompatible witK surrounding 
uses, would enliven tKe existing streetsFape and waterfront, and would be in an area wKere 
publiF faFilities and infrastruFture are adeTuate. ,t would support poliFy 5 beFause it would 
limit stormwater disFKarge and tKe proMeFt would implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan �S:PPP�. ,t would support PoliFy � tKrougK elevation of tKe first floor to 
above design flood elevation, elevation of FritiFal eTuipment, inFlusion of a sKore publiF 
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walkway, and flood tolerant speFies plantings, among otKer stormwater measurements. 7Ke 
proposed proMeFt would be Fonsistent witK PoliFy 7 by Fomplying witK tKe �E� designation 
plaFed on site� tKe �E� designation would reTuire Fompletion of a PKase , ESA� a Remedial 
,nvestigation :ork Plan �R,:P�� a site�speFifiF +ealtK and Safety Plan �+ASP�� and, if 
remediation is determined to be neFessary by tKe OffiFe of Environmental Remediation 
�OER�, Fompletion of a Remedial AFtion Plan �RAP� and ConstruFtion +ealtK and Safety Plan 
�C+ASP�. ComplianFe witK tKe �E� designation reTuirements is overseen by OER. Finally, tKe 
proposed proMeFt would Fomply witK PoliFy 8 and provide publiF aFFess to Foastal waters 
tKrougK tKe Freation of tKe sKore publiF walkway on tKe *owanus Fanal. 

7Ke :aterfront Open SpaFe Division, on beKalf of tKe New York City Coastal Commission, 
Kaving reviewed tKe waterfront aspeFt of tKis aFtion, found tKat tKe aFtions would not 
substantially Kinder tKe aFKievement of any :RP poliFy and determined tKe proMeFt to be 
Fonsistent witK tKe :RP poliFies. 

Industrial Business Zones 

As mentioned previously, ,B=s were establisKed to proteFt existing manufaFturing distriFts 
and enFourage industrial growtK. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of FommerFial and 
manufaFturing uses and would be Fonsistent witK tKe goals of tKe SoutKwest Brooklyn ,B=. ,t 
would transition an underutilized and unenFlosed industrial site to a modern faFility for 
existing aFtive business and provide spaFe for botK industrial use and aFFessory offiFe use. 

Gowanus Neighborhood Rezoning 

AltKougK tKe proMeFt area is not loFated witKin tKe rezoning area, tKe proposed proMeFt 
would be Fonsistent witK tKe goals of tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning. 7Ke proposed 
proMeFt would Fonsist of a mix of FommerFial and manufaFturing uses and would Kave a 
waterfront publiF aFFess area, wKiFK would inForporate some floodproofing measures suFK 
as absorptive planting beds and a stormwater spillover terraFe. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would 
be Fonsistent witK tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning·s goals of maintaining and 
growing *owanus· FommerFial and industrial businesses� Freating new publiF spaFes, 
inFluding publiF walkways and aFtivation along *owanus Canal� eliminating onerous parking 
reTuirements for Mob�generating uses� and Freating a resilient sKoreline. 

Zoning for Coastal Flood Resiliency 

7Ke implementation of =CFR would allow developers to opt to measure KeigKt from a 
ReferenFe Plane up to 10· above tKe Design Flood Elevation, wKiFK Fould result in a building 
up to 10· taller. 7Ke proposed development is Fonsistent witK tKe proposed =CFR given tKat 
tKe first floor is elevated above tKe design flood elevation but still meets its needs by 
providing an aFtive ground floor and offiFe spaFe. ,f furtKer elevated, tKe FontraFtor sKop 
and yard would lose important FonneFtions witK tKe area tKat is aFFessible by truFks and 
otKer eTuipment at ground level in tKe rear of tKe building. ,t would also mean tKat retail 
Fould not be FonneFted witK tKe waterfront publiF aFFess area. 7Kerefore, even if =CFR was 
enaFted prior to tKis building being designed, tKe Furrent design of tKe proposed building 
would still be tKe most likely outFome to botK meet resilienFy needs and tKe purpose of tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 
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����� &onFOuVion 
7Ke proposed aFtions would result in tKe development of a ��story, 8��foot�tall building tKat 
would Fontain FommerFial and manufaFturing uses. 7Ke proposed aFtions inFlude several 
zoning autKorizations related to design and planting reTuirements, a zoning FertifiFation, 
and a =oning 0ap Amendment of tKe proMeFt area from an 02�1 to an 02�3 zoning distriFt, 
tKese aFtions would be limited to tKe development site and tKe proMeFt area. ,n addition, tKe 
proposed rezoning to an 02�3 zoning distriFt would allow tKe appliFant to FonstruFt tKe 
same amount of floor area as under tKe existing 02�1 zoning as tKese distriFts Kave tKe 
same bulk and use reTuirements. 7Ke only differenFe would be tKat tKe 02�3 distriFt does 
not reTuire parking. As suFK, tKe analysis desFribed above demonstrates tKe proposed 
proMeFt would not result in a signifiFant adverse impaFt to land use, zoning, or publiF poliFy. 
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2.2 
SKDGoZV 
$ shadow is defined in the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual as the 
condition that results when a building or other built structure blocNs 
the sunlight that would otherwise directly reach a certain area, space, 
or feature. The purpose of this chapter is to assess whether new 
structures may cast shadows on sunlight sensitive publicly accessible 
resources or other resources of concern such as natural resources, 
and to assess the significance of their impact. 

����� ,ntroGuFtion 
AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a sKadows assessment is warranted for proposed 
aFtions tKat would result in new struFtures greater tKan 50 feet in KeigKt or loFated adMaFent 
to, or aFross tKe street from, a sunligKt�sensitive resourFe. SuFK resourFes inFlude publiFly�
aFFessible open spaFes, important sunligKt�sensitive natural features, or KistoriF resourFes 
witK sun�sensitive features. A signifiFant adverse sKadow impaFt Fould oFFur wKen tKe 
inFremental sKadow added by a proposed proMeFt falls on a sunligKt�sensitive resourFe and 
substantially reduFes or Fompletely eliminates direFt sunligKt exposure, tKereby signifiFantly 
altering tKe publiF·s use of tKe resourFe or tKreatening tKe viability of vegetation or otKer 
resourFes. 
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As desFribed in SeFtion 1, ProMeFt DesFription, tKe proposed proMeFt would rise six stories to 
an approximate KeigKt of 8� feet and is loFated near tKe reFently renovated and re�opened 
St. 0ary·s Playground. For purposes of a Fonservative analysis, tKe sKadows assessment 
Fonsiders a total KeigKt of 102 feet sinFe tKis aFFounts for a proposed bulkKead above tKe 
roof at tKe development site.  

����� 0etKoGoOog\ 
,n aFFordanFe witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary sFreening assessment is 
FonduFted to asFertain wKetKer sKadows resulting from a proMeFt Fould reaFK any sunligKt�
sensitive resourFe at any time of year. 7Kis preliminary sFreening assessment Fonsists of 
tKree tiers of analysis� 

› 7ier � Screening� 7Ke first tier determines a simple radius around tKe proposed building 
representing tKe longest sKadow tKat Fould be Fast. ,f tKere are sunligKt�sensitive 
resourFes witKin tKe radius, tKe analysis proFeeds to tKe seFond tier� 

› 7ier � Screening� 7Ke seFond tier analysis reduFes tKe area tKat Fould be affeFted by 
proMeFt�generated sKadows by aFFounting for a speFifiF range of angles tKat Fan never 
reFeive sKade in New York City due to tKe patK of tKe sun in tKe nortKern KemispKere. 
AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, sKadows Fannot be Fast witKin New York City 
witKin 108 degrees from 7rue NortK� 

› 7ier � Screening� ,f tKe seFond tier of analysis does not eliminate tKe possibility of new 
sKadows on sunligKt�sensitive resourFes, a tKird tier of sFreening analysis furtKer refines 
tKe area tKat Fould be reaFKed by new sKadows by looking at speFifiF representative 
days of tKe year and determining tKe maximum extent of sKadow over tKe Fourse of 
eaFK representative day. For tKe 7ier 3 sFreening, tKree�dimensional modeling software 
witK tKe FapaFity to model sKadows is used, and tKe maximum building envelope tKat 
Fould be aFKieved as a result of tKe proposed proMeFt is modeled and geo�loFated witKin 
tKe program. 7errain provided by tKe modeling software is also inForporated into tKe 
model to aFFount for Kow FKanges in elevation tKrougKout tKe study area Fan influenFe 
sKadows tKat Fould be Fast by tKe proposed proMeFt. 7Ke representative days are 
DeFember 21 �winter solstiFe�, -une 21 �summer solstiFe�, 0arFK 21�September 21 
�vernal�autumnal eTuinox�, and 0ay ��August � �Kalfway between summer solstiFe and 
tKe eTuinoxes�. 7Ke modeling software is also used to approximate times tKat sKadows 
Fast from tKe proposed proMeFt Fould enter and exit a resourFe. 

,f tKe 7ier 3 sFreening indiFates tKat, in tKe absenFe of intervening buildings, sKadows from 
tKe proposed proMeFt would reaFK a sunligKt sensitive resourFe on any of tKe representative 
analysis days, a detailed sKadow analysis may be undertaken to furtKer assess tKe potential 
for sKadow impaFts. BeFause existing buildings or struFtures �or No�AFtion buildings� may 
already Fast sKadows on a sun�sensitive resourFe, tKe proposed proMeFt may not result in 
additional �inFremental� sKadows upon tKat resourFe.  

For tKe proposed proMeFt, a preliminary assessment �7iers 1 tKrougK 3� analysis was 
undertaken. 
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7ier � DnG 7ier � SFreening $VVeVVPent 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of an approximately 102�foot�tall building �inFluding 
bulkKead� and Fould Fast a maximum sKadow of approximately �38.� feet. A base map was 
Freated to identify KistoriF and open spaFe resourFes witKin tKe potential sKadow sweep. 
)igure �.��� sKows tKe potential sunligKt�sensitive resourFes identified in tKe 7ier 1 and 7ier 
2 SFreening Assessment.  

)igure �.��� 7ier � and 7ier � Screening 

As sKown in )igure �.���, tKere is one open spaFe �O2 ² St. 0ary·s Park�, two individual 
KistoriF resourFes �+1 ² 7Ke New York 7artar Company and +2 ² 9tK Street Bridge�, and one 
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KistoriF distriFt �*owanus +istoriF DistriFt� witKin tKe sKadow study area. ,n addition, tKe 
*owanus Canal is loFated witKin tKe sKadow study area� O1 ² *owanus Canal.   

7Ke *owanus +istoriF DistriFt, wKiFK is eligible for listing witKin tKe State and National 
+istoriF Register �S�NR�eligible� is not noted for its sunligKt�sensitive resourFes, and 
tKerefore no furtKer sKadows analysis is warranted for tKis distriFt. NeitKer of tKe individual 
KistoriF resourFes witKin tKe sKadow study area Fontain sunligKt�sensitive elements. ,n 
addition, +2 ² 9tK Street Bridge is fully witKin tKe area tKat Fannot be sKadowed by tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 7Kerefore, no furtKer analysis is warranted for tKese resourFes.  

,n summary, tKe 7ier 1 and 7ier 2 sFreenings Fould not rule out tKe potential for signifiFant 
adverse impaFts to O2 ² St. 0ary·s Park, wKiFK warranted analysis in a 7ier 3 sFreening. As 
disFussed in SeFtion 2.� ´Natural ResourFesµ, tKe O1�*owanus Canal resourFe water Tuality 
and sediment Fonditions proMeFted in tKe Build Year, 2023, witK only partial Fompletion of 
tKe Superfund remedy, are antiFipated to be suFK tKat it Fan only support marine flora and 
fauna speFies tKat are KigKly tolerant of stressed Fonditions. ,n addition, tKe Fanal is not 
listed as a SignifiFant Coastal FisK and :ildlife +abitat by tKe New York State Department of 
State �NYSDOS�1. 7Kerefore, O1�*owanus Canal is not Fonsidered a sunligKt sensitive 
resourFe. +owever, for analysis purposes, tKe potential sKadow inFrements on O1 ² *owanus 
Canal are desFribed in tKe 7ier 3 sFreening. 

7ier 3 SFreening $VVeVVPent 

,n aFFordanFe witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a 7ier 3 sFreening assessment was 
performed beFause tKe 7ier 1 and 7ier 2 assessments identified several sunligKt�sensitive 
resourFes witKin �108 degrees of 7rue NortK and witKin tKe area of tKe longest sKadow tKat 
Fould be Fast by tKe proposed proMeFt. 

7Ke 7ier 3 sFreening assessment was performed for tKe four representative days of tKe year 
set fortK in tKe CEQR Technical Manual� DeFember 21, tKe winter solstiFe and sKortest day of 
tKe year� 0arFK 21 � September 21, tKe eTuinoxes� 0ay ��August �, tKe midpoints between 
tKe summer solstiFe and tKe eTuinoxes� and -une 21, tKe summer solstiFe and tKe longest 
day of tKe year. 

,n aFFordanFe witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a model of tKe building in tKe :itK�AFtion 
Fondition was developed in a tKree�dimensional Fomputer program �SketFKup�. 7Ke model 
was geo�loFated and tKe surrounding terrain was imported into tKe model to aFFount for 
differenFes in topograpKy. As noted above, tKe 7ier 3 sKadow sFreening sKows tKe sKadows 
tKat Fould be Fast as a result of tKe proposed proMeFt but does not aFFount for existing 
buildings or struFtures suFK as tKe elevated F�* subway line, wKiFK may already Fast 
sKadows on tKe identified resourFes. )igures �.��� to �.��� below sKow tKe 7ier 3 sFreening 
results. 

 
1 ,t is noted Kowever, tKat beyond tKe Build Year and witK Fontinued Flean up, tKe Fanal Fould provide improved Fonditions for flora and fauna 

and may tKen be Fonsidered sunligKt�sensitive. 
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)igure �.��� 7ier � Screening 'ecePEer �� Analysis 'ay 
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)igure �.��� 7ier � Screening 0arch �� Analysis 'ay 
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)igure �.��� 7ier � Screening 0ay � Analysis 'ay 
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)igure �.��� 7ier � Screening -une �� Analysis 'ay 
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7Ke 7ier 3 sFreening indiFates tKat in tKe absenFe of intervening struFtures, tKe following 
inFremental sKadow durations would oFFur �see 7aEle �.����.  

7aEle �.��� 7ier � Screening 5esults and ShadoZ 'uration 

$nDO\ViV 'D\
5eVourFe 'eF �� 0Dr ���SeSt �� 0D\ ��$ug � -un �� 
$nDO\ViV 7iPeIrDPe 0����$ ² 0���33 ��3�$ ² ����3 ����$ ² ����3 ����$ ² ��0�3 
O1 ² *owanus Canal N�A 3�25P ² ��29P 

�1K, �m� 
3�15P ² 5�18P 
�2K, 3m� 

3�30P ² ��01P 
�2K, 31m� 

O2 ² St. 0ary·s Park 8�51A ² 10�00A 
�1K, 9m� 

N�A N�A N�A 

7Ke 7ier 3 sFreening sKows tKat in tKe absenFe of intervening buildings, tKe proposed 
proMeFt Kas tKe potential to Fast sKadows on a small portion of tKe soutKern part of O2 ² St. 
0ary·s Park in tKe early morning period on tKe DeFember 21 analysis day. During tKe 
0arFK�September, 0ay�August, and -une analysis days, no sKadow inFrement from tKe 
proposed building would reaFK St. 0ary·s Park.  

St. 0ary·s Park is a 0.37�aFre park tKat reopened in mid 2018 after being Flosed for about a 
deFade� tKe park spans tKe eastern frontage of two bloFks and is loFated under tKe elevated 
trestle of tKe F and * lines.  As sKown in Figure 2.2�2 above, on tKe DeFember analysis day, 
tKe proposed proMeFt Fould result in new sKadow on tKe soutKern portion of tKe soutKern 
bloFk of tKe park during tKe early morning period. :itKin tKis area, tKere is a swingset, a 
playsFape, and some benFKes.  

7Ke proposed proMeFt would not result in a signifiFant adverse sKadows impaFt on St. 0ary·s 
Park. SKadow from tKe proposed proMeFt would reaFK tKe park on one analysis day 
�DeFember�, would be limited in duration �sKadows would be off tKe park by 10 A0�, and 
would be limited in extent �to tKe soutKern Kalf of tKe park·s soutKern bloFk�. :itKin tKe area 
tKat would experienFe sKadow, tKe uses are eitKer less sensitive to sKadow �play eTuipment 
and swings� or would be unlikely to be used during tKat time. For users of park benFKes wKo 
would prefer sun, tKe park provides additional seating in areas tKat would be in sun. 7Kese 
ares are unlikely to be used in tKe early morning winter montKs wKen sKadow would be Fast, 
and tKerefore would not be impaFted by tKe additional sKadow. 7Kerefore, tKe proMeFt would 
not adversely affeFt tKis open spaFe.  

7Ke 7ier 3 sFreening indiFates tKat tKe proposed proMeFt Kas tKe potential to Fast sKadow on 
O1 ² *owanus Canal during tKe afternoons on tKe 0arFK 21, 0ay �, and -une 21 analysis 
days. On tKe 0arFK 21 analysis day, sKadows from tKe proposed proMeFt would fall on tKe 
Fanal at tKe end of tKe analysis day for a duration of approximately 1 Kour, � minutes. On 
tKe 0ay � and -une 21 analysis days, sKadows from tKe proposed proMeFt would fall on tKe 
Fanal for durations ranging between 2 Kours, 3 minutes and 2 Kours, 31 minutes, 
respeFtively. AltKougK tKe proposed proMeFt Kas tKe potential to Fast sKadows on tKe 
*owanus Canal during tKese analysis days, proMeFt�generated sKadows would fall only on 
relatively small portions. BeFause tKe angle of tKe sun Fontinuously FKanges tKrougKout tKe 
day, no area of tKe *owanus Canal �speFifiFally, tKe area of tKe Canal tKat would experienFe 
afternoon sKadow� would be permanently in sKade or sKaded to a degree tKat would impaFt 
aTuatiF biota as a result of new sKadows Fast due to tKe proposed proMeFt. FurtKer, as 
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disFussed in Natural ResourFes, aFFording to tKe �NYSDOS�, tKe *owanus Canal is not listed 
as a SignifiFant Coastal FisK and :ildlife +abitat. ,n addition, aFFording to tKe New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation �NYSDEC� Nature Explorer appliFation, 
tKere are no reFords of proteFted, tKreatened, or endangered speFies in tKe *owanus Canal. 
7Kerefore, tKe proMeFt�generated sKadows Fast on tKe *owanus Canal would not result in 
signifiFant adverse impaFts to any potential fisK and wildlife speFies witKin tKe resourFe.  

SKore 3uEOiF :DONZD\ 

AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, proMeFt�generated open spaFe is not Fonsidered a 
sunligKt�sensitive resourFe and, tKerefore, does not warrant analysis. +owever, a brief 
desFription of wKen tKe proposed sKore publiF walkway would reFeive sKade from tKe 
proMeFt or would be in sun is given below. 

During tKe DeFember analysis day, tKe sKore publiF walkway would be in sun until 
approximately 2�30 P0 wKen proMeFt�generated sKadow would begin to fall on tKe western 
portion of tKe of tKe sKore publiF walkway, wKere tKe lifted grove is loFated. On tKe 0arFK 
21 analysis day, tKe sKore publiF walkway would be in sun until approximately 2�00 P0 wKen 
proMeFt�generated sKadow would begin to fall on tKe western portion of tKe publiF aFFess 
area. SKadows would Fontinue to move in a FloFkwise direFtion until almost tKe entire area is 
Fovered in sKadow by tKe end of tKe 0arFK 21 analysis day. On tKe 0ay � analysis day, tKe 
sKore publiF walkway would be Fompletely in sun until approximately 1�15 P0 wKen tKe 
western portion of tKe publiF aFFess area, wKere tKe lifted grove is loFated, would begin to 
be Fovered by proMeFt�generated sKadows. Similar to tKe 0arFK 21 analysis day, sKadows 
would Fontinue to move in a FloFkwise direFtion until almost tKe entire area is Fovered in 
sKadow by tKe end of tKe 0ay � analysis day. On tKe -une 21 analysis day, tKe sKore publiF 
walkway would be Fompletely in sun until approximately 1�15 P0. ProMeFt�generated 
sKadows would move in a FloFkwise direFtion from tKe western portion of tKe publiF aFFess 
area until tKe entire sKore publiF walkway is Fovered in sKadow by tKe end of tKe analysis 
day.  

����� &onFOuVion 
SKadows proMeFted as a result of tKe proposed proMeFt Fould be Fast on one sunligKt�
sensitive resourFe, O2 ² St. 0ary·s Park. ,n addition, sKadow inFrements on tKe *owanus 
Canal �O1 ² *owanus Canal� were Fonsidered. SKadows Fast on St. 0ary·s Park would be 
limited to tKe morning on tKe DeFember analysis day and would not result in signifiFant 
adverse impaFts to tKe resourFe. SKadows Fast on tKe *owanus Canal would be long in 
duration during tKe 0ay � and -une 21 analysis days but would Fover relatively small areas 
of tKe Fanal and would not pose a tKreat to potential aTuatiF Kabitats witKin tKe Fanal. 
FurtKer, tKe *owanus Canal is not a sunligKt sensitive resourFe, as it is not listed as 
SignifiFant Coastal FisK and :ildlife +abitat by tKe NYSDOS, and aFFording to NYSDEC, 
tKere are no proteFted speFies witKin tKe Fanal. 7Kerefore, tKere would be no signifiFant 
adverse impaFts to tKis resourFe or tKe potential viability of its Kabitats. *iven tKese faFtors, 
tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in signifiFant adverse sKadow impaFts to tKe sunligKt�
sensitive resourFes witKin tKe sKadow study area. 
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7aEle �.��� sKows a summary of tKe 7ier 1 to 7ier 3 sFreening results. Based on tKe 
foregoing, no signifiFant adverse sKadow impaFts to sunligKt�sensitive resourFes would be 
expeFted as a result of tKe proposed proMeFt, and no furtKer analysis is warranted.  

 

7aEle �.��� 7ier � to 7ier � Screening 5esults 

0DS 
,' 

5eVourFe 1DPe 3otentiDO 5eVourFe 
SuPPDr\ 

SunOigKt�SenVitiYe 
(OePentV 

7ier ��3 5eVuOtV 

2Sen SSDFe�1DturDO 5eVourFeV  

O1 *owanus Canal 
1.8�mile Fanal tKat empties 
into New York +arbor� 
Superfund site 

ATuatiF resourFe SFreened at 7ier 3 ² 
See above 

O2 St. 0ary·s Park 0.37�aFre playground Passive and aFtive 
reFreation 

SFreened at 7ier 3 ² 
See above 

HiVtoriF 5eVourFeV  

+1 9tK Street Bridge 

Non�Fontributing struFture 
witKin tKe S�NR�eligible 
*owanus Canal +istoriF 
DistriFt  

None SFreened at 7ier 2 ² 
See above 

+2 
7Ke old New York 
7artar Company 
buildings 

Contributing building 
Fomplex witKin tKe S�NR�
eligible *owanus Canal 
+istoriF DistriFt Fomprising 
ten utilitarian industrial 
buildings dating from 1885 
tKrougK 1955 

None SFreened at 7ier 2 ² 
See above 

 
*owanus Canal 
+istoriF DistriFt 
�S�NR�eligible� 

S�NR�eligible KistoriF distriFt 
Fomprising 53 bloFks witKin 
tKe *owanus neigKborKood 
of SoutK Brooklyn 

None SFreened at 7ier 2 ² 
See above 
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2.3 
HiVtoriF DnG &uOturDO 5eVourFeV 
This section assesses the potential for a proposed action to result in 
significant adverse impacts on historic and cultural resources, 
including both archaeological and architectural resources. 

��3�� ,ntroGuFtion 
Consistent witK CE4R guidanFe, KistoriF and Fultural resourFes Fonsist of tKe following�  

› Designated New York City landmarks, interior landmarks, sFeniF landmarks, and 
properties witKin designated New York City KistoriF distriFts �or resourFes Falendared for 
Fonsideration by tKe New York City /andmarks Preservation Commission >/PC@�. 

› ResourFes listed on, or formally determined eligible for inFlusion on, tKe State and�or 
National Register of +istoriF PlaFes, or Fontained witKin a distriFt listed on, or formally 
determined eligible for listing on, tKe State and�or National Register of +istoriF PlaFes. 

› ResourFes reFommended by tKe New York State Board for +istoriF Preservation for 
listing on tKe State and�or National Registers of +istoriF PlaFes. 

› National +istoriF /andmarks. 
› ResourFes not identified by one of tKe programs listed above, but tKat meet tKeir 

eligibility reTuirements 
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��3�� 0etKoGoOog\ 
7Ke 201� CEQR Technical Manual notes tKat environmental review for KistoriF and Fultural 
resourFes inFludes a survey and planning proFess tKat Kelps proteFt New York City Fultural 
Keritage from tKe potential impaFts of proMeFts undergoing CE4R. +istoriF and Fultural 
resourFes inFlude botK arFKaeologiFal and arFKiteFtural resourFes. ArFKaeologiFal resourFes 
are pKysiFal remains, usually subsurfaFe, of pre�FontaFt, post�FontaFt and KistoriF periods³
suFK as burials, foundations, artifaFts, wells, and privies. ArFKiteFtural resourFes generally 
inFlude KistoriFally important buildings, struFtures, obMeFts, sites, and distriFts. 7Key may 
inFlude bridges, Fanals, piers, wKarves, and railroad transfer bridges tKat may be wKolly or 
partially visible above ground.  

ArFKaeologiFal resourFes are usually assessed for proMeFts tKat would result in any in�ground 
disturbanFe. 7Kis is any disturbanFe to an area not previously exFavated, inFluding new 
exFavation tKat·s deeper and�or wider tKan previous exFavation on tKe same site.   

*enerally, arFKiteFtural resourFes sKould be surveyed and assessed if tKe proposed proMeFt 
would result in any of tKe following, wKetKer any known KistoriF resourFes are loFated near 
tKe site of tKe proMeFt� 

› New FonstruFtion, demolition, or signifiFant pKysiFal alteration to any building, struFture, 
or obMeFt� 

› A FKange in sFale, visual prominenFe, or visual Fontext of any building, struFture, obMeFt 
or landsFape feature. 9isual prominenFe is generally tKe way in wKiFK a building, 
struFture, obMeFt, or landsFape feature is viewed. For example, a building may be part of 
an open setting, suFK as a tower witKin a plaza, wKiFK is eitKer Fonforming or 
nonFonforming witK tKe street wall in terms of its KeigKt, footprint, and�or setbaFk. 
9isual Fontext is tKe FKaraFter of tKe surrounding built or natural environment. 7Kis may 
inFlude tKe following� tKe arFKiteFtural Fomponents of an area·s buildings �e.g., KeigKt, 
sFale, proportion, massing, fenestration, ground�floor Fonfiguration, style�, streetsFapes, 
skyline, landforms, vegetation, and openness to tKe sky� 

› ConstruFtion, inFluding but not limited to, exFavating vibration, subsidenFe, dewatering, 
and tKe possibility of falling obMeFts� 

› Additions to or signifiFant removal, grading, or replanting of signifiFant KistoriF 
landsFape features� 

› SFreening or elimination of publiFly aFFessible views� 
› ,ntroduFtion of signifiFant new sKadows or signifiFant lengtKening of tKe duration of 

existing sKadows on an KistoriF landsFape or on an KistoriF struFture if tKe features tKat 
make tKe struFture signifiFant depend on sunligKt. For example, stained glass windows 
tKat Fannot be seen witKout sunligKt, or buildings Fontaining design elements tKat are 
part of a reFognized arFKiteFtural style tKat depends on tKe Fontrast between ligKt and 
dark design elements, suFK as deep window reveals and prominent rustiFation. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would involve exFavation on tKe development site to rougKly seven 
feet below ground surfaFe. BeFause new ground disturbanFe is proposed, a ReTuest for 
Environmental Review �RER� was submitted to tKe New York City /andmarks Preservation 
Commission �/PC� to assess tKe potential impaFt tKis proMeFt will Kave on arFKaeologiFal and 
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arFKiteFtural resourFes. A response letter was reFeived from /PC on -uly 2�, 2019 reTuesting 
a PKase 1A arFKaeologiFal doFumentary study �see Appendi[ A�. 

,ndependent of future new FonstruFtion assoFiated witK tKe proposed proMeFt, a bulkKead 
replaFement proMeFt is underway at tKe development site in aFFordanFe witK Environmental 
ProteFtion AgenFy �EPA� review. 8nder tKat separate sFope, tKe existing bulkKead wall is 
being replaFed witK a new anFKored sKeet pile bulkKead wall.  

7Kree KistoriF resourFes were identified witKin a �00�foot study area surrounding tKe 
development site� tKe S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt �8SN 0�701.018517�, tKe 
9tK Street Bridge �8SN 0�701.01�971�, and tKe New York 7artar Company buildings �8SN 
0�701.0209���. SinFe tKere are KistoriF resourFes near and witKin view of tKe proposed 
proMeFt, a preliminary assessment of arFKiteFtural resourFes is provided. 

��3�3 $VVeVVPent 

([iVting &onGitionV 

Archaeological 5esources 

7Ke development site �/ot 8� is Furrently vaFant and used intermittently as long�term veKiFle 
storage and as an open FontraFtor·s yard. 7Ke soutK side of tKe development site is fenFed 
along 9tK Street. :itKin tKe proMeFt area, /ot 1 is improved witK tKe SmitK�9tK Street Station 
and tKe elevated traFks of tKe F�* train. 7Ke station is aFFessed on 9tK Street, adMaFent to /ot 
�8. 7Ke train trestle and a portion of tKe station Fonsisting of indoor stairs leading to tKe 
train platform extends over 9tK Street. /ot �8 is improved witK two one�story FommerFial 
buildings witK an estimated 2,�00 gsf, wKiFK are oFFupied by a deli and a lunFKeonette. /ot 
�9 Fontains a vaFant one�story building totaling approximately 2,000 gsf. 

AFFording to tKe New York State OffiFe of Parks, ReFreation and +istoriF Preservation �NY 
OPR+P� Cultural ,nformation System �CR,S�, tKe development site does not lie witKin an Area 
of ArFKaeologiFal Sensitivity. +owever, tKe property is immediately adMaFent to tKe S�NR�
eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt �8SN 0�701.018517�. 7Ke 9tK Street Bridge �8SN 
0�701.01�971�, loFated adMaFent to tKe development site, is a non�Fontributing resourFe 
witKin tKe distriFt. BeFause of tKis and beFause new ground disturbanFe is proposed, /PC 
was Fonsulted to identify any potential impaFts of tKe proposed aFtions on arFKaeologiFal 
resourFes. ,n response, /PC issued a letter dated -uly 2�, 2019 noting tKat tKere is potential 
for tKe reFovery of remains from 19tK Fentury oFFupation on tKe development site. ,n 
addition, assessment and analysis of development site bulkKead is needed to determine if 
19tK Fentury timber Fribwork witK intaFt faFes are present above or below mean low water, 
and if tKe proposed proMeFt would result in impaFts on tKe KistoriFally signifiFant portions of 
tKe *owanus Canal bulkKead. /PC reTuested tKat an arFKaeologiFal doFumentary study 
�PKase ,A� be performed for tKe development site to Flarify tKese initial findings and provide 
tKe tKresKold for tKe next level of review, if suFK review is neFessary �See Appendi[ A�. 

A PKase ,A was Fompleted for tKe portion of tKe development site wKere tKe bulkKead wall 
replaFement is underway along a portion of tKe *owanus Canal. ,n tKis loFation, tKe existing 
bulkKead wall will be replaFed witK a new anFKored sKeet pile bulkKead wall under tKe 
guidanFe of tKe EPA. 7Ke results of tKe PKase ,A indiFate tKat tKis area was filled in after tKe 
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FonstruFtion of tKe *owanus Canal to provide developable land for industrial purposes. A 
review of KistoriF maps indiFated tKat built environment inFluded few buildings or struFtures 
witKin tKis portion of tKe proMeFt area. Early in tKe 20tK Fentury, a struFture was nortK of tKe 
area of bulkKead replaFement� tKis building was identified as Fement storage. Sometime in 
tKe late�20tK�Fentury tKis struFture was taken down. 7Ke PKase ,A noted tKat wKile it is 
possible tKat foundations of tKis struFture still remain, it is unlikely tKat tKese foundations 
would provide any new information on tKe Kistory of tKe *owanus Canal or area. Overall, tKe 
PKase ,A determined tKere is a low sensitivity for KistoriF artifaFts and features witKin tKe 
area tKat will be impaFted by bulkKead replaFement. NonetKeless, limited landward side 
exFavation was reFommended to determine and doFument tKe type of bulkKead in tKis area 
eitKer before or during tKe FonstruFtion of tKe new bulkKead wall.     

,n a letter dated September 19, 2019, /PC noted tKat tKe area of potential effeFt for 
arFKaeologiFal resourFes tKat was identified in tKe PKase ,A report sKould be revised to 
inFlude tKe entire development site and to provide an overview of wKat arFKaeologiFal 
resourFes may be witKin tKis larger area and wKat signifiFanFe, if any, tKese resourFes may 
Kave �Appendi[ B�. 

A supplemental PKase ,A report was Fompleted in DeFember 2019 for tKe portion of tKe 
development site west of tKe bulkKead replaFement. 7Ke supplemental PKase ,A Fonsisted of 
a review of arFKaeologiFal site files and surveys arFKived in CR,S, as well as a review of loFal 
Kistories, KistoriF maps and aerial pKotograpKs at tKe Brooklyn +istoriFal SoFiety and tKe 
New York City PubliF /ibrary. 7Ke results of tKe supplemental PKase ,A indiFate tKat tKe 
arFKaeologiFal Area of Potential EffeFt �APE� is loFated witKin tKe limits of tKe *owanus 
Creek boundary. +istoriF maps and loFal Kistory resourFes suggest tKat tKe proMeFt site is 
also in tKe viFinity of Cole·s 0ill Pond, an eigKteentK�Fentury water sourFe tKat supported 
milling near present�day 9tK Street. 7Kese onFe�marsKy areas were filled in tKe nineteentK 
Fentury, tKus faFilitating tKe growtK of industry along tKe Fanal. AFFording to maps dating to 
1880, 1898 and 1908, several buildings and struFtures were FonstruFted on site �inFluding 
stables, sKeds and worksKops�. ,n 1915, a trestle is doFumented witKin tKe proMeFt site. 
,ndustrial aFtivities Fontinued witKin tKe proMeFt site tKrougK tKe twentietK�first Fentury, 
wKen Fement proFessing and storage buildings were eventually removed from tKe site. 
7Kese aFtivities Kave likely disturbed any traFes of pre�FontaFt and early KistoriF period 
arFKaeologiFal sites. AltKougK foundations of tKe late�nineteentK tKrougK early�twentietK�
Fentury buildings and struFtures may still exist, tKey are unlikely to provide new information 
about tKe Kistory of tKe *owanus Canal and its viFinity. 7Kerefore, tKe results of tKe 
supplemental PKase ,A indiFate tKat tKe proMeFt site Kas a low sensitivity for tKe presenFe of 
intaFt arFKaeologiFal sites� no furtKer arFKaeologiFal investigations are reFommended. ,n a 
letter dated -anuary 21, 2020, tKe /PC noted reFeipt of tKe PKase ,A and Fonfirmed tKe 
findings of tKe report, finding tKat tKere are no furtKer arFKaeologiFal FonFerns for tKe 
proMeFt �Appendi[ B�.  

Architectural 5esources 

As sKown in )igure �.���, tKree KistoriF resourFes tKat Kave been formally determined 
eligible for State and National +istoriF Register listing �S�NR�eligible� fall witKin tKe �00�foot 
study area� 7Ke S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt, tKe 9tK Street Bridge, and tKe 
New York 7artar Company buildings. PKotos of tKese individual resourFes are provided in 
)igure �.���. 
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Gowanus Canal Historic District 

,n 201�, a proposal to designate tKe S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt was 
submitted to tKe New York State Preservation OffiFe. +owever, in response to Fommunity 
Fomments, tKe New York State Board for +istoriF Preservation review for tKe State Register 
listing of tKe *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt was postponed. 7Ke S�NR�eligible *owanus 
Canal +istoriF DistriFt enFompasses 53 bloFks witKin tKe *owanus neigKborKood of SoutK 
Brooklyn. 7Ke KistoriF distriFt is FKaraFterized as a long, narrow distriFt extending rougKly 
nortK�soutK along tKe *owanus Canal and its assoFiated basins. ,t is rougKly bounded by 
BaltiF Street to tKe nortK� Bond, +oyt, and Court Streets, and tKe Fanal to tKe west� Nevins 
Street, 3rd and �tK Avenues, :Kitwell PlaFe, and tKe Fanal to tKe east� and +alleFk and 
PerFival Streets, and tKe *owanus Bay to tKe soutK. 7Kere are 3�9 properties Fontained 
witKin tKe distriFt tKat inFlude tKe Fanal, Fanal bridges, industrial buildings and tKeir related 
struFtures, wareKouses, garages, offiFe buildings, rowKouses, tenements, and mixed�use, 
FommerFial, and institutional buildings. Overall, tKe distriFt is representative of industrial, 
manufaFturing faFilities, and assoFiated resourFes loFated adMaFent to tKe Canal. 7ogetKer, 
tKese resourFes represent tKe development of water�borne transportation and industrial 
development in tKe SoutK Brooklyn neigKborKood beginning in tKe mid�19tK Fentury. 
ArFKiteFturally, tKis development is a representative FolleFtion of 19tK and early 20tK Fentury 
industrial, manufaFturing, publiF and working�Flass residential buildings FonneFted to tKe 
Canal. 7Ke Canal is notable as an example of mid�19tK Fentury Fanal engineering, retaining 
muFK of its KistoriF wood Fribwork bulkKeads and original Fonfiguration. ,t Fontains 
approximately 19,500 linear feet of bulkKead lining tKe FKannel. Potentially dating baFk to 
tKe 1850s and 18�0s, tKe original bulkKead Fonsisted of timber sKeet piling or timber 
Fribwork� Kowever, tKe Canal Kas been found to Fontain several different variations of 
FonstruFtion, as repair and maintenanFe of tKe Fanal was not done witK standardized design 
or material. 

9th Street Bridge 

7Ke 9tK Street Bridge is a non�Fontributing struFture witKin tKe S�NR eligible *owanus Canal 
+istoriF DistriFt. 7Ke Bridge is a vertiFal�lift bridge witK eleFtroniFally Fontrolled lifting 
maFKinery tKat was built in tKe late 1990s. 7Ke bridge Farries tKree lanes of traffiF� two lanes 
westbound and one eastbound. A two�story briFk gateKouse is designed in a modern style. 
:alls are FonstruFted of FonFrete witK a standing�seam metal roof. metal door, and single�
ligKt metal�sasK window. 

New York Tartar Company Buildings 

7Ke New York 7artar Company buildings is a Fontributing building Fomplex witKin tKe S�NR�
eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt Fomprising 10 utilitarian industrial buildings dating 
from 1885 tKrougK 1955. 7Ke 10 buildings inFlude offiFes, faFtories, and wareKouses 
designed in a utilitarian style. 7Ke maMority of tKe buildings are briFk laid and four buildings 
Kave gable�front roofs. 7Ke remaining buildings Kave stepped and flat parapets witK Fast�
stone Foping.  
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)igure �.��� Historic 5esources 0ap 
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)igure �.��� Study Area Historic )eatures  

 �tK Street %riGge 

 

 1eZ <orN 7DrtDr &oPSDn\ %uiOGingV 

1o�$Ftion &onGition 

Absent tKe approval of tKe proposed aFtions, tKe development site would not be 
redeveloped and would remain underutilized. 7Ke site would Fontinue to be used as long�
term veKiFular storage as well as a FontraFtor yard.  

,n tKe No�AFtion Fondition, tKe bulkKead replaFement proMeFt will be Fompleted Fonsistent 
witK EPA review. As noted above, tKis will result in tKe replaFement of tKe existing bulkKead 
wall witK a new anFKored sKeet pile bulkKead wall.  
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:itK�$Ftion &onGition 

,n tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, a ��story, approximately 8��foot�tall mixed�use building 
�offiFe, retail, and FontraFtor sKop� would be FonstruFted on tKe development site. ,n 
addition, a waterfront publiF aFFess area �:PAA� would be provided along tKe portion of tKe 
development site fronting tKe *owanus Canal. Based on tKe speFifiFations of tKe New York 
City Fire Department, a turnaround would be provided at tKe end of +untington Street, 
witKout disruption to tKe :PAA.  

Archaeological 5esources 

As disFussed above, a PKase ,A was Fompleted for tKe portion of tKe development site 
wKere tKe bulkKead wall replaFement will oFFur along a portion of tKe *owanus Canal, and 
FonFluded tKat tKere is a low sensitivity for KistoriF artifaFts and features witKin tKe area tKat 
will be impaFted by bulkKead replaFement. NonetKeless, limited landward side exFavation 
was reFommended to determine and doFument tKe type of bulkKead in tKis area eitKer 
before or during tKe FonstruFtion of tKe new bulkKead wall.  

,n a letter dated September 19, 2019, /PC noted tKat tKe area of potential effeFt for 
arFKaeologiFal resourFes tKat was identified in tKe PKase ,A report sKould be revised to 
inFlude tKe entire development site and to provide an overview of wKat arFKaeologiFal 
resourFes may be witKin tKis larger area and wKat signifiFanFe, if any, tKese resourFes may 
Kave �Appendi[ A�. 

A supplemental PKase ,A was prepared for tKe development site and submitted to DCP and 
/PC for review in DeFember 2019. 7Ke results of tKe supplemental PKase ,A indiFate tKat tKe 
site Kas been disturbed by nineteentK and twentietK Fentury aFtivities and tKerefore tKe 
proMeFt Kas an overall low sensitivity for tKe presenFe of intaFt arFKaeologiFal deposits dating 
to tKe pre�FontaFt or early KistoriF periods. No additional arFKaeologiFal work is 
reFommended. ,n a letter dated -anuary 21, 2020, /PC FonFluded tKat tKere are no furtKer 
arFKaeologiFal FonFerns for tKe proMeFt �see Appendi[ A�. 7Kerefore, based on tKe results of 
tKe supplemental PKase ,A, tKe :itK�AFtion Condition would not result in an adverse impaFt 
on arFKaeologiFal resourFes. 

Architectural 5esources 

As sKown in )igure �.���, tKere are tKree KistoriF resourFes tKat fall witKin tKe �00�foot 
study area. Potential impaFts of tKe proposed proMeFt on tKese KistoriF resourFes relating to 
sKadows and potential Fontextual impaFts are analyzed below. 

Shadows 

As disFussed in Section �.�, ShadoZs, sKadows from tKe proposed proMeFt would not result 
in signifiFant inFremental sKadow impaFts on tKe tKree KistoriF resourFes. 7Ke S�NR�eligible 
*owanus +istoriF DistriFt is not noted for its sunligKt�sensitive resourFes, and neitKer of tKe 
individual KistoriF resourFes witKin tKe sKadow study area Fontain sunligKt�sensitive 
elements. 7Ke 9tK Street Bridge is also fully witKin tKe area tKat Fannot be sKadowed by tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 7Kerefore, no furtKer analysis pertaining to sKadows is warranted for tKese 
resourFes and no signifiFant impaFts would oFFur to tKese resourFes due to sKadows. 
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Direct and Indirect Impacts 

,n terms of potential direFt effeFts, tKe arFKiteFtural resourFes are loFated more tKan 90 feet1 
from tKe development site. As suFK, tKe proposed proMeFt would not Kave tKe potential to 
result in signifiFant adverse direFt impaFts on tKese resourFes during FonstruFtion of tKe 
proMeFt. 

,n terms of Fontextual impaFts, tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would be Fompatible witK tKe 
sFale and FKaraFter of tKe surrounding area. :Kile neitKer tKe 9tK Street Bridge nor tKe New 
York 7artar Company buildings are visual resourFes, tKe proposed proMeFt would not 
obstruFt views to or from tKe KistoriF resourFes witKin tKe study area, inFluding tKe *owanus 
Canal +istoriF DistriFt or tKe New York 7artar Company building, Fompared to tKe No�AFtion 
Fondition and would improve views by inFlude a sKore publiF walkway and allowing publiF 
aFFess to tKe waterfront. 7Ke building would not introduFe inFompatible visual, audible or 
atmospKeriF elements to tKe area. 7Kerefore, tKe proposed aFtions would not result in any 
adverse impaFts to KistoriF resourFes.  

��3�� &onFOuVion 
A PKase ,A Fompleted for tKe portion of tKe development site wKere tKe bulkKead wall 
replaFement will oFFur along a portion of tKe *owanus Canal FonFluded tKat tKere is a low 
sensitivity for KistoriF artifaFts and features witKin tKis area. NonetKeless, limited landward 
side exFavation was reFommended to determine and doFument tKe type of bulkKead in tKis 
area eitKer before or during tKe FonstruFtion of tKe new bulkKead wall. Consistent witK /PC·s 
reTuest, a revised supplemental PKase ,A was prepared to inFlude tKe entire development 
site and to provide an overview of wKat arFKaeologiFal resourFes may be witKin tKis larger 
area and wKat signifiFanFe, if any, tKese resourFes may Kave. 7Ke results of tKe supplemental 
PKase ,A indiFate tKat tKe proMeFt site Kas a low potential for tKe presenFe of intaFt 
arFKaeologiFal sites dating to tKe pre�FontaFt and early KistoriF periods� no furtKer 
arFKaeologiFal investigations are reFommended. 7Ke PKase ,A Kas been submitted to DCP 
and /PC for review. 

AltKougK a small portion of tKe S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF distriFt falls witKin tKe 
study area, tKe proposed proMeFt would not impaFt tKis KistoriF resourFe, or tKe individual 
resourFes tKat fall witKin it, witK respeFt to sKadows or direFt or Fontextual impaFts. ,n 
addition, tKere are no signifiFant views to tKese KistoriF resourFes tKat would be adversely 
impaFted by tKe proposed proMeFt. ,n addition, tKe proposed proMeFt would not Kave tKe 
potential to result in signifiFant adverse direFt impaFts on tKese resourFes during 
FonstruFtion of tKe proMeFt as tKe resourFes are loFated more tKan 90 feet from tKe 
development site.  

Overall, tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in signifiFant adverse impaFts to KistoriF and 
Fultural resourFes. 

 
1 DOB·s 7PPN �10�88 applies to New York City /andmarks, properties witKin New York City +istoriF DistriFts, and National Register�listed 

properties witKin 90 feet of a FonstruFtion site. 
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2.� 
8rEDn 'eVign DnG 9iVuDO 5eVourFeV 
$n urban design assessment considers whether and how a proMect 
may change the pedestrian’s e[perience of the built environment in a 
proMect area. The assessment focuses on the components of a 
proposed action that may have the potential to alter the 
arrangement, appearance, and functionality of the built environment. 
,n addition, the assessment considers the potential for the proposed 
action to affect any view corridors associated with visual resources. 

 ,ntroGuFtion 
7Kis seFtion Fonsiders tKe potential for tKe proposed proMeFt to result in signifiFant adverse 
urban design and visual resourFes impaFts. As defined in tKe 201� City Environmental 
Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, urban design is tKe totality of Fomponents tKat 
may affeFt a pedestrian·s experienFe of publiF spaFe. A visual resourFe is tKe FonneFtion 
from tKe publiF realm to signifiFant natural or built features, inFluding views of tKe 
waterfront, publiF parks, landmark struFtures or distriFts, otKerwise distinFt buildings or 
groups of buildings, or natural resourFes. 

Based on tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual 
resourFes is appropriate wKen tKere is tKe potential for a pedestrian to observe, from tKe 
street level, a pKysiFal alteration beyond tKat allowed by existing zoning. Examples inFlude 
proMeFts tKat permit tKe modifiFation of yard, KeigKt, and setbaFk reTuirements, and proMeFts 
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tKat result in an inFrease in built floor area beyond wKat would be allowed ´as�of�rigKt,µ or in 
tKe future No�AFtion Fondition.  

As desFribed in Section �, ProMect 'escription, tKe appliFant is reTuesting a =oning 0ap 
Amendment to rezone tKe proMeFt area from an 02�1 to an 02�3 distriFt, a zoning 
FertifiFation for a :aterfront PubliF AFFess Area �:PAA�, and several zoning autKorizations 
related to design and planting reTuirements assoFiated witK tKe sKore publiF walkway tKat 
would be developed as part of tKe proposed proMeFt. :Kile 02�1 and 02�3 distriFts Kave 
tKe same bulk regulations, tKey Kave different parking reTuirements and would result in 
different No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion Fonditions. 7Kerefore, an urban design and visual 
resourFes analysis is warranted. 

 0etKoGoOog\ 
,n aFFordanFe witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, tKe following preliminary urban 
design and visual resourFes assessment Fonsiders a �00�foot radius study area wKere tKe 
proposed aFtion would be most likely to influenFe tKe built environment. 7Ke preliminary 
assessment foFuses on tKose proMeFt elements tKat Kave tKe potential to alter tKe built 
environment, or urban design, of tKe development site, wKiFK is FolleFtively formed by tKe 
following Fomponents� 

› Street Pattern and Streetscape� 7Ke arrangement and orientation of streets define 
loFation, flow of aFtivity, street views, and Freate bloFks on wKiFK buildings and open 
spaFes are arranged. OtKer elements inFluding sidewalks, plantings, street ligKts, Furb 
Futs, and street furniture also Fontribute to an area·s streetsFape.  

› Buildings� A building·s size, sKape, setbaFks, pedestrian and veKiFular entranFes, lot 
Foverage, and orientation to tKe street are important urban design Fomponents tKat 
define tKe appearanFe of tKe built environment.  

› 2pen Space� Open spaFe inFludes publiF and private areas tKat do not Fontain 
struFtures, inFluding parks and otKer landsFaped areas, Femeteries, and parking lots.  

› 1atural )eatures� Natural features inFlude vegetation and geologiF and aTuatiF features 
tKat are natural to tKe area.  

› VieZ Corridors and Visual 5esources� 9isual resourFes inFlude signifiFant natural or 
built features, inFluding important view Forridors, publiF parks, landmark struFtures or 
distriFts, or otKerwise distinFt buildings. 

7Ke following information is inFluded in a preliminary assessment� 

› A FonFise narrative of tKe existing proMeFt area, and Fonditions under tKe future No�
AFtion and :itK�AFtion Fonditions� 

› An aerial pKotograpK of tKe study area and ground�level pKotograpKs of tKe 
development site witK immediate Fontext� 

› =oning and floor area FalFulations of tKe existing, future No�AFtion, and future :itK�
AFtion Fonditions� 

› /ot and tower Foverage, and building KeigKts� and 
› A tKree�dimensional representation of tKe future No�AFtion �if relevant� and :itK�AFtion 

Fondition streetsFape.  
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,f tKe preliminary assessment determines tKat a FKange to tKe pedestrian experienFe is 
minimal and unlikely to disturb tKe vitality, walkability or tKe visual FKaraFter of tKe area, 
tKen no furtKer assessment is warranted. +owever, if it sKows tKat FKanges to tKe pedestrian 
environment and�or visual resourFes are signifiFant enougK to reTuire greater explanation 
and furtKer study, tKen a detailed analysis may be appropriate.  

7Ke following preliminary urban design and visual resourFes assessment follows tKese 
guidelines and provides a FKaraFterization of existing Fonditions followed by a desFription of 
urban design and visual resourFes under tKe future No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion Fonditions, 
and an analysis determining tKe extent to wKiFK pKysiFal FKanges resulting from tKe 
proposed development would alter tKe pedestrian experienFe. 

StuG\ $reD 

7Ke area witKin �00 feet of tKe proMeFt area is defined as tKe study area for tKis analysis� tKis 
is typiFally Fonsidered an appropriate radius for site�speFifiF aFtions suFK as tKe proposed 
proMeFt �see )igure �.����.  

 $VVeVVPent 

([iVting &onGitionV 

'evelopPent Site and ProMect Area 

7Ke development site �/ot 8� is Furrently vaFant and used intermittently as long�term veKiFle 
storage and as an open FontraFtor·s yard. 7Ke soutK side of tKe development site is fenFed 
along 9tK Street. /ot 1 is improved witK tKe SmitK�9tK Street Station and tKe elevated traFks 
of tKe F�* train. 7Ke station is aFFessed on 9tK Street, adMaFent to /ot �8. 7Ke train trestle 
and a portion of tKe station Fonsisting of indoor stairs leading to tKe train platform, extends 
over 9tK Street. /ot �8 is improved witK two one�story FommerFial buildings witK an 
estimated 2,�00 gsf, wKiFK are oFFupied by a deli and a lunFKeonette. /ot �9 Fontains a 
vaFant one�story building totaling approximately 2,000 gsf �see 7aEle �.����. 
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)igure �.��� 5esources Zithin Study Area 
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7aEle �.��� 8rEan 'esign ElePents on ProMect Area ² E[isting Conditions Ey Lot 

%uiOGing (OePent /ot � 
/ot � 
�'eYeOoSPent Site� /ot �� /ot �� 

StorieV 1 0 1 1 

$SSro[iPDte 
HeigKt �It� 12.38 0 11 1� 

$SSro[iPDte 
%uiOGing )rontDge 

1�7 ft on 9tK 
Street 0 

�5 ft��0 ft 
on 9tK 
Street 

2� ft on 9tK 
Street 

/ot &oYerDge 
�DSSro[iPDte �� N�A 0 80� 100� 

*roVV )Ooor $reD N�A 0 2,�00 gsf 2,000 gsf 

=oning )Ooor $reD N�A 0 2,�00 zsf 2,000 zsf 

*rounG )Ooor 8Ve Subway station 9aFant CommerFial 9aFant 

7Kere are no existing publiFly�aFFessible open spaFe, natural features, visual resourFes, or 
view Forridors in tKe proMeFt area. 

Paved sidewalks approximately 5 feet to 15 feet in widtK are provided along tKe street 
frontages of tKe proMeFt area. 7Kere is one street tree loFated on tKe proMeFt area·s SmitK 
Street frontage. 

Study Area 

Street Network 

7Ke prinFipal east�west tKorougKfare in tKe study area is 9tK Street. 7Kis street is a Keavily 
traffiFked street FonneFting tKe areas east and west of tKe *owanus Canal. 7Ke street is bi�
direFtional up to SmitK Street and tKen beFomes a one�way, westbound street west of SmitK 
Street. NintK Street is built up to approximately 25 feet west of SmitK Street and 35.5 feet 
east of SmitK Street and Fontains bike lanes tKat run from tKe area east of tKe *owanus 
Canal to west of SmitK Street. +untington Street is a one�way, eastbound street tKat 
terminates at tKe *owanus Canal. Nelson Street �westbound� and *arnet Street �eastbound� 
are one�way streets tKat terminate at SmitK Street. SmitK Street is one�way, nortKbound 
street witK a bike lane.  

Buildings 

A visual survey and data provided by City information databases indiFate tKat buildings 
witKin tKe study area are built predominantly up to or near tKe streetline and Kave relatively 
lower lot Foverage. Buildings in tKe study area tKat are loFated west of tKe *owanus Canal 
are primarily 2� to ��story walkups, witK tKe exFeption of one 10�story elevator building west 
of tKe proMeFt area on +untington Street and tKe 1�story FommerFial�wareKouse buildings 
loFated on /ots �8 and �9 of tKe proMeFt area, and tKe lot loFated on tKe soutK of 9tK Street 
aFross from tKe proMeFt area. Buildings east of tKe *owanus Canal are primarily 1�story 
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wareKouses. A summary of tKe buildings witKin tKe study area is provided in 7aEle �.��� 
below.   

7aEle �.��� 8rEan 'esign ElePents in Study Area ² E[isting Conditions 

%uiOGing (OePent 
Number of Buildings �3 
Stories 1�10
Building +eigKt Range �ft� 10�13�
Average Building +eigKt �ft� 31 
Number of tax lots witK less tKan 2 stories 20 
Number of tax lots witK 2 to � stories �2 
Number of tax lots witK greater tKan � 
stories 1 
Streetwall Conditions *enerally Fontinuously built at or near tKe 

street line 
/ot Coverage Predominantly lower lot Foverage 

Open Space and Natural Resources 

As sKown in )igure �.���, tKere is one existing open spaFe �0ap 1o. �� St. 0ary·s Park� and 
one natural resourFe �0ap 1o. �� *owanus Canal�.  

Visual Resources 

As disFussed above, a visual resourFe is tKe FonneFtion from tKe publiF realm to signifiFant 
natural or built features, inFluding views of tKe waterfront, publiF parks, landmark struFtures 
or distriFts, otKerwise distinFt buildings or groups of buildings, or natural resourFes. 

7Ke study area Fonsists of views to tKe *owanus Canal.  

:Kile tKe proMeFt area is loFated adMaFent to tKe S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF 
DistriFt, tKe struFtures witKin tKe study area are not visual resourFes�  

› 0ap 1o. �� 7Ke 9tK Street Bridge is a non�Fontributing struFture in tKe S�NR�eligible
*owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt and is tKerefore not Fonsidered a visual resourFe.

› 0ap 1o. �� :Kile tKe old New York 7artar Company building is a Fontributing struFture
in tKe S�NR�eligible *owanus Canal +istoriF DistriFt, it is not Fonsidered a visual resourFe.

ProMect BlocN and Study Area Photographs 

A field survey was FonduFted on April 12, 2019 to doFument existing Fonditions in tKe study 
area. )igure �.��� provides a key map tKat sKows tKe loFation and viewing direFtion from 
wKiFK eaFK pKotograpK was Faptured. PKotograpKs representative of tKe existing Fonditions 
are provided in Photo �.��� tKrougK Photo �.����.  
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)igure �.��� Photo .ey 0ap 
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Photo �.��� 

NortKeast view of *owanus Canal from tKe elevated SmitK�9tK Street station 

Photo �.���  

SoutKwest view of *owanus Canal and lots soutK of tKe proMeFt area from tKe elevated SmitK�9tK 
Street station 
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Photo �.��� 

:estward view of +untington Street from SmitK Street 

Photo �.��� 

9iew of development site at tKe interseFtion of +untington Street and SmitK Street 
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Photo �.��� 

9iew of 3�story briFk walkups on tKe west side of SmitK Street 

Photo �.��� 

Driveway entranFe to /ot 1 underneatK tKe elevated traFks of tKe F�* train 
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Photo �.��� 

9iew of deli on /ot �8 along 9tK Street 

Photo �.��� 

9iew of lunFKeonette on /ot �8 and SmitK�9tK Street station 
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Photo �.��� 

9iew of vaFant 1�story building on /ot �9 from tKe Forner of SmitK Street and 9tK Street 

Photo �.���� 

9iew of 3�story walkups along SmitK Street soutK of 9tK Street 
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Photo �.���� 

9iew of lot on tKe soutK side of 9tK Street aFross from tKe proMeFt area 

Photo �.���� 

9iew of St. 0ary·s Park from +untington Street 
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Photo �.���� 

9iew of buildings along +untington Street west of SmitK Street, inFluding 10�story building 

Photo �.���� 

9iew of western portion of development site and tKe area underneatK tKe elevated F�* train traFks 
from +untington Street 
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Photo �.���� 

9iew of development site and elevated traFks and station from +untington Street 

Photo �.���� 

Eastern view of +untington Street 
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Photo �.���� 

9iew of tKe eastern portion of tKe development site and tKe elevated traFks from +untington Street 

Photo �.���� 

9iew of tKe end of +untington Street along tKe *owanus Canal 
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Photo �.���� 

9iew of buildings on tKe east side of *owanus Canal aFross tKe development site 

Photo �.���� 

9iew of eastern edge of tKe development site fronting tKe *owanus Canal 
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1o�$Ftion &onGition 

Absent tKe approval of tKe proposed aFtions, tKe development site would not be 
redeveloped and would remain underutilized. 7Ke site would Fontinue to be used as long�
term veKiFular storage as well as a FontraFtor yard.  

7Kere are no otKer developments being FonstruFted witKin tKe study area. Remediation 
efforts Kave started at tKe lots loFated on tKe nortK side of +untington Street aFross from 
tKe development site in antiFipation of future development at tKese sites, *owanus *reen 
and tKe �59 SmitK Street site. *owanus *reen is a proposed development on City owned 
property to transform tKe brownfield site into a mixed�use, eigKt�building development witK 
residential, retail and Fommunity faFilities uses. 7Ke �59 SmitK Street site is direFtly aFross 
tKe street from tKe proposed development site and Fonsists of 1��,000 sTuare foot property. 
+owever, tKere Kave been no formal plans offiFially filed for tKis site, wKiFK is witKin tKe 
*owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning area. 

:itK�$Ftion &onGition 

,n tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, a ��story, approximately 8��foot�tall mixed�use building would 
be FonstruFted on tKe development site. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of 12,288 gsf 
of retail spaFe, 80,219 gsf of offiFe spaFe, a 3,�71 gsf FontraFtor sKop, and a 15,�89�sf 
FontraFtor yard. ,n addition, a 7,5�8�sf waterfront publiF aFFess area �:PAA� would be 
provided along tKe portion of tKe development fronting *owanus Canal. Retail spaFe would 
be loFated adMaFent to tKis area along +untington Street and tKe sKore publiF walkway. 7Ke 
sKore publiF walkway would follow tKe edge of tKe bulkKead and extend to tKe midpoint of 
+untington Street. Based on tKe speFifiFations of tKe New York City Fire Department, a 
turnaround would be provided at tKe end of +untington Street, witKout disruption to tKe 
:PAA.  

As depiFted in tKe )igure �.��� and )igure �.���, tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would 
introduFe additional building KeigKt into tKe streetsFape. +owever, tKe :itK�AFtion 
Fondition would be Fompatible witK tKe sFale and FKaraFter of tKe surrounding area. ,n 
addition, tKe proposed proMeFt would not obstruFt views to tKe *owanus Canal. FurtKer, tKe 
proposed sKore publiF walkway would allow for publiF aFFess to tKe waterfront and would 
provide tKe publiF witK a spaFe to view tKe *owanus Canal �see )igure �.����.  

7Ke proposed proMeFt would inFlude FKanges to tKe street network in tKe study area by 
providing a turnaround at tKe end of +untington Street. +owever, tKis is expeFted to 
improve traffiF FirFulation along +untington Street and allow for better aFFess to and from 
tKe proposed proMeFt and tKe sKore publiF walkway.  

Compared to tKe No�AFtion Fondition, tKe proposed proMeFt would extend tKe street wall 
along +untington Street. 7Ke proposed aFtive ground floor uses, suFK as tKe offiFe lobby 
and retail spaFes and tKe proposed sKore publiF walkway, would aFtivate tKe existing 
streetsFape and would improve tKe pedestrian experienFes along +untington Street and tKe 
*owanus Canal Fompared to tKe No�AFtion Fondition, in wKiFK tKe site would remain 
underutilized. FurtKer, street trees would be provided along +untington Street.  
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)igure �.��� 1o�Action�:ith�Action CoPparison oI 'evelopPent Site )acing :est 

No�AFtion view faFing west along +untington Street 

:itK�AFtion view faFing west along +untington Street 
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)igure �.��� 1o�Action�:ith�Action CoPparison oI 'evelopPent Site )acing East 

No�AFtion view faFing east along +untington Street 

:itK�AFtion view faFing east along +untington Street 
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)igure �.��� Shore PuElic :alNZay �,llustrative VieZ� 

7Ke sKore publiF walkway would inFlude FirFulation patKs, linear seating, planting areas witK 
a variety of trees, sKrubs, perennials, a stormwater spillover terraFe, and absorptive planting 
beds. At tKe end of +untington Street, tKe appliFant proposes to FonstruFt a stepped terraFe 
for an eventual FonneFtion to tKe site to tKe nortK. 7Ke stepped terraFe would Kave seating 
opportunities. Overall, tKe proposed proMeFt would represent an improvement over tKe 
existing and No�AFtion urban design Fonditions at tKe development site.  

&onFOuVion 
Overall, tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would introduFe additional building KeigKt into tKe 
streetsFape and would be Fompatible witK tKe sFale and FKaraFter of tKe surrounding area 
and Fonsistent witK tKe surrounding building form and streetsFape. 7Ke proposed proMeFt 
would not obstruFt views to tKe *owanus Canal from tKe publiF realm and would inFlude a 
sKore publiF walkway tKat would allow for better publiF aFFess to tKe waterfront. 7Ke 
proposed proMeFt would provide for a turnaround at tKe end of +untington Street, wKiFK 
would improve aFFess and FirFulation along +untington Street to tKe proMeFt site and tKe 
sKore publiF walkway.  

FurtKer, tKe proposed proMeFt would replaFe underutilized land on tKe development site witK 
retail and offiFe spaFes, and a sKore publiF walkway. ,n addition, street trees would be 
provided along +untington Street and tKe sKore publiF walkway would Kave landsFaping 
and seating. 7Kese FKanges would improve tKe streetsFape and would aFtivate tKe 
immediately surrounding area. 7Kerefore, no signifiFant adverse impaFts to urban design or 
visual resourFes would result from tKe proposed proMeFt.  
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2.5 
1DturDO 5eVourFeV 
This section assesses the potential for a proposed action to result in 
significant adverse impacts on natural resources, which are defined as 
the &ity’s biodiversity �plants, wildlife, and other organisms�� any 
aTuatic or terrestrial areas capable of providing suitable habitat to 
sustain the life processes of plants, wildlife, and other organisms� and 
any areas capable of functioning in support of the ecological systems 
that maintain the &ity
s environmental stability. 

 ,ntroduction 
7Ke appliFant, 300 +untington //C, is reTuesting a =oning 0ap Amendment to rezone tKe 
proMeFt area from an 02�1 to an 02�3 distriFt to faFilitate tKe development of a ��story 
building wKiFK would inFlude offiFe spaFe, ground�level retail spaFe, and a FontraFtor yard. 
7Ke appliFant is also seeking a zoning FertifiFation for a :aterfront PubliF AFFess Area 
�:PAA�, and several zoning autKorizations related to design and planting reTuirements for 
an approximately 7,5�8�sTuare�foot sKore publiF walkway tKat would be developed as part 
of tKe proMeFt along tKe portion of tKe development site fronting tKe *owanus Canal.  

As stated in tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a natural resourFe is defined as a plant or animal 
speFies and any area Fapable of providing Kabitat for plant and animal speFies or Fapable of 
funFtioning to support environmental systems and maintain tKe City·s environmental 
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balanFe �e.g. surfaFe and groundwater, wetlands, landsFaped areas, gardens, and built 
struFtures used by wildlife�. An assessment of natural resourFes is appropriate if a natural 
resourFe exists on or near tKe proMeFt site, or if a proposed aFtion involves disturbanFe of 
tKat resourFe. 7Ke development site·s eastern boundary is loFated on tKe *owanus Canal, a 
natural resourFe. 7Kerefore, tKis seFtion assesses tKe potential for tKe proposed proMeFt to 
result in signifiFant adverse impaFts on tKe Fanal.  

 AssessPent 
:itK tKe exFeption of a narrow band of trees and KerbaFeous vegetation near tKe *owanus 
Canal sKoreline and several otKer sFattered patFKes of weedy KerbaFeous plants, tKe 
development site is Fomprised of unvegetated pervious and impervious surfaFes. *iven 
tKese existing Fonditions and taking into aFFount tKe Keavily urbanized and industrial nature 
of tKe general surrounding area, tKe development site does not represent a signifiFant 
sourFe of native plant diversity, vegetated Fommunities, or wildlife Kabitat.  

:ater Tuality and bottom sediments witKin tKe adMoining *owanus Canal Kave been Keavily 
impaFted by over a Fentury of industrial usage witKin and adMaFent to tKe Fanal, inFluding 
direFt disFKarges of stormwater, sewage, and industrial waste, as well as removal and 
replaFement of adMoining marsKlands and streams witK bulkKeads and otKer Kardened 
sKoreline features. 7Ke Canal was designated as a federal Superfund site in February 2010. ,n 
2013, tKe 8.S. Environmental ProteFtion AgenFy issued a ReFord of DeFision �ROD� 
identifying various parties responsible for remediation of Fontamination witKin tKe *owanus 
Canal. Remedial aFtions tKat are Furrently underway inFlude removal of Fontaminated 
bottom sediments, remediation of tKree manufaFtured gas plant sites loFated along tKe 
Canal, and installation of underground tanks to reduFe disFKarges from Fombined sewer 
overflows into tKe Canal. NevertKeless, bottom sediment and water Tuality Fonditions witKin 
tKe Canal remain Keavily impaFted, and tKe portion of tKe *owanus Canal loFated adMaFent 
to tKe development site Kas been designated by tKe New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation �NYSDEC� as 8se Class SD, wKiFK desFribes waters tKat, beFause 
of natural or man�made Fonditions, Fannot meet tKe reTuirements for primary or seFondary 
FontaFt or fisK propagation. As a result of tKe impaFts desFribed above, environmental 
Fonditions witKin tKe *owanus Canal proMeFted in tKe Build Year 2023, witK only partial 
Fompletion of Superfund remedy, are expeFted to be suFK tKat tKe Canal Fan only support 
marine flora and fauna speFies tKat are KigKly tolerant of stressed Fonditions. ,t is also 
important to note tKat tKe Canal is not listed as SignifiFant Coastal FisK and :ildlife +abitat 
by tKe New York State Department of State �NYSDOS�. 7Kerefore, tKe *owanus Canal is also 
not Fonsidered a sunligKt sensitive resourFe, as disFussed in Section �.�, ShadoZs. 

:itK respeFt to terrestrial eFologiFal resourFes, tKe proposed proMeFt inFludes landsFape 
treatments for tKe open spaFe areas at tKe development site tKat inFlude a variety of trees, 
sKrubs, grasses, and KerbaFeous plants. 7Kerefore, as Fompared to tKe No�AFtion Fondition, 
tKe proposed proMeFt would improve tKe Tuantity and Tuality of vegetated Kabitat on tKe 
development site and provide inFreased Kabitat opportunities for songbirds and otKer 
wildlife tKat oFFurs witKin tKe area.  
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Regarding aTuatiF resourFes, tKe proposed proMeFt would not exFeed tKe CE4R tKresKold of 
a two perFent inFrease in tKe amount of direFt stormwater disFKarges to tKe Canal, as 
disFussed in Section �.�, :ater and SeZer ,nIrastructure. ,n addition, stormwater from 
tKe development site would be direFted tKrougK a KydrodynamiF separator before being 
direFtly disFKarged into tKe Canal, tKereby improving tKe water Tuality of stormwater 
disFKarges, as Fompared to tKe No�AFtion Fondition. Sewage flows from tKe development 
site would be direFted to tKe Red +ook :astewater 7reatment Plant and tKerefore would 
not impaFt tKe *owanus Canal. 

 Conclusion 
,n FonFlusion, tKe Fonditions in and around tKe *owanus Canal are suFK tKat tKere are no 
speFies, endangered or not, tKat would be experienFe signifiFant adverse impaFts due to tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 0easures Kave been taken to reduFe tKe impaFt of stormwater runoff and 
CSO disFKarges so tKat tKere would not be an impaFt to natural resourFes suFK as any 
aTuatiF biota tKat may be in tKe *owanus Canal. Based on tKe foregoing, tKe proposed 
proMeFt would not result in signifiFant adverse effeFts to terrestrial and aTuatiF resourFes and 
would result in improvements to terrestrial eFology and water Tuality witKin tKe adMaFent 
*owanus Canal. 
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2.� 
HD]DrGouV 0DteriDOV 
This section assesses whether the proposed proMect may increase the 
e[posure of people or the environment to hazardous materials, and, if 
so, whether this increased e[posure would result in potential 
significant public health or environmental impacts. 

,ntroGuFtion 
As desFribed in tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a Kazardous material is any substanFe tKat 
poses a tKreat to Kuman KealtK or tKe environment. SubstanFes tKat Fan be of FonFern 
inFlude, but are not limited to, Keavy metals, volatile and semi�volatile organiF Fompounds, 
metKane, polyFKlorinated bipKenyls, and Kazardous wastes �defined as substanFes tKat are 
FKemiFally reaFtive, ignitable, Forrosive, or toxiF�. 

AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, tKe potential for signifiFant impaFts from 
Kazardous materials Fan oFFur wKen� 

› +azardous materials exist on a site�

› An aFtion would inFrease patKways to tKeir exposure� or

› An aFtion would introduFe new aFtivities or proFess using Kazardous materials.

7Kis seFtion evaluates tKe potential for signifiFant adverse impaFts �as defined by tKe CEQR 
Technical Manual� tKat Fould result beFause of tKe proposed proMeFt.  
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 0etKoGoOog\ 
As indiFated in Section �, ProMect 'escription, tKe proposed proMeFt would result in tKe 
FonstruFtion of a new ��story building, wKiFK would inFlude offiFe spaFe, ground�level retail 
spaFe, and a FontraFtor yard, as well as tKe FonstruFtion of an approximately 7,5�8 sTuare�
foot publiF sKore walkway along tKe portion of tKe building fronting tKe *owanus Canal� 
tKerefore, a Kazardous materials analysis is warranted in aFFordanFe witK tKe CEQR Technical 
Manual. 

As indiFated in tKe CEQR Technical Manual, tKe Kazardous materials �E� designation is an 
institutional Fontrol tKat may be plaFed on a site to establisK a Kazardous materials review 
and approval framework. ,t provides a meFKanism to ensure tKat testing for and remediation 
of Kazardous materials, if neFessary, are Fompleted prior to future development of an 
affeFted site, tKereby eliminating tKe potential for a Kazardous materials impaFt. �E� 
designated parFels are administered under tKe New York City 0ayor·s OffiFe of 
Environmental Remediation �OER�. 

7Ke potential for Kazardous materials on tKe development site was evaluated in a PKase , 
Environmental Site Assessment �ESA� prepared by /angan Engineering, Environmental, 
Surveying and /andsFape ArFKiteFture, D.P.C. �/angan�, dated November 23, 201�. /angan·s 
PKase , ESA was prepared in aFFordanFe witK tKe AmeriFan SoFiety for 7esting and 0aterials 
�AS70� PraFtiFe E1527�13, inFlusive of tKe ´All Appropriate ,nTuiryµ reTuirement amended in 
tKe Federal Register on DeFember 30, 2013. 7Ke 8nited States Environmental ProteFtion 
AgenFy �8SEPA� ´All Appropriate ,nTuiryµ reTuirement establisKes speFifiF regulatory 
reTuirements for FonduFting appropriate inTuiries into tKe previous ownersKip, uses, and 
environmental Fonditions of a property for tKe purposes of Tualifying for Fertain landowner 
liability proteFtions under CompreKensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
/iability AFt �CERC/A�.  

 $VVeVVPent 

([iVting &onGitionV 

7Ke proMeFt area Fomprises Brooklyn BloFk �77, /ots 1, 8, �8, and �9, and is bounded by tKe 
*owanus Canal to tKe east, +untington Street to tKe nortK, SmitK Street to tKe west, and 9tK 
Street to tKe soutK in tKe Carroll *ardens neigKborKood of Brooklyn. /ot 1 is owned by tKe 
City of New York and is improved witK tKe SmitK�9tK Street Station and tKe elevated traFks 
of tKe F�* train. /ot �8, wKiFK totals approximately 3,25� sTuare feet �sf�, is improved witK 
two unattaFKed one�story FommerFial buildings togetKer approximately 2,�00 sf. 7Ke 
buildings are oFFupied by a deli and lunFKeonette. A very small portion of tKe lunFKeonette 
extends into /ot 1. /ot �9, wKiFK Kas a lot area of approximately 2,0�7 sf, Fontains a vaFant 
one�story building totaling approximately 2,000 sf. /ot 8, wKiFK is tKe development site, Kas 
a lot area of approximately �9,85� sf. 7Ke development site Kas 33� feet of frontage along 
+untington Street and is unpaved and Furrently vaFant. 7Ke site is used for parking and used 
intermittently as an open FontraFtor·s yard aFFessed from a Furb Fut on +untington Street. ,n 
2017, an existing one�story materials storage building was demolisKed.  
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Phase , EnvironPental Site AssessPent 

/angan·s PKase , ESA, dated November 23, 201�, was Fompleted for tKe development site 
and inFluded analyses as speFified in tKe AS70 PraFtiFe E1527�13. 7Ke goal of tKe PKase , 
ESA proFess is to identify ´reFognized environmental Fonditionsµ �RECs�, wKiFK means tKe 
presenFe or likely presenFe of any Kazardous substanFes or petroleum produFts on a 
property under Fonditions tKat indiFate an existing release, a past release, or a material 
tKreat of any Kazardous substanFes or petroleum produFts into struFtures on tKe property or 
into tKe ground, groundwater, or surfaFe water of tKe property. 

Per tKe AS70 Standard, tKe PKase , ESA reviewed a variety of information sourFes, inFluding 
Furrent and KistoriF Sanborn Fire ,nsuranFe 0aps and aerial pKotograpKs� state and federal 
environmental regulatory databases identifying listed sites� and loFal environmental reFords. 
7Ke PKase , ESA also inFluded reFonnaissanFe of tKe proMeFt area and surrounding 
neigKborKood and interviews witK a property representative.  

As stated in tKe Furrent AS70 PraFtiFe E1527�13, tKere may be environmental issues or 
Fonditions at tKe site tKat may be reTuested by tKe user to be addressed as part of tKe 
PKase , ESA, wKiFK are not Fovered witKin tKe sFope of AS70 PraFtiFe E1527�13. 7Kese issues 
are referred to as ´non�sFope Fonsiderationsµ and inFlude evaluations relating to asbestos, 
lead�based paint, mold, etF. 7Kese added Fonsiderations were evaluated as part of tKe PKase 
, ESA.  

7Ke PKase , ESA also inForporated tKe results of previous environmental reports for two 
adMoining sites, tKe Former Citizens *as :orks 0*P Site �tKe site to tKe nortK of 
development site aFross +untington Street� and tKe *owanus Canal, wKiFK were available for 
publiF review. 

7Ke PKase , ESA identified tKe following RECs for tKe development site� 

› REC�1 ² +istoriFal 8se of SubMeFt Property ² +istoriFal use of tKe development site 
inFluded a FontraFtor·s yard witK FonFrete mixing plant eTuipment from as early as 1915, 
an automobile Kouse witK gasoline tank from as early as 1938 until at least 1950, and a 
blaFksmitK from as early as 1938 until at least 19�9. 7Ke FonFrete mixing plant 
eTuipment was present at tKe development site as of tKe date of tKe PKase , ESA but 
Kad not been used for FonFrete mixing sinFe around 2012.1 At tKe time of tKe site 
reFonnaissanFe, various FKemiFals were stored tKrougKout tKe development site in 
labeled and unlabeled Fontainers. 7Ke labeled Fontainers inFluded various FonFrete 
admixtures and motor oil. ,nadvertent releases of petroleum produFts, solvents, and�or 
otKer Kazardous materials assoFiated witK KistoriFal use of tKe development site may 
Kave adversely affeFted soil, groundwater and�or soil vapor and is Fonsidered a REC. 

› REC�2 ² AdMaFent Former 0anufaFtured *as Plant Site ² 7Ke site to tKe nortK, tKe 
Former Citizens *as :orks 0*P Site, was listed in tKe 9oluntary Cleanup Program �9CP�, 
Brownfields Cleanup Program �BCP�, and 0*P databases. 7Ke site was an 0*P for about 
100 years and is impaFted by 0*P residues. 7Ke BCP site is divided into four parFels, , 
tKrougK ,9, and tKe development site is soutK of tKe soutKernmost parFel �ParFel ,,,� 

 
1 7Ke FonFrete mixing plant eTuipment was subseTuently removed from tKe site.  
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aFross +untington Street. Coal tar is present as a non�aTueous pKase liTuid �NAP/� 
tKrougKout tKe portion of tKe former 0*P site tKat borders tKe *owanus Canal and 
extends to about 120 feet below grade surfaFe �bgs�. 0*P�related Fontaminants Kave 
impaFted soil, groundwater, and soil vapor at tKis adMoining property. 7Ke off�site 
portion of a remedial investigation of tKis 0*P site inFluded one boring and tKree 
monitoring wells on tKe soutKern +untington Street sidewalk, adMaFent to tKe 
development site. 7Ke soil boring observations and soil and groundwater sample results 
revealed subsurfaFe petroleum� and tar�impaFted soil and groundwater originating from 
tKe adMoining former 0*P site. 7Ke site entered into tKe New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation �NYSDEC� BCP in February 2009 as site �C22�012 and tKe 
seleFted remedy inFludes exFavation of subsurfaFe 0*P struFtures and tKe top 8 feet of 
soil site�wide, installation of a barrier wall along tKe perimeter of tKe *owanus Canal, 
installation of tar reFovery wells, and long�term engineering and institutional Fontrols. 
BeFause tKe adMoining former 0*P site Kas impaFted subsurfaFe Fonditions at tKe 
development site, it is Fonsidered a REC. 

› REC�3 ² AdMoining National Priorities /ist �i.e., Superfund� Site ² 7Ke *owanus Canal, to 
tKe east of tKe development site, is listed in tKe National Priorities /ist �NP/�, 
CompreKensive Environmental Response, Compensation and /iability ,nformation 
System �CERC/,S�, and State +azardous :aste Site �S+:S� databases in relation to 
sediments Fontaminated witK PCBs and Foal tar. .nown Fontamination assoFiated witK 
tKis Superfund site may Kave impaFted soil, soil vapor, or groundwater at tKe 
development site, and is Fonsidered a REC.2 

› REC�� ² +istoriFal 8se of AdMoining and Surrounding Properties ² +istoriFal uses of 
adMoining and surrounding properties inFlude various industrial, manufaFturing, and 
FommerFial uses sinFe at least 188�. AdMoining and surrounding uses inFluded, but were 
not limited to, a FKemiFal fertilizer plant �188��190��, a boiler Fleaning Fompound 
faFtory �189��190��, a dextrin gum plant �1915�, an auto repair sKop �1928�, a paint 
manufaFturing faFility �1928 and 1938�, a Fandy faFtory �1950�19�9�, a filling station 
�19�9�2007�, a wrougKt iron furniture manufaFturer �1977�1991�, and unspeFified 
manufaFturing �1977�2007�. ,nadvertent releases of petroleum produFts, solvents, 
FKemiFals, and�or otKer Kazardous substanFes at tKese adMoining and surrounding 
properties may Kave impaFted groundwater and soil vapor at tKe development site, and 
is Fonsidered a REC. 

,n addition to tKe aforementioned RECs, tKe PKase , ESA identified several business 
environmental risks �BERs�, wKiFK are risks tKat Fan Kave a material environmental or 

 
2 7Ke 8nited States Environmental ProteFtion AgenFy �EPA� added tKe *owanus Canal to tKe Superfund program·s National Priorities /ist on 

0arFK 2, 2010. Based upon tKe results of an extensive investigation of tKe Fontamination in tKe Canal and publiF Fomment on a proposed 
remedy, in September 2013, EPA signed a ReFord of DeFision �ROD�, finalizing a plan to Flean up tKe Fontaminated sediment tKat Kas 
aFFumulated as a result of industrial and Fombined sewer overflow �CSO� disFKarges. 7Ke plan Falls for dredging of approximately �00,000 
FubiF yards of Fontaminated sediment, restoration of tKe former 1st Street turning basin, and in dredged areas of tKe Canal wKere 
Fontamination exists in tKe native sediment, multiple layers of Flean material will be plaFed. ,n tKe seFtions of tKe Canal wKere native 
sediment is Fontaminated witK Foal tar, tKe sediment will be stabilized by mixing it witK FonFrete or similar materials. 7Ke stabilized areas 
will tKen be Fovered witK tKe multilayer Fap. 7Ke remedy also inFludes tKe FonstruFtion of retention tanks to reduFe tKe volume of 
Fontaminated sewage solid disFKarges from tKe CSOs at two maMor outfalls in tKe upper portion of tKe Canal. No environmental remediation 
Kas been undertaken, to date.  
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environmental�driven impaFt on tKe business assoFiated witK tKe Furrent or planned use of a 
parFel. /angan·s PKase , ESA did not identify any KistoriFal RECs or Controlled RECs for tKe 
development site.  

1o�$Ftion &onGition 

Absent tKe proposed aFtions �No�AFtion Fondition�, tKe Fonditions witKin tKe proMeFt area 
will remain as in existing Fonditions.  

Preparation for tKe remediation of tKe 0*P site to tKe nortK is Furrently underway and is 
governed by tKe New York State Department of Environmental Conservation·s �NYSDEC·s� 
0*P Program. Planned Fleanup aFtivities inFlude� exFavation and offsite disposal of 
approximately �2,000 FubiF yards of impaFted soil� demolition of building foundations, 
underground faFilities and former 0*P struFtures� baFkfilling of exFavated areas witK soil 
tKat meets tKe soil Fleanup obMeFtives� FonstruFtion of approximately 880 feet of steel 
bulkKead barrier wall along tKe *owanus Canal� FonstruFtion of a Fover system Fonsisting of 
a minimum of two feet of soil in tKe exFavation area� installation of Foal tar reFovery wells to 
FolleFt and remove Fontamination� onsite treatment of water generated during remedial 
aFtivities to meet disFKarge reTuirements� development of a Site 0anagement Plan for tKe 
long�term maintenanFe of tKe remedy� and, reFording of an Environmental Easement for tKe 
institutional and engineering Fontrols needed at tKe site.  

:itK�$Ftion &onGition 

,n tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, /ots 1, �8, and �9 would remain in tKeir Furrent Fondition, 
wKile tKe development site �/ot 8� would be redeveloped witK tKe proposed proMeFt, 
Fonsisting of ��story, 101,221 gsf building witK ground�floor retail spaFe, upper�level offiFe 
spaFe, a FontraFtor yard and a sKop, and a 7,5�8�sf sKore publiF walkway along tKe *owanus 
Canal.   

Prior to development, tKe AppliFant would be reTuired to ensure tKat additional subsurfaFe 
testing and mitigation would be provided as neFessary. 7o preFlude tKe potential for 
signifiFant adverse impaFts related to Kazardous materials, an �E� designation would be 
establisKed as part of tKe proposed aFtions for tKe development site �BloFk �77, /ot 8�. :itK 
tKe plaFement of an �E� designation, furtKer Kazardous materials assessments would be 
direFted tKrougK tKe New York City OffiFe of Environmental Remediation �OER�.  

7Ke �E� designation text related to Kazardous materials is as follows� 

Task 1 

The Applicant submits to OER, for review and approval, a Phase I ESA of the site along 
with a soil, groundwater, and soil vapor testing protocol (a.k.a. Remedial Investigation 
Work Plan [RIWP]) along with a site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP), including a 
description of methods and a project site map with all sampling locations clearly and 
precisely represented.  

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

Task 2 

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

If remediation is indicated from the test results, a proposed Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 
must be submitted to OER for review and approval. The applicant must complete such 
remediation as determined necessary by OER in accordance with the approved RAP. The 
applicant should then provide proper documentation that remedial action has been 
satisfactorily completed. 

An OER�approved ConstruFtion +ealtK and Safety Plan �C+ASP� would be implemented 
during exFavation and FonstruFtion aFtivities to proteFt workers and tKe Fommunity 
from potentially signifiFant adverse impaFts assoFiated witK Fontaminated soil and�or 
groundwater. 7Kis plan would be submitted to OER for review and approval prior to 
implementation. 

All demolition or reKabilitation work would be FonduFted in aFFordanFe witK appliFable 
reTuirements for disturbanFe, Kandling and disposal of suspeFt lead�paint and asbestos 
Fontaining materials. 

*iven tKese measures, tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would not result in any signifiFant impaFts 
relating to Kazardous materials. 

 &onFOuVion 
Any potential impaFts relating to Kazardous materials would be identified and investigated 
prior to subsurfaFe disturbanFe as reTuired by an �E� designation for Kazardous materials. 
Any potential remedial aFtion tKat may be reTuired would also be administered as part of 
tKe �E� designation protoFol under tKe regulatory oversigKt of OER. :itK tKe implementation 
of tKese measures, no signifiFant adverse impaFts related to Kazardous materials would 
result from tKe proposed aFtions. 
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2.7 
:Dter DnG SeZer ,nIrDVtruFture 
This section assesses whether the proposed action may adversely 
affect the &ity’s water distribution or sewer system. 

,ntroGuFtion 
7Kis seFtion evaluates tKe potential effeFts of tKe proposed proMeFt on tKe City·s water 
supply, wastewater treatment, and stormwater management infrastruFture, in aFFordanFe 
witK tKe 201� CEQR Technical Manual.  

New York City·s water and sewer network is fundamental to tKe operation, KealtK, safety and 
Tuality of life of tKe City and its surrounding environment, and it must be sized to fit tKe 
users and surfaFe Fonditions to funFtion adeTuately. Ensuring tKese systems Kave adeTuate 
FapaFity to aFFommodate land use or density FKanges and new development is FritiFal to 
avoid environmental and KealtK problems suFK as sewer baFk�ups, street flooding, or 
pressure reduFtions. 

As desFribed in Section �.�, ProMect 'escription, tKe proposed proMeFt Fonsists of tKe 
development of a 101,221 gsf mixed�use building Fonsisting of 92,507 gsf FommerFial offiFe 
and retail spaFe and 3,�71 gsf of manufaFturing spaFe for a FontraFtor worksKop. 7Ke 
proposed proMeFt would also inFlude tKe FonstruFtion of a sKore publiF walkway fronting tKe 
*owanus Canal. 

AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, aFtions tKat would inFrease density or FKange 
drainage Fonditions warrant a water and sewer infrastruFture analysis. SpeFifiFally, 
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developments tKat would result in an exFeptionally large demand for water �more tKan one 
million gallons per day >´mgdµ@� or tKat are loFated in an area tKat experienFes low water 
pressure reTuire an analysis of potential impaFts on tKe water supply system. Additionally, 
proMeFts loFated in speFifiF drainage areas, suFK as tKe *owanus Canal, tKat would involve 
development on a site one aFre or larger wKere tKe amount of impervious surfaFe would 
inFrease, reTuire an analysis of potential impaFts on tKe wastewater and stormwater 
FonveyanFe and treatment system. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt is loFated in tKe *owanus Canal drainage area on a site tKat is larger 
tKan one aFre and it would inFrease impervious surfaFes at tKe site. 7Kerefore, an analysis of 
tKe proposed proMeFt·s potential impaFts on tKe wastewater and stormwater FonveyanFe and 
treatments system is reTuired. 

 0etKoGoOog\ 

:Dter SuSSO\ 

AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary water supply infrastruFture analysis is 
neFessary if tKe proMeFt would result in an exFeptionally large demand for water �i.e., over 
one million gallons per day�, or is loFated in an area tKat experienFes low water pressure �i.e., 
areas at tKe end of tKe water supply distribution system suFK as tKe RoFkaway Peninsula and 
Coney ,sland�. 7Ke proposed proMeFt is not loFated in an area tKat experienFes low water 
pressure and would result in an inFremental water demand of approximately 27,�3� gallons 
per day �´gpdµ� �see 7aEle �.���� as Fompared witK tKe No�AFtion Fondition. A preliminary 
water supply analysis is not warranted sinFe tKe proMeFted water demand for tKe :itK�AFtion 
Fondition does not exFeed tKe CE4R tKresKold of one million gpd. 

:DVteZDter DnG StorPZDter &onYe\DnFe DnG 7reDtPent 

A preliminary sewer analysis is warranted if a proposed proMeFt is loFated in a Fombined 
sewer area and would exFeed inFremental development tKresKolds �above tKe prediFted No�
AFtion Fondition� of �00 residential units or 150,000 sf of FommerFial spaFe in Brooklyn� or if 
a proposed proMeFt is loFated in a drainage area of FonFern, suFK as tKe *owanus Canal, and 
would involve development on a site one aFre or larger wKere tKe amount of impervious 
surfaFe would inFrease. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would not result in over 150,000 sf of 
FommerFial spaFe. +owever, as mentioned previously, tKe proposed proMeFt is loFated in tKe 
*owanus Canal drainage area on a site greater tKan one aFre �1.1� aFres or �9,85� sf�. 
7Kerefore, a sewer analysis is warranted and provided below. 

Existing and future water demand and sanitary sewage generation are FalFulated based on 
use generation rates provided in tKe CEQR Technical Manual. 7Ke New York City Department 
of Environmental ProteFtion �DEP� Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix is used to FalFulate tKe 
overall sanitary sewage and stormwater runoff volume disFKarged to tKe separate sewer 
systems for four rainfall volume sFenarios witK varying durations. 7Ke ability of tKe City·s 
sewer infrastruFture to Kandle tKe antiFipated demand from tKe proposed proMeFt is 
assessed by estimating existing sewage generation rates, and tKen Fomparing tKese existing 
rates witK tKe future No�AFtion and future :itK�AFtion Fonditions. 
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 $VVeVVPent 

([iVting &onGitionV 

StorPZater and Sanitary SeZage Conveyance SysteP 

7Ke development site is loFated in a Fombined sewer area, wKiFK is an area served by a 
Fombined sewer system tKat FolleFts botK sanitary sewage and stormwater. AFFording to a 
sewer map provided by DEP, tKere is a 12�inFK FirFular sewer pipe loFated soutK of tKe site 
along 9tK Street. Sewage flows from tKis pipe into tKe 72�inFK FirFular Fombined sewer pipe 
running along SmitK Street. Combined sewage flows in tKis area are tKen Farried to tKe Red 
+ook :astewater 7reatment Plant �::7P�, wKiFK Kas a maximum permitted FapaFity of �0 
mgd.  

7Kere are tKree FatFK basins loFated along tKe soutKern edge of tKe proMeFt area along 9tK 
Street as well as five manKoles loFated along 9tK Street and tKe soutKern portion of /ot 1, 
wKiFK is in tKe proMeFt area. 7Kese FatFK basins and manKoles are served by a 12�inFK pipe 
tKat runs along 9tK Street, wKiFK ends at a Keadwall loFated at tKe eastern edge of /ot 1 
fronting tKe *owanus Canal, Must soutK of tKe development site. Stormwater is Farried 
tKrougK tKis pipe, wKiFK disFKarges direFtly into tKe *owanus Canal. 7Ke New York City 
Department of Design and ConstruFtion �DDC� and DEP are undertaking water and sewer 
infrastruFture improvements in tKe area as part of tKe 9tK Street ,nfrastruFture 
,mprovements proMeFt �Capital ProMeFt SE.200�8�. 7Ke proMeFt inFludes a mandatory upgrade 
to tKe stormwater infrastruFture in tKe area in an effort to mitigate flooding by replaFing 
existing stormwater FolleFtion faFilities and two existing outfalls tKat disFKarge direFtly into 
tKe *owanus Canal. 7Kis proMeFt reTuires permits and approvals from DEP, tKe New York City 
Department of 7ransportation �DO7�, tKe New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation �NYSDEC�, tKe New York State Department of State �NYSDOS�, and tKe 8nited 
States Army Corps of Engineers �8SACE�. 

:ater and Sanitary )loZ 

As desFribed in Section �.�, ProMect 'escription, tKe proMeFt site is a �9,85��sf �1.1��aFre� 
unpaved, vaFant lot used intermittently for long�term veKiFle storage and as an open 
FontraFtor·s yard. BeFause tKe site is vaFant, tKere is no water Fonsumption or sewage 
generation at tKe site.   

Stormwater from tKe development site Furrently flows overland direFtly to tKe *owanus 
Canal. Stormwater from +untington Street also Furrently flows overland direFtly to tKe 
*owanus Canal.  

7aEle �.��� sKows tKe breakdown of existing site Foverage and tKe assoFiated runoff 
FoeffiFients. 
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7aEle �.��� E[isting Conditions, :eighted 5unoII CoeIIicient �C� 

SurIDFe 7\Se 5ooI 3DYePent�:DONV 2tKer� *rDVV�SoItVFDSe 7otDO 
$reD ��� 0 0 100 0 100 
SurIDFe $reD �VI� 0 0 �9,85� 0 �9,85� 
5unoII &oeIIiFient 1.00 0.85 0.85 0.20 0.85
 

Notes� 
Runoff FoeffiFients for eaFK surfaFe type as per DEP, as provided in tKe CE4R DEP Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix. 

:eigKted runoff FoeffiFient FalFulations are based on tKe DEP Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix provided in tKe 

CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual. 
17Ke �9,85� lot is unpaved and is, tKerefore, assumed to be an ´OtKerµ surfaFe type.  

7Ke total sewage and stormwater flows generated at tKe development site under existing 
Fonditions, during different storm events, are presented in million gallons �´0*µ� in 7aEle 
�.���.  

7aEle �.��� 'EP )loZ VoluPe 0atri[ ² E[isting Conditions, SeZage and StorPZater 
Generation 'uring 'iIIerent StorP Events 

5DinIDOO 
9oOuPe 
�in�� 

5DinIDOO 
'urDtion 
�Kr�� 

7otDO $reD 
�$Fre� 

:eigKteG 
5unoII 
&oeIIiFient �&� 

SeZDge DnG 
StorPZDter to 
&oPEineG SeZer 
S\VteP �0*� 

StorPZDter 
5unoII �0*� 

0.00 3.80 1.1� 0.85 0.00 0.00 

0.�0 3.80 1.1� 0.85 0.00 0.01 

1.20 11.30 1.1� 0.85 0.00 0.03 

2.50 19.50 1.1� 0.85 0.00 0.07 

)uture 1o�$Ftion &onGition 

8nder tKe No�AFtion Fondition, tKe development site is expeFted to remain in its existing 
Fondition. 7Kere would be no FKange in surfaFe Foverage from existing Fonditions. As suFK, 
stormwater from tKe development site and from +untington Street will Fontinue to flow �
direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal, and tKere would be no sewage generated by tKe 
development site. 

)uture :itK�$Ftion &onGition 

Conveyance SysteP 

8nder tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition, tKe appliFant is proposing to FonstruFt a separate sewer 
system. A new stormwater outfall to Kandle stormwater from tKe development site would be 
FonstruFted on tKe site Must soutK of +untington Street. 7Ke appliFant is Furrently proposing 
tKat stormwater from tKe site would be direFted tKrougK a KydrodynamiF separator, an 
element tKat removes sediment and otKer pollutants, before being direFtly disFKarged into 
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tKe *owanus Canal.1 7Ke 8nited States Environmental ProteFtion AgenFy �EPA�, tKe agenFy 
witK oversigKt for new stormwater outfalls at tKis loFation, Kas approved tKis new outfall. 
Stormwater from +untington Street would be managed in aFFordanFe witK direFtion from 
DEP. Sanitary sewage from tKe proposed proMeFt would FonneFt to a new 10�inFK sanitary 
sewer being built on +untington Street as part of tKe proposed proMeFt and would flow from 
tKis pipe into tKe 72�inFK Fombined sewer along SmitK Street, wKiFK would tKen be direFted 
to tKe Red +ook ::7P. A site FonneFtion permit will be reTuired for tKe proposed 10�inFK 
sanitary sewer FonneFtion to +untington Street. 

:ater and Sanitary )loZs 

7aEle �.��� sKows tKe estimated water Fonsumption and sewage generation under tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 7Ke proposed proMeFt is expeFted to generate approximately 11,318 gpd 
of daily sanitary sewage witK a total water demand of 27,�3� gpd. 7Ke estimated sanitary 
flow of 11,318 gpd would represent approximately 0.02 perFent of tKe average daily flow 
FapaFity of �0 mgd at tKe Red +ook ::7P. 7Kerefore, tKe antiFipated sanitary flow from tKe 
proposed proMeFt would not exFeed tKe FapaFity of tKe faFility and would not result in 
signifiFant adverse impaFts on tKe Fity·s sewage treatment system. 

7aEle �.��� )uture :ith�Action Condition, :ater ConsuPption and :asteZater 
Generation 

/DnG 
8Ve 5Dte 

:Dter &onVuPStion DnG :DVteZDter *enerDtion 

8nit Si]e 
:Dter�:DVteZDter 

�gSG� 

$ir 
&onGitioning 

�gSG� 
7otDO 
�gSG� 

2IIiFe� 

DomestiF� 
0.10 gpd�sf� 
Air 
Conditioning� 
0.17 gpd�sf 

SF 83,�90 8,3�9 1�,227.3 22,59�.3 

5etDiO 

DomestiF� 
0.2� gpd�sf� 
Air 
Conditioning� 
0.17 gpd�sf 

SF 12,288 2,9�9.12 2,088.9� 5,038.08 

7otal :ater ConsuPption ��,���.�� 
7otal SeZage Generation ��,���.�� 

SourFe� CEQR Technical Manual 7able 13�2 for Fonsumption rate assumptions. 
Notes� 
1 Assumes offiFe use for offiFe spaFe and FontraFtor sKop, wKiFK funFtions as storage spaFe, aFFording to tKe 

appliFant. 

StorPZater )loZs 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would inFrease tKe amount of impervious roof area as well as 
impervious pavement surfaFes and pervious softsFape and otKer surfaFe types at tKe 

1 A KydrodynamiF separator is not reTuired by existing regulations. 
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development site, tKerefore resulting in an inFrease of 0.02 in tKe stormwater FoeffiFient in 
tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition as Fompared to tKe No�AFtion Fondition, from 0.85 to 0.88. 7aEle 
�.��� sKows tKe proposed site Foverage and assoFiated runoff FoeffiFients in tKe :itK�
AFtion Fondition. 

7aEle �.��� :ith�Action Condition, :ieghted 5unoII CoeIIicient �C� 

SurIDFe 7\Se 5ooI 3DYePent�:DONV� 2tKer� *rDVV�SoItVFDSe 7otDO 
$reD ��� �7 �2 3 7 100 
SurIDFe $reD �VI� 21,�09 19,2�9 �,05� 3,122 �9,85� 
5unoII &oeIIiFient 1.00 0.85 0.87 0.20 0.88
 

Notes� 
Runoff FoeffiFients for eaFK surfaFe type as per DEP, as provided in tKe CE4R DEP Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix. 

 :eigKted runoff FoeffiFient FalFulations are based on tKe DEP Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix provided in tKe 

CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual. 
1 Pavement�:alksµ inFludes pavement from sKore publiF walkway and tKe 15,�89 sf FontraFtor yard. 
2 7Ke ´OtKerµ surfaFe type is stabilized aggregate �oFFupiable, permeable pavement�.   

As noted previously, all stormwater from tKe development site, wKiFK is 1.1� aFres, would 
Fontinue to disFKarge direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal� Kowever, instead of flowing overland 
direFtly to tKe Fanal, tKe proposed proMeFt would inFlude a KydrodynamiF separator to 
remove sediment and otKer pollutants prior to disFKarge into tKe Fanal. 

SinFe tKe proposed FatFKment area disFKarging direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal is greater 
tKan one aFre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan �S:PPP� would be reTuired as per 
NYSDEC regulations. 

7aEle �.��� provides tKe stormwater generation from tKe development site for tKe :itK�
AFtion Fondition during different storm events. 

7aEle �.��� 'EP )loZ VoluPe 0atri[ ² :ith�Action Condition, SeZage and 
StorPZater Generation 'uring 'iIIerent StorP Events 

5DinIDOO 
9oOuPe 

�in�� 

5DinIDOO 
'urDtion 

�Kr�� 
7otDO $reD 

�$Fre� 

:eigKteG 
5unoII 

&oeIIiFient �&� 

SeZDge to 
&oPEineG SeZer 

S\VteP �0*� 
StorPZDter 
5unoII �0*� 

0.00 3.80 1.1� 0.88 0.002 0.00 
0.�0 3.80 1.1� 0.88 0.002 0.01 
1.20 11.30 1.1� 0.88 0.005 0.03 
2.50 19.50 1.1� 0.88 0.008 0.07 

7Ke FalFulations from tKe Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix determine tKe FKange in peak 
wastewater flow volumes to tKe Fombined sewer system and tKe FKange in peak stormwater 
flow volumes to tKe *owanus Canal from tKe Existing�No�AFtion to future :itK�AFtion 
Conditions during various rainfall sFenarios FKosen by DEP. 7aEle �.��� sKows tKe 
inFremental FKange in flow volumes to tKe *owanus Canal from tKe Existing� No�AFtion to 
:itK�AFtion Condition, wKiFK are taken from tKe DEP Flow 9olume CalFulation 0atrix. 
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7aEle �.��� 'EP )loZ VoluPe 0atri[ ² E[isting�1o�Action and :ith�Action VoluPe 
CoPparison 

5DinIDOO 
9oOuPe 

�in�� 

5DinIDOO 
'urDtion 

�Kr�� 

7otDO 9oOuPe to *oZDnuV &DnDO �0*� ,nFrePent 

([iVting�1o�
$Ftion &onGitionV 

:itK�$Ftion 
&onGition 

,nFreDVeG 
9oOuPe to 

tKe 
*oZDnuV 

&DnDO �0*� 

3erFent 
&KDnge 

IroP 
([iVting�1o
�$Ftion ���

0.00 3.80 0.00 0.00 0 0� 
0.�0 3.80 0.01 0.01 0 0� 
1.20 11.30 0.03 0.03 0 0� 
2.50 19.50 0.07 0.07 0 0� 

As sKown in tKe table, tKe proposed proMeFt would not inFrease tKe amount of stormwater 
being disFKarged into tKe *owanus Canal. AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, if tKe 
proposed proMeFt would result in an inFrease of 2 perFent or more over existing Fonditions 
for dry and wet weatKer flows from tKe development site for any rainfall event tKat would 
disFKarge to a drainage area of FonFern, tKen a detailed analysis may be neFessary. BeFause 
tKe proposed proMeFt would not inFrease tKe amount of stormwater being disFKarged into 
tKe *owanus Canal, no furtKer analysis is warranted.   

7aEle �.��� sKows tKe inFremental FKange in flow volumes to tKe Fombined sewer system 
from tKe Existing� No�AFtion to :itK�AFtion Condition, wKiFK are taken from tKe DEP Flow 
9olume CalFulation 0atrix. 

7aEle �.��� 'EP )loZ VoluPe 0atri[ ² E[isting�1o�Action and :ith�Action VoluPe 
CoPparison 

5DinIDOO 
9oOuPe 

�in�� 

5DinIDOO 
'urDtion 

�Kr�� 

7otDO 9oOuPe to &oPEineG SeZer 
S\VteP �0*� ,nFrePent 

([iVting�1o�
$Ftion &onGitionV 

:itK�$Ftion 
&onGition 

,nFreDVeG 9oOuPe 
to &oPEineG SeZer 

S\VteP �0*� 
0.00 3.80 0.00 0.002 0.002 
0.�0 3.80 0.00 0.002 0.002 
1.20 11.30 0.00 0.005 0.005 
2.50 19.50 0.00 0.008 0.008 

As sKown in tKe table, tKe proposed proMeFt would result in an inFremental inFrease of 
approximately 0.002 to 0.008 0* to tKe subFatFKment area, depending on tKe rainfall 
volume and duration. 7Ke Forresponding perFent FKange in flow volumes to tKe Fombined 
sewer system over Existing�future No�AFtion Conditions are also sKown in tKe table. 

As desFribed previously, sanitary sewage generated by tKe development site would be 
11,318 gpd, an 11,318 gpd inFrease from tKe No�AFtion Condition. 7Kerefore, tKe amount of 
flow from tKe development site being direFted to tKe Fombined sewer would inFrease. 
+owever, as mentioned above, tKe estimated sanitary flow of 11,318 gpd would represent 
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approximately 0.02 perFent of tKe average daily flow FapaFity of �0 mgd at tKe Red +ook 
::7P and would not result in signifiFant adverse impaFts on tKe Fity·s sewage treatment 
system. As sewer FonveyanFe near tKe development site and wastewater treatment FapaFity 
at tKe Red +ook ::7P are botK suffiFient to Kandle wastewater flow tKat would result from 
tKe proposed proMeFt, tKere would not be any signifiFant adverse impaFts on wastewater 
treatment or stormwater FonveyanFe infrastruFture. 

 &onFOuVion 
7Ke estimated amount of water supply demand by tKe proposed proMeFt would not exFeed 
tKe CE4R tKresKold of one million gpd. 7Kerefore, a preliminary water supply analysis was 
not reTuired. BeFause tKe development site is loFated in a drainage area of FonFern �tKe 
*owanus Canal�, a preliminary sewer analysis was FonduFted. SinFe tKe proposed area 
disFKarging direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal is greater tKan one aFre, a S:PPP would be 
reTuired. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would not exFeed tKe CE4R tKresKold of a 2 perFent 
inFrease in tKe amount of stormwater tKat would be direFtly disFKarged to tKe *owanus 
Canal from tKe development site. ,n addition, stormwater from tKe development site would 
be direFted tKrougK a KydrodynamiF separator before being direFtly disFKarged into tKe 
Canal. 7Kis would limit tKe amount of stormwater and pollution being disFKarged into tKe 
*owanus Canal. Sanitary sewage generated from tKe proposed proMeFt would result in an 
inFrease in wastewater and stormwater runoff being Fonveyed to tKe Fombined sewer 
system in tKe neigKborKood. +owever, tKe 11,318 gpd of sanitary sewage generated by tKe 
proposed proMeFt would represent 0.02 perFent of tKe average daily flow FapaFity of �0 mgd 
at tKe Red +ook ::7P and would not result in signifiFant adverse impaFts on tKe Fity·s 
sewage treatment system.  

As suFK, tKe analysis FonFludes tKat tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in signifiFant 
adverse impaFts on tKe Fity·s water supply, or on its wastewater and stormwater FonveyanFe 
and treatment infrastruFture. 
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2.8 
7rDnVSortDtion 
The obMective of the transportation analyses is to determine whether a 
proposed proMect may result in significant adverse impacts on traffic 
operations and mobility, public transportation facilities and services, 
pedestrian elements and flow, safety of all roadway users 
�pedestrians, cyclists, transit users and motorists�, and on� and off�
street parNing. 

 ,ntroGuFtion 
7Ke proposed proMeFt is loFated between SmitK Street and tKe *owanus Canal in tKe Carroll 
*ardens seFtion of Brooklyn. )igure �.��� sKows tKe loFation of tKe proMeFt area. 7Ke 
proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of a ��story building witK 80,219 sTuare feet �sf� of offiFe 
spaFe, 12,288 sf of loFal retail spaFe, and 7,5�8 sf of waterfront publiF aFFess area �´passive 
open spaFeµ�. 7Kere would be no parking provided on�site for tKese uses. 7aEle �.��� sKows 
tKe development inFrement analyzed. AltKougK tKe proposed proMeFt would inFlude an 18,9�0 
sf FontraFtor sKop and yard, tKe primary use of tKis spaFe is for storage of FonstruFtion 
eTuipment and veKiFle aFtivity during tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would be similar to tKe 
existing and No�AFtion Fonditions despite tKe reduFtion in FontraFtor yard spaFe.  
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)igure �.���  ProMect Location 
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7aEle �.���  'evelopPent ,ncrePent Ior Analysis 

8se 1o�Action Condition :ith�Action Condition ,ncrePent 
OffiFe 0 *SF 80,219 *SF 80,219 *SF 
/oFal Retail 0 *SF 12,288 *SF 12,288 *SF 
ContraFtor SKop and Yard 
�inFluding aFFessory parking�1 �8,512 SF 18,9�0 SF �29,552 SF

Passive Open SpaFe 0 SF 7,5�8 SF 7,5�8 SF
1 7Ke primary use of tKe FonstruFtion sKop and yard is for storage of FonstruFtion eTuipment. Despite tKe reduFtion in sTuare footage, veKiFle 

aFtivity during tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition would be similar to tKe existing and No�AFtion Fonditions, and no FKanges in trips would be 
expeFted.  

0etKoGoOog\ 
AFFording to tKe 201� CEQR Technical Manual proFedures for transportation analysis, a two�
tiered sFreening proFess is undertaken to determine wKetKer a Tuantified analysis is 
neFessary. 7Ke first step, tKe /evel 1 �7rip *eneration� sFreening, determines wKetKer tKe 
volume of peak Kour person and veKiFle trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would 
remain below tKe minimum tKresKolds for furtKer study. 7Kese tKresKolds are� 

› 50 peak Kour veKiFle trip ends�
› 200 peak Kour subway�rail or bus transit riders� and
› 200 peak Kour pedestrian trips.

,f tKe proposed proMeFt results in inFrements tKat would exFeed any of tKese tKresKolds, a 
/evel 2 �7rip Assignment� sFreening assessment is performed. 8nder tKis assessment, 
proMeFt�generated trips tKat exFeed /evel 1 tKresKolds are assigned to and from tKe site 
tKrougK tKeir respeFtive networks �streets, bus and subway lines, sidewalks, etF.� based on 
expeFted origin�destination patterns and travel routes. 

/eYeO � SFreening $VVeVVPent 

7Ke travel demand faFtors used to FalFulate tKe proMeFted number of trips were obtained 
primarily from tKe 201� CEQR Technical Manual, tKe New York City Department of City 
Planning·s �NYCDCP� reverse Mourney to work data, and from otKer New York City 
environmental impaFt studies and assessments suFK as tKe Atlantic Yards Arena and 
Redevelopment Project FEIS (2006). 7aEle �.��� provides tKe travel demand assumptions 
used for tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours. 
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7aEle �.���  7ravel 'ePand AssuPptions  

 2IIice Local 5etail Passive 2pen Space 

Person 7rip Gen 5ate 
�:eekday� Saturday� 

18�3.91 205�2�01 ����21 
per 1,000 SF per 1,000 SF per acre 

/inked 7rip Credit  0� 25� 0� 
7ePporal 'istriEution 

:eekday A0 Peak 12�1 3�1 3�1 
:eekday 0idday Peak 15�1 19�1 5�1 
:eekday P0 Peak 1��1 10�1 ��1 
Saturday 0idday Peak 17�1 10�1 ��1 
0odal Split  
�:eekday A0, P0, and Saturday 0idday Peak +ours� :eekday 0idday Peak +our� 

Auto 28.7��2�2,3 11��11�� 20��20�5 
7axi  �.9��1�2,3 0��0�� 1��1�5 
Bus 12.7��7�2,3 2��2�� 11��11�5 
Subway 32.1��7�2,3 3��3�� 12��12�5 
:alk 21.���83�2,3 8���8��� 5���5��5 
Vehicle 2ccupancy  

Auto  1.�23 2.003 2.905 
7axi  1.�23 2.003 3.005 
'irectional Split �,n�2ut� 

:eekday A0 Peak 9�����3 50��50�3 55���5�5 
:eekday 0idday Peak 39���1�3 50��50�3 50��50�5 
:eekday P0 Peak 5��95�3 50��50�3 �5��55�5 
Saturday 0idday Peak �0���0�3 50��50�7 55���5�5 
7rucN 7rip Gen 
�:eekday� Saturday� 

0.32�0.011 0.35�0.0�1 0.01�0.015 
per 1,000 SF per 1,000 SF per acre 

7rucN 7ePporal 'istriEution 
:eekday A0 Peak 10�1 8�1 ��5 
:eekday 0idday Peak 11�1 11�1 ��5 
:eekday P0 Peak 2�1 2�1 1�5 
Saturday 0idday Peak 11�1 11�1 0�5,� 
7rucN 7rip 'irectional Split �,n�2ut� �  ������� 
SourFe� 
�1� 2014 CEQR Technical Manual 
�2� Based on offiFe survey data provided by NYCDO7 
�3� Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project FEIS (2006) 
��� NYCDO7 survey of loFal retail spaFe in Brooklyn transit zone 
�5� Brooklyn Bridge Park FEIS (2010) 
��� 7emporal distribution for Saturday midday peak Kour assumed to be similar to Sunday midday peak Kour in Brooklyn Bridge Park FEIS 
(2010) 
�7� DireFtional distribution for loFal retail Saturday midday peak Kour assumed to be similar to weekday midday peak Kour 
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7ravel 'ePand AssuPptions 

Office 

7rip generation rates used for tKe offiFe use of 18 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for weekday 
and 3.9 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for Saturday were based on tKe 2014 CEQR Technical 
Manual.  7emporal distributions of 12 perFent, 15 perFent, 1� perFent, and 17 perFent for tKe 
weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours, respeFtively, were also obtained 
from tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. 7Ke weekday A0, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours 
modal splits of 28.7 perFent by auto, �.9 perFent by taxi, 12.7 perFent by bus, 32.1 perFent by 
subway, and 21.� perFent by walk were based on offiFe survey data provided by NYCDO7. 7Ke 
weekday midday peak Kour modal split used was 2 perFent by auto, 1 perFent by taxi, 7 
perFent by bus, 7 perFent by subway, and 83 perFent by walk and were obtained from tKe 
Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project FEIS (2006). 9eKiFle oFFupanFies of 1.�2 
persons by auto and 1.�2 persons by taxi �obtained from tKe Atlantic Yards Arena and 
Redevelopment Project FEIS [2006]) were used for all peak Kours. 7Ke direFtional distributions 
of 9� perFent in, 39 perFent in, 5 perFent in, and �0 perFent in were used for tKe weekday A0, 
midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours, respeFtively. 

For offiFe delivery trips, a trip generation rate of 0.32 daily truFks per 1,000 sf and a temporal 
distribution of 10 perFent, 11 perFent, and 2 perFent for tKe weekday A0, midday, and P0 
peak Kours, respeFtively, were based on tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. For Saturday 
delivery trips, a trip generation rate of 0.01 daily truFks per 1,000 sf and a temporal 
distribution of 11 perFent for tKe Saturday midday peak Kour was based on tKe 2014 CEQR 
Technical Manual. 

Local Retail 

For tKe loFal retail use, trip generation rates of 205 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for weekday 
and 2�0 daily person trips per 1,000 sf for Saturday were obtained from tKe 2014 CEQR 
Technical Manual and 25 perFent was assumed to aFFount for linked trips between tKe loFal 
retail and otKer uses. 0odal splits were based on New York City Department of 7ransportation 
�NYCDO7� surveys of loFal retail spaFe in Brooklyn transit zones, veKiFle oFFupanFy and 
direFtional distributions were obtained from tKe Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment 
Project FEIS (2006) and tKe temporal distributions were obtained from tKe 2014 CEQR 
Technical Manual. 7Ke weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kour modal splits 
of 11 perFent by auto, 2 perFent by bus, 3 perFent by subway, and 8� perFent by walk, and 
veKiFle oFFupanFies of 2.00 persons per auto and 2.00 persons per taxi, were used for all peak 
Kours. 7Ke temporal distributions used were 3 perFent, 19 perFent, 10 perFent, and 10 perFent 
for tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and tKe Saturday midday peak Kours, respeFtively, and tKe 
direFtional distributions used were 50 perFent ´inµ for all peak Kours. 

For retail delivery trips, daily trip generation rates of 0.35 and 0.0� daily truFks per 1,000 sf for 
weekday and Saturday, respeFtively, and a temporal distribution of 8 perFent, 11 perFent, 2 
perFent, and 11 perFent for tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours, 
respeFtively, were obtained from tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. 
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Passive Open Space 

For tKe passive open spaFe use, trip generation rates of �� daily person trips per aFre for 
weekday and �2 daily person trips per aFre for Saturday were obtained from tKe 2014 CEQR 
Technical Manual. 0odal splits, veKiFle oFFupanFy, and direFtional distributions were obtained 
from tKe Brooklyn Bridge Park FEIS (2010) and tKe temporal distributions were obtained from 
tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. 7Ke weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak 
Kour modal splits of 20 perFent by auto, 1 perFent by taxi, 11 perFent by bus, 12 perFent by 
subway, and 5� perFent by walk, and veKiFle oFFupanFies of 2.90 persons per auto and 3.00 
persons per taxi, were used for all peak Kours. 7Ke temporal distributions used were 3 perFent, 
5 perFent, � perFent, and � perFent for tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and tKe Saturday midday 
peak Kours, respeFtively, and tKe direFtional distributions used were 55 perFent ´inµ, 50 
perFent ´inµ, �5 perFent ´inµ, and 55 perFent ´inµ for tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and 
Saturday midday peak Kours, respeFtively. 

For delivery trips, daily trip generation rates of 0.01 daily truFks per aFre was assumed for botK 
tKe weekday and Saturday, and a temporal distribution of � perFent, � perFent, and 1 perFent 
for tKe weekday A0, midday, and P0 peak Kours, respeFtively, were obtained from tKe 
Brooklyn Bridge Park FEIS (2010)� no deliveries are assumed during tKe Saturday midday peak 
Kour. 

Level � Screening 5esults  

Transit and Pedestrian  

7Ke total number of person trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt are provided in 7aEle 
�.���. 7Ke inFrease in transit trips would be 81 trips �2� bus trips and 57 subway trips� during 
tKe weekday A0 peak Kour, �8 trips �23 bus trips and 25 subway trips� in tKe weekday midday 
peak Kour, 100 trips �29 bus trips and 71 subway trips� in tKe weekday P0 peak Kour, and 1� 
trips �7 bus trips and 9 subway trips� in tKe Saturday midday peak Kour. SinFe tKe number of 
peak Kour transit trips expeFted to be generated by tKe proposed proMeFt does not exFeed tKe 
2014 CEQR Technical Manual /evel 1 tKresKold of 200 person trips per Kour, no additional 
analyses are needed. 7Ke inFrease in pedestrian trips �walk�only trips plus walk from auto, bus 
and subway trips� is 222 person trips during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour, 575 person trips 
during tKe weekday midday peak Kour, 379 person trips during tKe weekday P0 peak Kour, 
and 271 person trips during tKe Saturday midday peak Kour. SinFe tKe number of peak Kour 
pedestrian trips expeFted to be generated by tKe proposed proMeFt exFeeds tKe 2014 CEQR 
Technical Manual /evel 1 tKresKold of 200 pedestrian trips per Kour during tKe weekday A0, 
midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours, a /evel 2 trip assignment was subseTuently 
FonduFted to determine if a detailed pedestrian analysis is neFessary.  
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7aEle �.���  7rip Generation SuPPary ² Person 7rips 

0ode 

:eeNday A0 
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday 0idday 
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday P0 
PeaN Hour 

Saturday 0idday 
PeaN Hour 

,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal 
Auto 51 5 5� 22 23 �5 13 �5 78 13 12 25 
7axi 8 0 8 1 1 2 0 9 9 0 0 0 
Bus 22 2 2� 10 13 23 3 2� 29 � 3 7 

Subway 5� 3 57 11 1� 25 � �5 71 5 � 9 
:alk �0 25 85 221 2�1 �82 81 120 201 119 111 230 
7otDO ��� 3� �30 ��� 3�� ��� �03 ��� 3�� ��� �30 ��� 

Traffic  

7aEle �.��� summarizes tKe total peak Kour veKiFular volumes �´insµ plus ´outsµ� for tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 7Ke Kourly veKiFle trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would be 53 
veKiFles per Kour �vpK� during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour, 29 vpK in tKe weekday midday 
peak Kour, �3 vpK in weekday P0 peak Kour, and 13 vpK in tKe Saturday midday peak Kour. 
SinFe tKe volume of veKiFle trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would exFeed tKe 50�
veKiFle trip tKresKold during tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours, a /evel 2 trip assignment 
was subseTuently FonduFted to determine if a detailed analysis is neFessary.   

7aEle �.���  7rip Generation SuPPary ² Vehicle 7rips 

0ode 

:eeNday A0 
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday 0idday 
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday P0 
PeaN Hour 

Saturday 0idday 
PeaN Hour 

,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal ,n 2ut 7otal 
Auto 3� 3 39 11 12 23 7 �� 51 7 � 13 
7axi � � 12 2 2 � � � 12 0 0 0 

7ruFk 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7otDO �3 �0 �3 �� �� �� �3 �0 �3 � � �3 

/eYeO � SFreening $VVeVVPent 

As sKown above, tKe number of trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would exFeed tKe 
2014 CEQR Technical Manual /evel 1 sFreening tKresKolds for veKiFle and pedestrian trips 
during tKe peak Kours analyzed. ProMeFt�generated trips were assigned tKrougK tKe 
surrounding street network based on expeFted routes to and from tKe development site.  

7ransit and Pedestrians 

7ransit and pedestrian trips were assigned tKrougK tKe pedestrian network based on logiFal 
and direFt travel routes to and from tKe development site from neigKborKood attraFtions, off�
site parking, subway stations and�or bus stops, to determine if tKe number of additional 
pedestrian trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would exFeed 200 peak Kour pedestrian 
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trips at key pedestrian elements �e.g., Frosswalk, sidewalk, Forner reservoir area� approaFKing 
tKe site ² tKe tKresKold for detailed pedestrian analysis.  

Bus transit options witKin tKe development site viFinity inFlude tKe B57 and tKe B�1. :itKin 
tKe proMeFt viFinity, tKe B57 bus route travels soutK along Court Street to Red +ook and nortK 
along SmitK Street to Downtown Brooklyn. 7Ke B�1 bus route travels along NintK Street witKin 
tKe proMeFt viFinity between Red +ook�Cobble +ill and Park Slope. 7Ke Flosest subway station 
to tKe development site is tKe elevated SmitK�9tK Street station wKiFK provides serviFe to tKe 
F and * subway lines and is loFated immediately soutK of tKe development site. AFFess to tKis 
station is provided at tKe nortK Furb of NintK Street Must east of SmitK Street.  

:alk�only pedestrian trips were assigned based on tKe residential populations witKin one�
Tuarter mile of tKe development site. A large portion of tKe walking trips are expeFted to be 
from tKe Carroll *ardens neigKborKood to tKe nortK and west of tKe development site. A 
smaller portion of trips are expeFted to originate from tKe *owanus and Red +ook areas from 
tKe east and from tKe soutK, respeFtively.  

SinFe no aFFessory parking would be provided on�site for tKe loFal retail and offiFe uses 
�four parking spaFes would be provided and would be aFFessory to tKe FontraFtor sKop and 
yard�, motorists would need to park off�site eitKer on�street or off�street. Off�street parking 
faFilities witKin tKe development site viFinity inFlude tKree faFilities nortK of tKe site along 
Bond Street between 8nion Street and SeFond Street. *iven tKe loFation of tKese parking 
faFilities, pedestrian assignments were routed between tKe development site and tKese tKree 
off�site parking faFilities. A fourtK off�site parking lot loFated near tKe interseFtion of SeFond 
Avenue and NintK Street is available for motorists but Kas limited parking spaFes available. 
Pedestrian trips are expeFted to originate from tKe otKer tKree faFilities. 

7raIIic 

ProMeFt�generated veKiFle trips sKown in 7aEle �.��� were assigned tKrougK tKe surrounding 
street network based on expeFted routes to tKe development site, tKe Fonfiguration of tKe 
street network, and tKe loFation of off�street parking available. 7Ke proposed proMeFt will not 
provide parking on�site for tKe offiFe and retail tenants� veKiFle trips to tKe site would Kave to 
park eitKer on�street or in one of four publiF parking faFilities witKin tKe development site 
viFinity.  

Office 

OffiFe auto assignments were based on tKe 2006-2010 ACS Special Tabulation: Census 
Transportation Planning Mourney to work data �C7PP Part 3 7able A302103� for Brooklyn Fensus 
traFts �5, �7, 75, 77, and 119. Approximately 55 perFent of tKe proMeFt�generated veKiFle trips 
were assumed to be originating in otKer seFtions of Brooklyn. Of tKe remaining trips, 
approximately 15 perFent of veKiFle trips were assigned from 4ueens, 12 perFent from Staten 
,sland, 8 perFent from /ong ,sland, 5 perFent from New -ersey, and 5 perFent from tKe Bronx, 
0anKattan, or :estFKester and 8pstate New York.  

+alf of tKese trips were assigned direFtly to tKe parking faFilities disFussed above wKile tKe 
remaining auto trips were assigned, Fonservatively, to tKe site before proFeeding to find on�
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street parking. For botK types of trips traveling to tKe development site viFinity, 32 perFent  
were assigned along tKe nortKbound *owanus Expressway, 23 perFent were assigned to tKe 
soutKbound Brooklyn�4ueens Expressway, 21 perFent were assigned along nortKbound 7Kird 
Avenue, 12 perFent were assigned along soutKbound 7Kird Avenue, and 2 perFent were 
assigned tKrougK tKe +ugK /. Carey 7unnel. 7Ke remaining trips �10 perFent� would travel 
along loFal roadways from tKe nortK.  

Reverse trips were assigned using a similar metKodology for botK trips leaving direFtly from a 
parking faFility and trips parked on�street. Approximately 38 perFent of tKe trips were assigned 
along soutKbound 7Kird Avenue and 5 perFent were assigned along nortKbound 7Kird 
Avenue. Approximately 20 perFent of tKe trips were assigned to tKe nortKbound Brooklyn�
4ueens Expressway and 15 perFent were assigned to tKe ProspeFt Expressway. 7Ke remaining 
trips �22 perFent� would travel along loFal roadways to tKe nortK, east, and west.  

Local Retail 

7Ke loFal retail spaFe would serve tKe immediately surrounding areas, and were assigned to 
travel along loFal roadways suFK as Court Street and SmitK Street. All trips were Fonservatively 
assigned to tKe development site before proFeeding to find on�street parking. 

/eYeO � SFreening 5eVuOtV 

7raIIic 

Based on veKiFular traffiF assignments detailed above, one interseFtion ² SmitK Street and 
+untington Street ² was identified for analysis ProMeFt�generated veKiFle trips for tKe weekday 
A0 and P0 peak Kours are sKown in )igures �.��� and �.���.  

Pedestrians 

Based on tKe transit and pedestrian assignments detailed above and sKown in )igures �.��� 
tKrougK �.���, pedestrian volumes at tKree loFations would exFeed tKe CE4R /evel 2 
sFreening tKresKolds during tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours. 
Pedestrian Founts and detailed level of serviFe analyses were FonduFted at tKe following 
loFations� 

1. SoutK sidewalk of +untington Street between SmitK Street and tKe *owanus Canal  
2. East sidewalk of SmitK Street between :est NintK Street and +untington Street 
3. East sidewalk of SmitK Street between +untington Street and FourtK PlaFe�FiftK Street 
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Vehicle 7rips ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour  
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Vehicle 7rips ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Pedestrian 7rips ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour  
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Pedestrian 7rips ² :eeNday 0idday PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Pedestrian 7rips ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���  ProMect Generated Pedestrian 7rips ² Saturday 0idday PeaN Hour 
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 'etDiOeG $nDO\ViV 0etKoGoOogieV 
7Ke /evel 1 and /evel 2 sFreening assessment sKows tKat more detailed traffiF and 
pedestrian analyses are needed. FurtKer analyses were FonduFted using metKodologies 
detailed in tKe CEQR Technical Manual and are desFribed below. 

7rDIIiF  

7Ke operation of all of tKe signalized and unsignalized interseFtion analysis loFations were 
assessed using metKodologies presented in tKe 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) using 
tKe +igKway CapaFity Software �+CS� 5.5�, wKiFK is tKe analysis metKodology approved for 
use by NYCDO7. 7Ke +C0 proFedures evaluate tKe levels of serviFe �/OS� for signalized and 
unsignalized interseFtions using average stop Fontrol delay, in seFonds per veKiFle, as 
desFribed below. 

› /OS A desFribes operations witK very low delays, i.e., 10.0 seFonds or less per veKiFle. 7Kis 
oFFurs wKen signal progression is extremely favorable and most veKiFles arrive during tKe 
green pKase. 0ost veKiFles do not stop at all. 

› /OS B desFribes operations witK delays in exFess of 10.0 seFonds up to 20.0 seFonds per 
veKiFle. 7Kis generally oFFurs witK good progression and�or sKort FyFle lengtKs. Again, 
most veKiFles do not stop at tKe interseFtion. 

› /OS C desFribes operations witK delays in exFess of 20.0 seFonds up to 35.0 seFonds per 
veKiFle. 7Kese KigKer delays may result from fair progression and�or longer FyFle lengtKs. 
7Ke number of veKiFles stopping is notiFeable at tKis level, altKougK many still pass 
tKrougK tKe interseFtion witKout stopping. 

› /OS D desFribes operations witK delays in exFess of 35.0 seFonds up to 55.0 seFonds per 
veKiFle. At /OS D, tKe influenFe of Fongestion beFomes more notiFeable. /onger delays 
may result from some Fombination of unfavorable progression, long FyFle lengtKs, or 
KigK volume�to�FapaFity �v�F� ratios. 0any veKiFles stop, and tKe proportion of veKiFles 
not stopping deFlines. 

› /OS E desFribes operations witK delays in exFess of 55.0 seFonds up to 80.0 seFonds per 
veKiFle. 7Kese KigK delay values generally indiFate poor progression, long FyFle lengtKs, 
and KigK v�F ratios. 

› /OS F desFribes operations witK delays in exFess of 80.0 seFonds per veKiFle. 7Kis is 
Fonsidered to be unaFFeptable to most drivers. 7Kis Fondition often oFFurs witK 
oversaturation, i.e., wKen arrival flow rates exFeed tKe FapaFity of tKe interseFtion. ,t may 
also oFFur at KigK v�F ratios witK FyFle failures. Poor progression and long FyFle lengtKs 
may also Fontribute to suFK delays. Often, veKiFles do not pass tKrougK tKe interseFtion 
in one signal FyFle. 

Based on tKe CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, /OS A, B, and C are Fonsidered aFFeptable, 
/OS D is generally Fonsidered marginally aFFeptable up to mid�/OS D ��5 seFonds of delay 
for signalized interseFtions� and unaFFeptable above mid�/OS D, and /OS E and F indiFate 
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Fongestion. 7Kese guidelines are appliFable to individual traffiF movements and overall 
interseFtion levels of serviFe. 

For unsignalized interseFtions, delay is defined as tKe total elapsed time from wKen a veKiFle 
stops at tKe end of tKe Tueue until tKe veKiFle departs from tKe stop line� /OS A desFribes 
operations witK very low delay, i.e., 10.0 seFonds or less per veKiFle� /OS B desFribes 
operations witK delays in exFess of 10.0 seFonds up to 15.0 seFonds� /OS C Kas delays in 
exFess of 15.0 seFonds up to 25.0 seFonds� /OS D, exFess of 25.0 seFonds up to 35.0 seFonds 
per veKiFle� and /OS E, exFess of 35.0 seFonds up to 50.0 seFonds per  veKiFle, wKiFK is 
Fonsidered to be tKe limit of aFFeptable delay. /OS F desFribes operation witK delays in 
exFess of 50.0 seFonds per veKiFle, wKiFK is Fonsidered unaFFeptable to most drivers. 7Kis 
Fondition exists wKen tKere are insuffiFient gaps of suitable size in a maMor veKiFular traffiF 
stream to allow side street traffiF to Fross safely. 

SigniIicant ,Ppact Criteria 

7Ke assessment of potential signifiFant traffiF impaFts of a proposed proMeFt is based on 
signifiFant impaFt Friteria defined in tKe CEQR Technical Manual. No�AFtion /OS A, B, or C 
Fonditions tKat deteriorate to unaFFeptable /OS D, E, or F in tKe future :itK�AFtion 
Fondition are Fonsidered a signifiFant traffiF impaFt.  

For future No�AFtion /OS A, B, or C Fonditions tKat deteriorate to unaFFeptable /OS D, 
mitigation to mid�/OS D ��5.0 seFonds of delay for signalized interseFtions and 30.0 seFonds 
of delay for unsignalized interseFtions� needs to be Fonsidered to fully mitigate tKe impaFt. 

For a No�AFtion /OS D, an inFrease of delay by five or more seFonds in tKe :itK�AFtion 
Fondition is Fonsidered a signifiFant impaFt if tKe :itK�AFtion delay meets or exFeeds �5.0 
seFonds. For a No�AFtion /OS E, tKe tKresKold is a four seFond inFrease in :itK�AFtion delay� 
for a No�AFtion /OS F, a tKree seFond inFrease in delay in tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition is 
signifiFant. For unsignalized interseFtions, for tKe minor street to generate a signifiFant 
impaFt, 90 passenger Far eTuivalents �PCEs� must be identified in tKe :itK�AFtion Fondition 
in any peak Kour. 

3DrNing 

7Ke parking analysis identifies tKe extent to wKiFK parking is available and utilized under 
existing and future Fonditions. ,t takes into Fonsideration antiFipated FKanges in area 
parking supply and provides a Fomparison of parking needs versus availability to determine 
if a parking sKortfall is likely to result from additional demand generated by tKe proposed 
proMeFt. 7Kis analysis typiFally enFompasses a study area witKin a Tuarter�mile of tKe 
development site. ,f tKe analysis FonFludes tKat tKere would be a sKortfall in parking witKin 
tKe Tuarter�mile study area, tKe study area may be extended to a Kalf�mile to identify 
additional parking supply. 

A parking sKortfall tKat exFeeds more tKan Kalf tKe available on�street and off�street parking 
spaFes witKin a Tuarter�mile of tKe development site may be Fonsidered signifiFant. 
Additional faFtors, suFK as tKe availability and extent of transit in tKe area and tKe patterns 
of automobile usage by area residents, Fould be Fonsidered to determine tKe signifiFanFe of 
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tKe identified parking sKortfall. ,f tKere is an adeTuate parking supply witKin a Kalf�mile of 
tKe development site, tKe proMeFted parking sKortfall may not be Fonsidered signifiFant.  

3eGeVtriDnV 

Pedestrian level of serviFe standards are determined on tKe basis of walking speed, 
pedestrian spaFing, and probabilities of pedestrian and veKiFular FonfliFt, and are assessed 
based on tKe metKodologies presented in tKe 2010 Highway Capacity Manual and tKe CEQR 
Technical Manual. 7Kese standards are primarily based on tKe spaFe needs of people 
involved in various aFtivities and are widely used for planning and design of faFilities for 
pedestrians. Analysis of Frosswalks, street Forners, and sidewalks along key walking patKs to 
and from tKe development site will be performed to assess tKe adeTuaFy of tKese pedestrian 
elements.  

7o evaluate sidewalks, tKe pedestrian flow per unit widtK �p�ft�min� is FalFulated based on 
tKe pedestrian flow and tKe effeFtive walkway widtK1. 7Ke analysis of sidewalk Fonditions 
sKould also Fonsider if pedestrian flow is a ´non�platoonµ flow �pedestrian flow witKin tKe 
peak 15�minute period is relatively uniform� or ´platoonµ flow. Platooning oFFurs wKen 
pedestrians move in groups or ´platoonsµ as a result of pedestrian metering from a traffiF 
signal, or from attraFtions suFK as subway stations or bus stops. 7Ke ratio of tKe walking 
speed2 over tKe pedestrian flow per unit widtK determines tKe average pedestrian spaFe 
�sf�p�. 

Crosswalk Fonditions are expressed as a measurement of tKe area available �tKe area Fonsists 
of tKe Frosswalk widtK multiplied by tKe Frossing distanFe� and available pedestrian Frossing 
time. 7Ke pedestrian flow is Fompared to tKe ´time�spaFeµ available to determine tKe 
Frosswalk level of serviFe wKiFK is expressed as sTuare feet per pedestrian �sf�p�. 7Kis 
analysis also takes aFFount of pedestrian FonfliFts in tKe Frosswalk witK turning veKiFles. 

Similar to Frosswalks, street Forners must provide suffiFient spaFe for a mix of standing 
pedestrians �Tueued to Fross a street� and FirFulating pedestrians �Frossing tKe otKer street 
or passing around tKe Forner�. 7Ke analysis applies a measure of time and spaFe availability 
based on tKe area of tKe Forner reservoir, pedestrian Frossing time available, and tKe 
estimated time used by FirFulating pedestrians. 

7Ke level of serviFe standards for pedestrian elements are based on tKe time and spaFe 
available per pedestrian during tKe analysis period. /evel of serviFe grades from A to F are 
assigned, witK /OS A representative of free flow Fonditions witKout pedestrian FonfliFts and 
/OS F depiFting signifiFant FapaFity limitations and inFonvenienFe. 7aEle �.��� defines tKe 
level of serviFe Friteria for Frosswalks, Forner area, and sidewalk Fonditions, as per tKe 2010 
HCM. 7Ke CEQR Technical Manual identifies aFFeptable levels of serviFe in non�Central 

 
1 7Ke effeFtive walkway widtK is tKe spaFe along tKe walkway tKat pedestrians Fould use tKat is free of obstruFtion. 7Kis widtK also takes 

aFFount of tKe ´sKy distanFeµ �tKe spaFe between pedestrians and tKe obstaFle suFK as a wall or building faoade�. 
2 7Ke typiFal average pedestrian walking speed speFified in tKe CEQR Technical Manual is 3.5 feet per seFond �ft�s�. For interseFtions witK 

sFKool Frosswalks or tKat are loFated witKin tKe Senior Pedestrian FoFus Areas, an average pedestrian walking speed of 3.0 ft�s is used. 



300 +untington Street EAS 

 

 ������ 7rDnVSortDtion 

Business DistriFt �CBD� areas �suFK as tKe area in tKis study� as /OS C or better, and mid�/OS 
D or better for CBD areas. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt is loFated in a non�CBD area, and tKe pedestrian analysis were 
analyzed assuming non�platoon pedestrian flow.  

7aEle �.���     Level oI Service Criteria Ior Pedestrian ElePents 

L2S 
SideZalNs Corner 5eservoirs and 

CrossZalNs 1on�Platoon )loZ Platoon )loZ 
A ! �0 sf�p ! 530 sf�p ! �0 sf�p 
B ! �0 and d �0 sf�p ! 90 and d 530 sf�p ! �0 and d �0 sf�p 
C ! 2� and d �0 sf�p ! �0 and d 90 sf�p ! 2� and d �0 sf�p 
D ! 15 and d 2� sf�p ! 23 and d �0 sf�p ! 15 and d 2� sf�p 
E ! 8 and d 15 sf�p ! 11 and d 23 sf�p ! 8 and d 15 sf�p 
F d 8 sf�p d 11 sf�p d 8 sf�p 

SourFe� CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual 

SigniIicant ,Ppact Criteria 

7Ke identifiFation of signifiFant pedestrian impaFts is dependent on tKe area type �CBD or 
non�CBD� and is determined by tKe deFrease of time and spaFe available for pedestrians 
between tKe No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion Fonditions3. 7Ke CEQR Technical Manual identifies 
signifiFant impaFts for tKe pedestrian sidewalk, Frosswalk, and Forner elements on a sliding 
sFale detailed below. :itK�AFtion pedestrian level of serviFe tKat is Fonsidered aFFeptable 
�/OS C or better in non�CBD areas, and mid�/OS D or better in CBD areas� would not Kave a 
potential for signifiFant impaFts.  

For sidewalks, tKe assessment of potential signifiFant impaFts is based on a sliding�sFale 
formula provided in tKe CEQR Technical Manual. Consideration as to wKetKer pedestrian 
flow along tKe sidewalk is platooning or non�platooning, and wKetKer tKe sidewalk being 
analyzed is in a CBD or non�CBD Fondition is neFessary.   

For sidewalks witK non�platoon pedestrian flow, tKe formula used to determine tKe deFrease 
in pedestrian spaFe from tKe No�AFtion to :itK�AFtion Fondition tKat would trigger a 
signifiFant impaFt is Y � �; � 9.0� ² 0.31, wKere Y is tKe deFrease in pedestrian spaFe �sf�p� to 
be Fonsidered a potential signifiFant impaFt and ; is tKe No�AFtion pedestrian spaFe �sf�p�. ,f 
tKe deFrease in pedestrian spaFe is greater tKan Y and tKe :itK�AFtion level of serviFe is 
Fonsidered to be unaFFeptable, tKe sidewalk is Fonsidered to be signifiFantly impaFted. For 
sidewalks witK platoon pedestrian flow, tKe formula to determine if tKe deFrease in 
pedestrian spaFe would trigger a signifiFant impaFt is Y � ; � �9.5 ² 0.321�. 7aEle �.��� 
provides a summary of tKe sliding�sFale guidelines provided in tKe CEQR Technical Manual.  

For Forners and Frosswalks, tKe assessment of potential signifiFant impaFts is also based on 
a sliding�sFale formula provided in tKe CEQR Technical Manual. 7Ke formula used to 
determine tKe deFrease in pedestrian spaFe from tKe No�AFtion to :itK�AFtion Fondition 

 
3 7Ke proMeFt area and surrounding analysis loFations are loFated in a non�CBD area. 
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tKat would trigger a signifiFant impaFt is Y � �; � 9.0� ² 0.31, wKere Y is tKe deFrease in 
pedestrian spaFe �sf�p� to be Fonsidered a potential signifiFant impaFt and ; is tKe No�
AFtion pedestrian spaFe �sf�p�. ,f tKe deFrease in pedestrian spaFe is greater tKan Y and tKe 
:itK�AFtion level of serviFe is Fonsidered to be unaFFeptable, tKe Forner or Frosswalk is 
Fonsidered to be signifiFantly impaFted. 7aEle �.��� provides a summary of tKe sliding�sFale 
guidelines provided in tKe CEQR Technical Manual.  

7aEle �.���  SigniIicant ,Ppact Criteria Ior SideZalNs 

1on�Platoon )loZ, 1on�CB' Areas 

1o�Action Ped Space �sI�p� :ith�Action Ped Space 5eduction �sI�p� 

!2�.� :itK�AFtion Condition � 2�.0 
25.8 to 2�.� t ��� 
2�.9 to 25.7 t ��� 
2�.0 to 2�.8 t ��� 
23.1 to 23.9 t ��� 
22.2 to 23.0 t ��� 
21.3 to 22.1 t ��� 
20.� to 21.2 t ��� 
19.5 to 20.3 t ��� 
18.� to 19.� t ��� 
17.7 to 18.5 t ��� 
1�.8 to 17.� t ��� 
15.9 to 1�.7 t ��� 
15.0 to 15.8 t ��� 
1�.1 to 1�.9 t ��� 
13.2 to 1�.0 t ��� 
12.3 to 13.1 t ��� 
11.� to 12.2 t ��� 
10.5 to 11.3 t ��� 
9.� to 10.� t ��� 
8.7 to 9.5 t ��� 
7.8 to 8.� t ��� 
�.9 to 7.7 t ��� 
�.0 to �.8 t ��� 
5.1 to 5.9 t ��� 

� 5.1 t ��� 
SourFe� 201� CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual 
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7aEle �.���     SigniIicant ,Ppact Criteria Ior Corners and CrossZalNs 

1on�CB' Areas 
1o�Action 

Ped Space �sI�p� 
:ith�Action 

Ped Space 5eduction �sI�p� 
!2�.� :itK�AFtion Condition � 2�.0 

25.8 to 2�.� t ���
2�.9 to 25.7 t ���
2�.0 to 2�.8 t ���
23.1 to 23.9 t ���
22.2 to 23.0 t ���
21.3 to 22.1 t ���
20.� to 21.2 t ���
19.5 to 20.3 t ���
18.� to 19.� t ���
17.7 to 18.5 t ���
1�.8 to 17.� t ���
15.9 to 1�.7 t ���
15.0 to 15.8 t ���
1�.1 to 1�.9 t ���
13.2 to 1�.0 t ���
12.3 to 13.1 t ���
11.� to 12.2 t ���
10.5 to 11.3 t ���
9.� to 10.� t ���
8.7 to 9.5 t ���
7.8 to 8.� t ���
�.9 to 7.7 t ���
�.0 to �.8 t ���
5.1 to 5.9 t ���

� 5.1 t ���
SourFe� 201� CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual 

9eKiFOe DnG 3eGeVtriDn SDIet\ 

An evaluation of veKiFular and pedestrian safety is neFessary for loFations witKin tKe traffiF 
and pedestrian study areas tKat Kave been identified as KigK�FrasK loFations, wKere �8 or 
more total reportable and non�reportable FrasKes or five or more pedestrian�biFyFlist inMury 
FrasKes oFFurred in any FonseFutive 12 montKs of tKe most reFent tKree�year period for 
wKiFK data are available. For tKese loFations, FrasK trends are identified to determine 
wKetKer proMeFted veKiFular and pedestrian traffiF would furtKer impaFt safety at tKese 
loFations. 7Ke determination of potential signifiFant safety impaFts depends on tKe type of 
area wKere tKe proposed proMeFt is loFated, traffiF volumes, FrasK types and severity, and 
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otKer Fontributing faFtors. :Kere appropriate, measures to improve traffiF and pedestrian 
safety are identified. 

 ([iVting &onGitionV 

7rDIIiF  

5oadZay 1etZorN 

7Ke development site is loFated along +untington Street between tKe *owanus Canal and 
SmitK Street, a key nortKbound roadway witKin tKe study area. AFFess to tKe development 
site is provided only from tKe interseFtion of SmitK Street and +untington.  

SmitK Street extends from +amilton Avenue to tKe soutK to Fulton Street to tKe nortK wKere 
it transitions to -ay Street. SmitK Street generally Fonsists of one travel lane witK parking on 
eaFK side. 7Ke nortKbound B57 bus line operates along SmitK Street and operates along 
soutKbound Court Street one bloFk west of SmitK Street.  

+untington Street extends in tKe east�west direFtion from Columbia Street to tKe west and 
tKe *owanus Canal to tKe east. +untington Street is generally an eastbound roadway witK 
one travel lane and parking on botK sides exFept in front of tKe development site wKere it is 
a two�way roadway �one travel lane in eaFK direFtion� witK parking on botK sides.  

OtKer key roadways witKin tKe study area are :est NintK Street, a two�way east�west 
roadway soutK of tKe proMeFt, and Court Street, a one�way soutKbound roadway west of tKe 
development site.  

7raIIic VoluPes 

7raffiF Founts were FonduFted in -une 2019 for tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak periods using 
manual interseFtion Founts and 2��Kour AutomatiF 7raffiF ReForder �A7R� maFKine Founts. 
7Kese volumes were used along witK observations of traffiF Fonditions to determine levels of 
serviFe for tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours of 8�15 A0 to 9�15 A0 and ��15 P0 to 5�15 
P0, respeFtively. 

:itKin tKe study area, traffiF volumes along SmitK Street range from �20 veKiFles per Kour 
�vpK� to 550 vpK during tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours. Eastbound +untington Street 
approaFKing SmitK Street Farries approximately 100 vpK during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour, 
and approximately 85 vpK during tKe weekday P0 peak Kour. 7raffiF volumes along 
+untington Street in front of tKe development site are low, up to 15 vpK in eaFK direFtion 
during botK tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours.  

Existing traffiF volumes are sKown in )igures �.��� and �.��� for tKe one interseFtion being 
analyzed.  
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)igure �.���  E[isting 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 

)igure �.���  E[isting 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 

Levels oI Service 

7Ke interseFtion of SmitK Street and +untington Street operates at an overall /OS A during 
tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours, and all tKree traffiF movements operate at aFFeptable 
levels of serviFe. Detailed desFriptions of tKe existing traffiF levels of serviFe is provided in 
7aEle �.���.  
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7aEle �.���  E[isting 7raIIic Levels oI Service  

  
:eeNday A0 

PeaN Hour 
:eeNday P0  

PeaN Hour 

,ntersection and Approach 0ovePent V�C 
Control 
'elay L2S V�C 

Control 
'elay L2S 

SPitK Street DnG Huntington Street         
+untington Street EB /7 0.37 23.2 C 0.29 19.3 C 
 :B R 0.03 11.7 B 0.03 11.7 B 

2YerDOO ,nterVeFtion � � ��� $ � 3�� $ 

3eGeVtriDnV 

Pedestrian Founts were FonduFted in -une 2019 at key loFations near tKe proMeFt area for tKe 
weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak periods wKen �NYC publiF sFKools 
were in session�. 7Ke weekday peak Kours of 7��5 A0 to 8��5 A0, 11�15 A0 to 12�15 P0, 
and 5�30 P0 to ��30 P0 and Saturday midday peak Kour of 2�30 P0 to 3�30 P0 were 
seleFted for analysis.  

Existing pedestrian volumes are sKown in )igures �.���� tKrougK �.����. As sKown in 7aEle 
�.���, all pedestrian elements analyzed operate at aFFeptable /OS A during all peak Kours. 
Existing pedestrian volumes are also sKown in 7aEle �.���. 

)igure �.���� E[isting Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���� E[isting Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday 0' PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)igure �.���� E[isting Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���� E[isting Pedestrian VoluPes ² SA7 PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7aEle �.��� E[isting Pedestrian Levels oI Service 

 :eeNday A0  
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday 0idday  
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday P0  
PeaN Hour 

Saturday 0idday 
PeaN Hour 
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+untington Street 
between SmitK 
Street and *owanus 
Canal �soutK side� 

2.1 1� 1,2�5 A � 2,952 A 17 1,0�1 A 9 1,9�8 A 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and �tK PlaFe� 
5tK Street �east side� 

7.3 33 1,935 A 30 2,128 A 29 2,202 A 55 1,1�1 A 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and :est 9tK 
Street �east side� 

�.3 �� 8�1 A �� 1,252 A 59 93� A 72 897 A 

9eKiFuODr DnG 3eGeVtriDn SDIet\ 

CrasK data was obtained for two study area interseFtions from NYCDO7 for tKe most reFent 
tKree�year period �2015 tKrougK 2017�. 7Kis information is based on data provided by tKe 
New York State Department of 7ransportation �NYSDO7�, New York State Department of 
0otor 9eKiFles �NYSD09�, and New York City PoliFe Department �NYPD�.  

7Ke FrasK data detail reported FrasKes �FrasKes resulting in deatK, inMury, or property damage 
in exFess of �1,000�, fatalities, inMuries, and pedestrian and biFyFle inMuries annually. 
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AFFording to tKe CEQR Technical Manual, a loFation is Fonsidered a KigK�FrasK loFation 
wKen tKere are �8 or more total reportable and non�reportable FrasKes, or five or more 
pedestrian�biFyFlist inMury FrasKes in any FonseFutive 12 montKs during tKe most reFent 
tKree�year period for wKiFK data are available.  

7aEle �.���� presents a summary of total FrasKes at tKe study area interseFtions during tKe 
tKree�year period of 2015 tKrougK 2017, and also sKows total fatalities, inMuries, and 
pedestrian and biFyFle FrasKes. No KigK�FrasK loFations were identified witKin tKe study area 
and no additional analyses is needed.  

 

7aEle �.���� Vehicle and Pedestrian Crash SuPPary 
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SmitK Street and  
+untington Street 

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
SmitK Street and  
:est NintK Street 

2 2 3 0 8 2 0 1 2 1 0 3 2 0 

SourFe�      NYSD09�DO7 �2015�2017� 

 1o�$Ftion &onGitionV 

7rDIIiF  

7Kis seFtion establisKes tKe baseline �No�AFtion� Fondition against wKiFK potential impaFts 
of tKe proMeFt Fan be identified. Future year Fonditions were analyzed for tKe year 2023. No�
AFtion traffiF, pedestrian, and transit volumes were establisKed by applying a baFkground 
growtK of 0.50 perFent per year for tKe four years �years 2019 to 2023� in aFFordanFe witK 
CEQR Technical Manual guidelines for Brooklyn proMeFts outside of Downtown Brooklyn.  

7raIIic VoluPes 

7Ke 2023 No�AFtion pedestrian volumes were developed by inFreasing existing traffiF 
volumes to refleFt expeFted growtK in overall travel tKrougK and witKin tKe study area. No�
AFtion traffiF volume maps for tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours are provided in )igures 
�.���� and �.����.  
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Levels oI Service 

Based on tKe traffiF inFreases mentioned above, tKe 2023 No�AFtion traffiF levels of serviFe 
were determined for tKe interseFtion of SmitK Street at +untington Street during tKe 
weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours, and are detailed in 7aEle �.����. 7Ke interseFtion would 
Fontinue to operate at overall /OS A during tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours. All 
individual traffiF movements would Fontinue to operate at aFFeptable /OS C or better during 
tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours, similar to existing Fonditions.  

)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 

)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 
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7aEle �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition 7raIIic Levels oI Service  

:eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 
:eeNday P0 PeaN 

Hour 

,ntersection and Approach 0ovePent V�C 
Control 
'elay L2S V�C 

Control 
'elay L2S 

SPitK Street DnG Huntington Street 
+untington Street EB /7 0.39 2�.3 C 0.31 19.9 C 

:B R 0.03 11.8 B 0.03 11.8 B 

2YerDOO ,nterVeFtion � � ��� $ � 3�� $ 

3eGeVtriDnV 

7Ke 2023 No�AFtion pedestrian volumes were developed by inFreasing existing pedestrian 
volumes to refleFt expeFted growtK in overall travel tKrougK and witKin tKe study area.  

No�AFtion pedestrian volumes are sKown in )igures �.���� tKrougK �.����. Additionally, 
7aEle �.���� details tKe pedestrian volumes and levels of serviFe during tKe peak Kours 
analyzed. During tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours, none of 
tKe tKree pedestrian elements analyzed would operate at unaFFeptable levels of serviFe 
�mid�/OS D or worse�.  

)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 



300 +untington Street EAS 

 

 ����30 7rDnVSortDtion 

)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday 0' PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ²SA7 PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7aEle �.���� ���� 1o�Action Condition Pedestrian Levels oI Service 

 :eeNday A0  
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday 0idday  
PeaN Hour 

:eeNday P0  
PeaN Hour 

Saturday 0idday  
PeaN Hour 
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+untington Street 
between SmitK 
Street and *owanus 
Canal �soutK side� 

2.1 1� 1,2�5 A � 2,952 A 17 1,0�2 A 9 1,9�8 A 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and �tK PlaFe� 
5tK Street �east side� 

7.3 33 1,935 A 30 2,129 A 29 2,202 A 5� 1,1�0 A 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and :est 9tK 
Street �east side� 

�.3 �� 835 A �5 1,225 A �1 903 A 7� 873 A 

 :itK�$Ftion &onGitionV 

7rDIIiF  

Overall, tKe proposed proMeFt would generate a total of 53 veKiFles per Kour �vpK� ��3 ´insµ 
and 10 ´outsµ� during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour and �3 vpK �13 ´insµ and 50 ´outsµ� during 
tKe weekday P0 peak Kour. 7Ke volume inFreases and effeFt on traffiF levels of serviFe are 
presented below. 7Ke :itK�AFtion traffiF volumes for tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours 
are sKown in )igures �.���� and �.����. 
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7raIIic VoluPes 

7raffiF volume inFreases attributable to tKe proposed proMeFt at interseFtions witKin tKe 
proMeFt viFinity would be modest. Along nortKbound SmitK Street, traffiF volumes would 
inFrease by 20 vpK to �0 vpK during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour, and by up to 20 vpK during 
tKe weekday P0 peak Kour. 7raffiF volumes along eastbound +untington Street between 
Court Street and tKe *owanus Canal would inFrease by up to 25 vpK during tKe weekday A0 
and P0 peak Kours and by approximately 25 vpK in tKe westbound direFtion. :estbound 
+untington Street traffiF volumes would inFrease by up to 25 vpK during tKe weekday A0 
and P0 peak Kours.    

Levels oI Service 

Based on tKe traffiF inFreases desFribed above, tKe 2023 :itK�AFtion traffiF levels of serviFe 
were determined for tKe interseFtion of SmitK Street and +untington Street. Detailed traffiF 
levels of serviFe and a Fomparison witK tKe 2023 No�AFtion Fonditions are provided in 
7aEles �.���� and �.����. 7Ke interseFtion of SmitK Street and +untington Street would 
Fontinue to operate at overall /OS A similar to tKe No�AFtion Fondition. All individual traffiF 
movements would Fontinue to operate at tKe same levels of serviFe as in tKe No�AFtion 
Fondition exFept tKe eastbound +untington Street approaFK, wKiFK would deteriorate from 
/OS C to aFFeptable /OS D during tKe weekday A0 peak Kour. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would 
not result in signifiFant traffiF impaFts.  

)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 
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)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition 7raIIic VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 

7aEle �.���� ���� 1o�Action versus :ith�Action Condition 7raIIic Levels oI Service ² :eeNday A0 PeaN 
Hour 

1o�Action Condition 
:ith�Action 

Condition 

,ntersection and Approach 0ovePent V�C 
Control 
'elay L2S V�C 

Control 
'elay L2S 

SPitK Street DnG Huntington Street 
+untington Street EB /7 0.39 2�.3 C 0.�7 29.8 D 

:B R 0.03 11.8 B 0.10 12.� B 

2YerDOO ,nterVeFtion � ��� $ ��� $ 

7aEle �.���� ���� 1o�Action versus :ith�Action Condition 7raIIic Levels oI Service ² :eeNday P0 PeaN 
Hour 

1o�Action Condition 
:ith�Action 

Condition 

,ntersection and Approach 0ovePent V�C 
Control 
'elay L2S V�C 

Control 
'elay L2S 

SPitK Street DnG Huntington Street 
+untington Street EB /7 0.31 19.9 C 0.33 20.2 C 

:B R 0.03 11.8 B 0.07 11.8 B 

2YerDOO ,nterVeFtion � 3�� $ ��� $ 
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3DrNing 

7Ke weekday proMeFt�generated parking demand was determined to be approximately �9 
spaFes as sKown in 7aEle �.����. 7Kis peak demand would be expeFted to oFFur from 2 P0 
to 3 P0 on a weekday. SinFe tKe proposed proMeFt would not provide parking on�site, a 
survey of existing off�street parking faFilities was FonduFted witKin a Tuarter�mile of tKe 
development site. 7Ke survey indiFated tKat tKe proMeFt�generated parking demand of �9 
spaFes Fould be aFFommodated by tKe �57 total parking spaFes in tKe four nearby off�street 
parking faFilities� tKere are approximately 159 parking spaFes unused and available during 
tKe weekday midday period. 7Kree of tKese parking faFilities are loFated to tKe nortK of tKe 
proMeFt area along Bond Street between SeFond Street and 8nion Street. 7Ke fourtK off�site 
parking lot is near tKe interseFtion of SeFond Avenue and NintK Street and is also available 
but Kas limited parking spaFes available.  A summary of tKe parking FapaFity and tKe 
oFFupanFy for tKese four parking faFilities is detailed in 7aEle �.����. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would not result in a parking sKortfall due to tKe availability of parking 
spaFes witKin tKe proMeFt viFinity.  

 

7aEle �.���� Proposed ProMect :eeNday ParNing 'ePand 
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0� A0 � 07 A0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
07 A0 � 08 A0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3 3 0 3 3 
�� A0 � �� A0 � � � � �� � �� �� �� � �� �� 
09 A0 � 10 A0 2 1 3 1 29 3 32 �2 31 � 35 �3 
10 A0 � 11 A0 � 2 � 3 � 5 11 �3 10 7 17 �� 
11 A0 � 12 P0 � 3 7 � 1 1 2 �3 5 � 9 �7 
�� P0 � �� P0 �� �� �� � � � � �� �� �� �� �� 
01 P0 � 02 P0 5 � 9 5 1 1 2 �2 � 5 11 �7 
02 P0 � 03 P0 5 3 8 7 1 1 2 �2 � � 10 �9 
03 P0 � 0� P0 � � 8 7 9 11 20 �0 13 15 28 �7 
0� P0 � 05 P0 � � 8 7 3 20 23 �3 7 2� 31 50 
�� P0 � �� P0 � � �� � � �� �� � � �� �� �� 
0� P0 � 07 P0 3 5 8 5 1 5 � 2 � 10 1� 7 
07 P0 � 08 P0 2 � 8 1 1 3 � 0 3 9 12 1 
08 P0 � 09 P0 2 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 0 
09 P0 � 10 P0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 
10 P0 � 11 P0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 P0 � 12 A0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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7aEle �.����  2II�Street ParNing 8tili]ation :ithin the 'evelopPent Site Vicinity 

Address 

  
:eeNday A0 
PeaN Period 

:eeNday 0idday 
PeaN Period 

:eeNday P0 
PeaN Period 

7ype Capacity 
Percent 

2ccupied 
AvailaEle 

Spaces 
Percent 

2ccupied 
AvailaEle 

Spaces 
Percent 

2ccupied 
AvailaEle 

Spaces 
1�� NintK 
Street /ot 22 59� 9 77� 5 73� � 

3�5 Bond 
Street *arage 193 80� 39 80� 39 �0� 77 

3�3 Bond 
Street *arage 122 80� 2� 80� 2� �0� �9 

313�319 
Bond 
Street 

/ot 120 2�� 89 2�� 91 2�� 91 

7otDO  ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��3 

3eGeVtriDnV 

7Ke proMeFt�generated pedestrian volumes were distributed tKrougK tKe pedestrian network 
and added to tKe 2023 No�AFtion volumes to develop tKe 2023 :itK�AFtion pedestrian 
volumes. :itK�AFtion pedestrian volumes are sKown in )igures �.���� tKrougK �.����. 
Pedestrian analyses were performed based on tKese volumes and tKe :itK�AFtion 
pedestrian levels of serviFes were determined for tKe analysis loFations. Pedestrian volumes 
and levels of serviFe are provided in 7aEle �.����. 7Ke summary of tKe :itK�AFtion 
Fonditions indiFates tKat during tKe weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak 
Kours, none of tKe tKree pedestrian elements analyzed would operate at unaFFeptable levels 
of serviFe �mid�/OS D or worse� and no signifiFant impaFts are expeFted to oFFur as a result 
of tKe proMeFt.  
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)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday A0 PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday 0' PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



300 +untington Street EAS 

 

 ����3� 7rDnVSortDtion 

)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² :eeNday P0 PeaN Hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)igure �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition Pedestrian VoluPes ² Sat PeaN Hour 
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7aEle �.���� ���� :ith�Action Condition Pedestrian Levels oI Service 
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+untington Street 
between SmitK 
Street and *owanus 
Canal �soutK side� 

3.5 215 1�1 B ��1 �5 C 3�� 87 C 222 13� B 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and �tK PlaFe� 
5tK Street �east side� 

7.3 12� 507 B 3�7 18� B 207 308 B 210 30� B 

SmitK Street 
between +untington 
Street and :est 9tK 
Street �east side� 

�.3 180 30� B 2�8 20� B 2�1 229 B 17� 3�7 B 

 

 &onFOuVion 
7Ke proposed proMeFt would generate traffiF volumes exFeeding transportation sFreening 
tKresKolds and, as a result, a detailed traffiF analysis was performed at tKe interseFtion of 
SmitK Street and +untington Street. 7Ke interseFtion would operate at overall aFFeptable 
/OS A and traffiF improvements would not be needed. No aFFessory parking would be 
provided on�site for tKe retail and offiFe uses �four parking spaFes would be provided and 
would be aFFessory to tKe FontraFtor sKop and yard�. An off�street parking survey was 
FonduFted witKin tKe viFinity of tKe proMeFt area, and determined tKat tKe proMeFt�generated 
parking demand of �9 spaFes Fould be aFFommodated by four nearby off�street parking 
faFilities.  

7Ke sFreening tKresKolds would be exFeeded for pedestrians and, as a result, a detailed 
pedestrian analysis was performed at tKree pedestrian sidewalk elements during tKe 
weekday A0, midday, P0, and Saturday midday peak Kours. Pedestrian improvements were 
not reTuired for tKese elements� all pedestrian elements would operate at aFFeptable levels 
of serviFe. 7Ke sFreening tKresKolds would not be exFeeded for transit and additional 
analyses were not reTuired. 

Overall, tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in signifiFant adverse transportation impaFts.  



300 +untington Street EAS 

����� $ir 4uDOit\ 

$ir 4uDOit\ 
$mbient air Tuality, or the Tuality of the surrounding air, may be 
affected by air pollutants produced by motor vehicles, referred to 
as �mobile sources�� by fi[ed facilities, usually referenced as 
�stationary sources�� or by a combination of both. Under &(45, an 
air Tuality assessment determines both a proposed proMect
s 
effects on ambient air Tuality as well as the effects of ambient air 
Tuality on the proMect. 

,ntroGuFtion 
7Kis seFtion examines tKe potential for air Tuality impaFts from tKe proposed proMeFt. 
AFFording to tKe 201� CEQR Technical Manual, air Tuality impaFts Fan be FKaraFterized 
as eitKer direFt or indireFt impaFts. DireFt impaFts result from emissions generated by 
stationary sourFes, suFK as staFk emissions from on�site fuel burned for boilers and 
Keating, ventilation, and air Fonditioning �+9AC� systems. ,ndireFt effeFts are Faused by 
off�site emissions assoFiated witK a proMeFt, suFK as emissions from on�road motor 
veKiFles �´mobile sourFesµ� traveling to and from a development site.  

Consistent witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual, air Tuality analyses for a proposed proMeFt 
foFus on tKree main areas of potential FonFern�  

› Potential impaFts from mobile sourFes introduFed by a proMeFt.
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› Potential impaFts from potential air pollutant sourFes introduFed by a proMeFt, suFK 
as�  
x Emissions from a proMeFt·s Keating, ventilation, and air Fonditioning �+9AC� 

system. 
x Emissions from a proMeFt·s Fogeneration faFility.  
x Emissions from a proMeFt·s enFlosed parking garage. 

› Potential impaFts on tKe proposed proMeFt from eitKer manufaFturing�proFessing 
faFilities or large�maMor sourFes tKat are loFated near tKe proMeFt site.   

7Ke proposed proMeFt would not introduFe new parking spaFes. 7Kerefore, a parking 
faFility analysis is not warranted.  

/astly, no large�maMor sourFes were identified near tKe development site and tKerefore 
an assessment of tKese sourFes and tKeir potential to affeFt tKe proposed proMeFt is not 
warranted. 

7Kerefore, tKis analysis foFuses on tKe following�  

› An assessment of tKe potential for air Tuality impaFts from mobile sourFes 
generated by tKe proMeFt. 

› An assessment of tKe proMeFt·s +9AC systems to affeFt uses in tKe surrounding area 
�´proMeFt on existingµ�.  

› An assessment of tKe potential for manufaFturing�proFessing faFilities tKat are 
loFated near tKe development site to affeFt tKe proMeFt. 

 3oOOutDntV oI &onFern 
Air pollution is of FonFern beFause of its demonstrated effeFts on Kuman KealtK. Of 
speFial FonFern are tKe respiratory effeFts of tKe pollutants and tKeir potential toxiF 
effeFts, as desFribed below. 

CarEon Pono[ide �C2� is a Folorless and odorless gas tKat is a produFt of inFomplete 
Fombustion. Carbon monoxide is absorbed by tKe lungs and reaFts witK Kemoglobin to 
reduFe tKe oxygen Farrying FapaFity of tKe blood. At low FonFentrations, CO Kas been 
sKown to aggravate tKe symptoms of FardiovasFular disease. ,t Fan Fause KeadaFKes, 
nausea, and at sustained KigK FonFentration levels, Fan lead to Foma and deatK.  

Particulate Patter is made up of small solid partiFles and liTuid droplets. P010 refers to 
partiFulate matter witK a nominal aerodynamiF diameter of 10 miFrometers or less, and 
P02.5 refers to partiFulate matter witK an aerodynamiF diameter of 2.5 miFrometers or 
less. PartiFulates Fan enter tKe body tKrougK tKe respiratory system. PartiFulates over 10 
miFrometers in size are generally Faptured in tKe nose and tKroat and are readily 
expelled from tKe body. PartiFulates smaller tKan 10 miFrometers, and espeFially 
partiFles smaller tKan 2.5 miFrometers, Fan reaFK tKe air duFts �bronFKi� and tKe air saFs 
�alveoli� in tKe lungs. PartiFulates are assoFiated witK inFreased inFidenFe of respiratory 
diseases, Fardiopulmonary disease, and FanFer. 
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1itrogen o[ides �12;�, tKe most signifiFant of wKiFK are nitriF oxide �NO� and nitrogen 
dioxide �NO2�, Fan oFFur wKen Fombustion temperatures are extremely KigK �suFK as in 
engines� and atmospKere nitrogen gas Fombines witK oxygen gas. NO is relatively 
Karmless to Kumans but TuiFkly Fonverts to NO2. Nitrogen dioxide Kas been found to be 
a lung irritant and Fan lead to respiratory illnesses. Nitrogen oxides, along witK 9OCs, are 
also preFursors to ozone formation. 

SulIur 'io[ide �S2�� emissions are tKe main Fomponents of tKe ´oxides of sulfur,µ a 
group of KigKly reaFtive gases from fossil fuel Fombustion at power plants, otKer 
industrial faFilities, industrial proFesses, and burning of KigK sulfur Fontaining fuels by 
loFomotives, large sKips, and non�road eTuipment. +igK FonFentrations of SO2 will lead 
to formation of otKer sulfur oxides. By reduFing tKe SO2 emissions, otKer forms of sulfur 
oxides are also expeFted to deFrease. :Ken oxides of sulfur reaFt witK otKer Fompounds 
in tKe atmospKere, small partiFles tKat Fan affeFt tKe lungs Fan be formed. 7Kis Fan lead 
to respiratory disease and aggravate existing Keart disease. 

1on�criteria pollutants may be of FonFern in addition to tKe Friteria pollutants 
disFussed above. Non�Friteria pollutants are emitted by a wide range of man�made and 
naturally oFFurring sourFes. 7Kese pollutants are sometimes referred to as Kazardous air 
pollutants �+AP� and wKen emitted from mobile sourFes, as 0obile SourFe Air 7oxiFs 
�0SA7s�. Emissions of non�Friteria pollutants from industrial sourFes are regulated by 
tKe 8nited States Environmental ProteFtion AgenFy �EPA�.  

Federal ambient air Tuality standards do not exist for non�Friteria pollutants� Kowever, 
tKe New York State Department of Environmental Conservation �NYSDEC� Kas issued 
standards for Fertain non�Friteria Fompounds, inFluding beryllium, gaseous fluorides, 
and Kydrogen sulfide. NYSDEC Kas also developed guidanFe doFument DAR�1 �August 
201��, wKiFK Fontains a Fompilation of annual and sKort term �1�Kour� guideline 
FonFentration tKresKolds for tKese Fompounds. 7Ke NYSDEC·s DAR�1 guidanFe 
tKresKolds represent ambient levels tKat are Fonsidered safe for publiF exposure. EPA 
Kas also developed guidelines for assessing exposure to non�Friteria pollutants. 7Kese 
exposure guidelines are used in KealtK risk assessments to determine tKe potential 
effeFts to tKe publiF. 

,PSDFt &riteriD 
7Ke prediFted FonFentrations of pollutants of FonFern assoFiated witK a proposed 
proMeFt are Fompared witK eitKer tKe National Ambient Air 4uality Standards �NAA4S� 
for Friteria air pollutants or ambient guideline FonFentrations for non�Friteria pollutants. 
,n general, if a proMeFt would Fause tKe standards for any pollutant to be exFeeded, it 
would likely result in a signifiFant adverse air Tuality impaFt. ,n addition, tKe City·s de 
minimis Friteria are also used to determine signifiFanFe of impaFts for CO and P02.5. 

1DtionDO $PEient $ir 4uDOit\ StDnGDrGV 

7Ke Clean Air AFt �CAA� reTuires tKe EPA to set standards on tKe pollutants tKat are 
Fonsidered Karmful to publiF KealtK and tKe environment. 7Ke NAA4S were 
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implemented as a result of tKe CAA, amended in 1990 �see 7aEle �.����. 7Ke NAA4S 
applies to six prinFipal �´Friteriaµ� pollutants� Farbon monoxide �CO�, nitrogen dioxide 
�NO2�, partiFulate matter 10 �P010�, partiFulate matter 2.5 �P02.5�, sulfur dioxide �SO2�, 
and ozone. 

7aEle �.��� 1ational and 1eZ <orN State APEient Air 4uality Standards 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

7iPe Standard 

&DrEon 0ono[iGe 1�+our 35 ppm ��0,000 �g�m3� 
8�+our 9 ppm �10,000 �g�m3� 

1itrogen 'io[iGe Annual 53 ppb �100 �g�m3� 
1�+our 100 ppb �188 �g�m3� 

2]one 8�+our 0.070 ppm 
3DrtiFuODte 0Dtter �30�0� 2��+our 150 �g�m3 

3DrtiFuODte 0Dtter �30���� 
Annual 12.0 �g�m3 

2��+our 35.0 �g�m3 

SuOIur 'io[iGe 3�+our 0.5 ppm �1,300 �g�m3� 
1�+our 75 ppb �19� �g�m3� 

SourFe� United States Environmental Protection Agency National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Retrieved from 
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table.   

1on�FriteriD 3oOOutDnt 7KreVKoOGV 

Non�Friteria, or toxiF, air pollutants inFlude a multitude of pollutants of variable toxiFity. 
No federal ambient air Tuality standards Kave been promulgated for toxiF air pollutants. 
+owever, EPA and NYSDEC Kave issued guidelines tKat establisK aFFeptable ambient 
levels for tKese pollutants based on Kuman exposure. 

7Ke NYSDEC DAR�1 guidanFe doFument presents guideline FonFentrations in 
miFrograms per FubiF meter ��g�m3� for tKe one�Kour and annual average time periods 
for various air toxiF Fompounds1.  

,n order to evaluate impaFts of non�FarFinogeniF toxiF air emissions, EPA developed a 
metKodology Falled tKe ´+azard ,ndex ApproaFK.µ 7Ke aFute Kazard index is based on 
sKort�term exposure, wKile tKe FKroniF non�FarFinogeniF Kazard index is based on 
annual exposure limits. ,f tKe Fombined ratio of pollutant FonFentration divided by its 
respeFtive sKort�term or annual exposure tKresKold for eaFK of tKe toxiF pollutants is 
found to be less tKan 1.0, no signifiFant adverse air Tuality impaFts are prediFted to 
oFFur due to tKese pollutant releases. 

,n addition, EPA Kas developed unit risk faFtors for FarFinogeniF pollutants. EPA 
Fonsiders an overall inFremental FanFer risk from a proposed aFtion of less tKan one�in�
one million to be insignifiFant. 8sing tKese faFtors, tKe potential FanFer risk assoFiated 
witK eaFK FarFinogeniF pollutant, as well as tKe total FanFer risk of tKe releases of all tKe 
FarFinogeniF toxiF pollutants Fombined, Fan be estimated. ,f tKe total inFremental FanFer 

1 NYSDEC DAR�1 � Kttp���www.deF.ny.gov�doFs�airBpdf�dar1.pdf. 
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risk of all tKe FarFinogeniF toxiF pollutants Fombined is less tKan one�in�one million, no 
signifiFant adverse air Tuality impaFts are prediFted to oFFur due to tKese pollutant 
releases. 

&2 De Minimis &riteriD 

New York City Kas developed de minimis Friteria to assess tKe signifiFanFe of tKe 
inFrease in CO FonFentrations tKat would result from tKe impaFt of proMeFt�generated 
mobile sourFes, as set fortK in tKe CEQR Technical Manual. 7Kese Friteria set tKe 
minimum FKange in CO FonFentration tKat defines a signifiFant adverse environmental 
impaFt. SignifiFant inFreases of CO FonFentrations in New York City are defined as�  

› An inFrease of 0.5 ppm or more in tKe maximum eigKt�Kour average CO
FonFentration at a loFation wKere tKe prediFted No�AFtion eigKt�Kour FonFentration
is eTual to or between 8.0 and 9.0 ppm� or

› An inFrease of more tKan Kalf tKe differenFe between baseline �i.e., No�AFtion�
FonFentrations and tKe eigKt�Kour standard, wKen No�AFtion FonFentrations are
below 8.0 ppm.

30��� De Minimis &riteriD 

New York City uses de minimis Friteria to determine a proMeFt·s potential to result in a 
signifiFant adverse P02.5 impaFt under CE4R. 7Ke de minimis Friteria are as follows� 

› PrediFted inFrease of more tKan Kalf tKe differenFe between tKe baFkground
FonFentration and tKe 2��Kour standard�

› Annual average P02.5 FonFentration inFrements wKiFK are prediFted to be greater
tKan 0.1 �g�m3 at ground level on a neigKborKood sFale �i.e., tKe annual inFrease in
FonFentration representing tKe average over an area of approximately 1 sTuare
kilometer, Fentered on tKe loFation wKere tKe maximum ground�level impaFt is
prediFted for stationary sourFes� or at a distanFe from a roadway Forridor similar to
tKe minimum distanFe defined for loFating neigKborKood sFale monitoring stations��
or

› Annual average P02.5 FonFentration inFrements wKiFK are prediFted to be greater
tKan 0.3 �g�m3 at a disFrete reFeptor loFation �elevated or ground level�.

BacNground Concentrations  

BaFkground FonFentrations are ambient pollution levels assoFiated witK existing 
stationary, mobile, and otKer area emission sourFes. NYSDEC maintains an air Tuality 
monitoring network and produFes annual air Tuality reports tKat inFlude monitoring 
data for CO, NOx, P010, P02.5, and SO2. 7o develop baFkground levels, tKe latest 
available pollutant FonFentrations from NYSDEC monitoring sites loFated Flosest to tKe 
development site were used. ,f tKe pollutant FonFentration from tKe nearest monitoring 
station is not available, tKe next Flosest monitoring station is seleFted, and so fortK. 
7aEle �.��� summarizes tKe baFkground FonFentrations for eaFK of tKe pollutants. 
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7aEle �.��� BacNground Concentrations 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

7iPe 0onitoring Location 
BacNground 

Concentration 

&DrEon 0ono[iGe 1�+our1 CCNY 2.52 ppm 
8�+our1 CCNY 1.20 ppm 

1itrogen 'io[iGe 1�+our2 4ueens College 105.7 �g�m3 
Annual3 4ueens College 29.9 �g�m3 

3DrtiFuODte 0Dtter �30�0� 2��+our� Division St 38 �g�m3 

3DrtiFuODte 0Dtter �30���� 2��+our5 Division St 19.2 �g�m3 

SuOIur 'io[iGe 1�+our� 4ueens College 1�.9 �g�m3 
Notes�  
1 1�Kour CO and 8�Kour CO baFkground FonFentrations are based on tKe KigKest seFond max value from tKe 

latest five years of available monitoring data from NYSDEC �201��2018� 
2 1�Kour NO2 baFkground FonFentration is based on tKree�year average �201��2018� of tKe 98tK perFentile of 

daily maximum 1�Kour FonFentrations from available monitoring data from NYSDEC. 
3 Annual NO2 baFkground FonFentration is based on tKe maximum annual average from tKe latest five years of 

available monitoring data from NYSDEC �201��2018�. 
� 2��Kour P010 is based on tKe KigKest seFond max value from tKe latest tKree years of available monitoring 

data from NYSDEC �201��2018�. 
5 7Ke 2��Kour P02.5 baFkground FonFentration is based on maximum 98tK perFentile FonFentration averaged 

over tKree years of data from NYSDEC �201��2018�. 
� 1�Kour SO2 baFkground FonFentration is based on maximum 99tK perFentile FonFentration averaged over tKe 

latest tKree years of available monitoring data from NYSDEC �201��2018�. 
SourFe� NYSDEC Ambient Air 4uality Report, 2018,  

Kttp���www.deF.ny.gov�FKemiFal�853�.Ktml, 
Kttps���www.deF.ny.gov�doFs�airBpdf�2018airTualreport.pdf. 

P02.5 impaFts are assessed on an inFremental basis and Fompared witK tKe P02.5 de 
minimis Friteria, witKout Fonsidering tKe annual baFkground. 7Kerefore, tKe annual P02.5 
baFkground is not presented in tKe table. 

0etKoGoOog\ 

0oEiOe SourFe SFreening $nDO\ViV 
A sFreening analysis of mobile sourFe emissions of Carbon 0onoxide �CO� and 
PartiFulate 0atter �P0� on ambient pollutant levels in tKe study area was FonduFted per 
CEQR Technical Manual guidanFe. For tKe proMeFt·s study area, as desFribed in CKapter 
17, SeFtions 210 and 311 of tKe CEQR Technical Manual, tKe tKresKold for FonduFting an 
analysis of CO emissions Forresponds to 170 proMeFt�generated veKiFles at a given 
interseFtion in tKe peak Kour. 7Ke need for FonduFting an analysis of P0 emissions is 
based on road type, and tKe number of proMeFt�generated peak Kour Keavy�duty diesel 
veKiFles �or its eTuivalenFy in veKiFular P02.5 emissions� as determined using tKe 
worksKeet provided on page 17�12 of tKe CEQR Technical Manual >Autos are assumed 
to be /igKt Duty *asoline 7ruFk �/D*71� in tKe worksKeet@.  
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For tKe proposed proMeFt, sFreening analyses were FonduFted for tKe +untington Street 
and SmitK Street and SmitK Street and 9tK Street interseFtions. 7Ke analyses aFFounted 
for tKe weekday A0 and P0 peak Kours, as tKey exFeeded tKe /evel 1 sFreening 
tKresKolds �see SeFtion 2.�, ´7ransportationµ�. BotK interseFtions are representative of 
proMeFt�generated veKiFle trips for arterial roads.  
7Ke number of inFremental veKiFular trips for botK interseFtions would be lower tKan tKe 
CEQR Technical Manual CO�based sFreening tKresKold of 170 veKiFles per Kour, and tKe 
P02.5�based sFreening tKresKold of 23 truFk eTuivalents �for arterial roads� per Kour. 
7Kerefore, a Tuantified assessment of on�street mobile sourFe emissions is not 
warranted, and tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in signifiFant adverse air Tuality 
impaFts from mobile sourFes. 

H9$& $nDO\ViV 

As desFribed in SeFtion 1.0, ´ProMeFt DesFription,µ tKe proposed development would 
result in one new building. ,t is assumed tKat tKe building would Kave a single boiler 
staFk used for its +9AC system. 7Kus, an air Tuality analysis is warranted to assess tKe 
potential for emissions from eaFK of tKe +9AC systems to signifiFantly impaFt existing 
buildings� in addition, a sFreening analysis was undertaken to Fonsider potential future 
development resulting from tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning.  

CE45 Graphical Screening �HVAC Screening Analysis� 

As desFribed in SeFtion 220 and SeFtion 321 in CKapter 17 of tKe CEQR Technical 
Manual, for single�building proMeFts tKat would use fossil fuels �i.e., fuel oil or natural 
gas� for +9AC systems, a preliminary stationary sourFe sFreening analysis is typiFally 
warranted to evaluate tKe potential for impaFts on existing buildings from +9AC 
systems emissions for tKe proposed proMeFt. 7Ke CEQR Technical Manual provides 
sFreening nomograpKs based on fuel type, staFk KeigKt, minimum distanFe from tKe 
sourFe to tKe nearest reFeptor buildings witK similar or greater KeigKts, and floor area of 
development resulting from tKe proposed proMeFt. 7Kere are tKree different Furves 
representing tKree different staFk KeigKts �30 feet, 100 feet and 1�5 feet� on tKe figures, 
and tKe KeigKt Flosest to but not KigKer tKan tKe proposed staFk KeigKt sKould be 
seleFted. Based on tKe development size, if tKe distanFe from tKe development site to 
tKe nearest building of similar or greater KeigKt is less tKan tKe minimum reTuired 
distanFe determined, tKere is tKe potential for a signifiFant air Tuality impaFt from tKe 
proMeFt·s boilers, and furtKer analysis needs to be FonduFted using tKe 8SEPA·s AER0OD 
model.  

As detailed below, tKe +9AC sFreening analysis indiFated tKat a refined analysis is not 
warranted for tKe proposed building. 

,nGuVtriDO SourFe $nDO\ViV 

As desFribed in SeFtion 220 and SeFtion 321 in CKapter 17 of tKe CEQR Technical 
0anual, an air Tuality assessment is reTuired to evaluate tKe potential impaFts of air 
toxiFs emissions from ventilation exKaust systems of manufaFturing or proFessing 
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faFilities witKin a �00�foot radius of a proMeFt site wKen a proMeFt would result in new 
sensitive uses �partiFularly residenFes, sFKools, Kospitals, or parks�. ,f any sourFes are 
identified, a sFreening analysis is performed based on 7able 17�3 in CKapter 17 of tKe 
CEQR Technical Manual. 7Ke sFreening table provides tKe maximum 1�Kour, 8�Kour, 2��
Kour and annual average modeled values based on a generiF emission rate of 1 gram 
per seFond of a pollutant from a 20�foot tall point sourFe for tKe distanFes between 30 
feet and �00 feet from tKe reFeptor of same KeigKt. Potential impaFts prediFted from tKe 
industrial sourFe of FonFern based on tKe sFreen table are Fompared witK tKe sKort�term 
guideline FonFentrations �S*Cs� and annual guideline FonFentration �A*Cs� 
reFommended in NYSDEC·s DAR�1 A*C�S*C 7ables. ,f a proposed proMeFt fails tKe 
above sFreening analysis, or tKe sFreening analysis metKodology is not appliFable to tKe 
proMeFt, furtKer refined analysis using EPA·s AER0OD model is warranted to determine 
any potential for signifiFant adverse impaFts.  

 $VVeVVPent 

H9$& $nDO\ViV 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of one building loFated on tKe development site� a 
��story, 8��foot tall FommerFial building totaling approximately 101,222 gsf. 7Ke 
building would use natural gas as a fuel sourFe for its boiler and +9AC system. 

7Ke building would Kave a roof KeigKt of approximately 8� feet above grade level. 
Consistent witK CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, it is assumed tKat tKe staFk would 
rise tKree feet above tKe roof for a total KeigKt of 89 feet above grade.    

A survey of existing residential land uses and otKer sensitive reFeptor sites witKin a �00�
foot radius of tKe proMeFt site indiFated tKat tKere is an existing building of similar or 
greater KeigKt loFated at 505 Court Street. 505 Court Street is a residential building 
wKose absolute roof elevation is approximately 155 feet, or approximately 52 feet taller 
tKan tKe absolute staFk elevation of tKe proposed building.2 7Ke distanFe from tKe 
eastern building faoade of 505 Court Street faFing SmitK Street to tKe nearest lot line of 
tKe proposed development is 327 feet based on available *,S data.  

A sFreening analysis was performed for tKe proposed building assuming a KeigKt of 89 
feet above grade and a total development size of approximately 101,222 sTuare feet. 
Based upon tKe proposed KeigKt and sTuare footage, tKe minimum sFreening distanFe 
neFessary to avoid potential adverse air Tuality impaFts was determined to be 
approximately 72 feet assuming fuel oil �2 �see )igure �.����. :itK tKe minimum sourFe 
to reFeptor distanFe determined to be 327 feet, and a reTuired distanFe of 72 feet for 
fuel oil �2, tKe sFreening distanFe reTuirement is met.  

 

 
2 Absolute staFk elevation of tKe Proposed Building is a sum of tKe Proposed Building KeigKt above grade, tKe ground elevation, and 3 

feet of staFk KeigKt. Absolute roof elevation of tKe surrounding building is a sum of tKe building KeigKt above grade and tKe ground 
elevation.  
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)igure �.���  )uel 2il �� HVAC Screening ² Proposed Building 

 

A seFond sFreening analysis was performed for tKe proposed building assuming natural 
gas. Based upon tKe proposed KeigKt and sTuare footage, tKe minimum sFreening 
distanFe neFessary to avoid potential adverse air Tuality impaFts was determined to be 
approximately �8 feet assuming natural gas �see )igure �.����. :itK tKe minimum 
sourFe to reFeptor distanFe determined to be 327 feet, and a reTuired distanFe of �8 
feet for natural gas, tKe sFreening distanFe reTuirement is met and tKere would be no 
signifiFant adverse stationary sourFe impaFts related to tKe proposed proMeFt·s +9AC 
systems.  
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)igure �.���   1atural Gas HVAC Screening ² Proposed Building 

 

:Kile tKe proposed proMeFt passes tKe sFreening analyses for botK fuel oil and natural 
gas, beFause tKere is tKe potential, after approval of tKe proposed *owanus 
NeigKborKood Rezoning, for new mixed�use development to oFFur on tKe site to tKe 
nortK of tKe development site �BloFk �71, /ot 200�, a sFreening analysis was also 
performed for tKe proposed proMeFt in relation to tKe potential future development to 
tKe nortK. :Kile tKe proposed proMeFt is expeFted to use natural gas, tKe sFreening 
analysis was undertaken assuming No. 2 fuel oil as tKis is more Fonservative.  

As tKere are no building plans available for tKe site to tKe nortK, it is Fonservatively 
assumed tKat a development of similar or greater KeigKt would be built to tKe lot line on 
Brooklyn BloFk �71 /ot 200 Must nortK of +untington Street. 

Based upon tKe proposed KeigKt and sTuare footage, tKe minimum sFreening distanFe 
neFessary to avoid potential adverse air Tuality impaFts was determined to be 
approximately 72 feet assuming No. 2 fuel oil �see )igure �.����. 7Ke distanFe from tKe 
faoade of tKe proposed proMeFt to tKe lot line to tKe nortK would be �5.5 feet. :itK tKe 
minimum sourFe to reFeptor distanFe determined to be �5.5 feet, and a reTuired 
distanFe of 72 feet for fuel oil �2, tKe sFreening distanFe reTuirement is not met. 
7Kerefore, an �E� Designation for air Tuality would be applied to tKe proposed 
development site �E�5�3�. 7Ke text for tKe �E� Designation would be as follows� 
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BlocN ���, Lot � 

,n tKe event tKat tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning �09DCP015.� is approved, any 
new FommerFial development on tKe proposed property must ensure tKat tKe +9AC 
staFk�s� is loFated no less tKan 22 feet from tKe lot line faFing +untington Street to avoid 
any signifiFant adverse air Tuality impaFts. 

)igure �.���  )uel 2il 1o. � HVAC Screening ² Proposed Building Zith )uture GoZanus 1eighEorhood 
'evelopPent 

,nGuVtriDO SourFe $nDO\ViV 

7o assess potential air Tuality impaFts on tKe proposed proMeFt from existing industrial 
sourFes tKat emit toxiF air Fontaminants, an investigation of existing land uses witKin a 
�00�foot radius of tKe development site was FonduFted to identify potential sourFes and
determine if tKere are aFtive permits assoFiated witK tKose sourFes.

As a first step, land use maps were reviewed to identify surrounding land uses tKat Fould 
Kave tKe New York City Department of Environmental ProteFtion �NYCDEP� issued 
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industrial permits �i.e., sites Flassified as ,ndustrial�0anufaFturing, 7ransportation�8tility, 
or PubliF FaFilities�,nstitutions�. 7aEle �.��� lists tKese land uses.  

7aEle �.���  ,ndustrial Sources Zithin ��� )eet oI the 'evelopPent Site 

Address BlocN Lot Land 8se
 
Lot 2Zner 

1aPe
 'EP CA7S 
�� � S75((7 990 138 7ransportation�8tility BROO./YN 

8N,ON *AS 
CO0PANY 

PR033�17, registration � 
engine�generator 

3� � S75((7 990 50 ,ndustrial�0anufaFturing *O:AN8S 
+O/D,N*S 

//C 

PA028178, industrial 
PA072272, industrial 
PA072372, industrial 
PA028170, industrial 
PA072172, industrial 
PA085372, industrial 
PB015908, industrial 
PB01�008, industrial 

�30 
H817,1*721 

S75((7 

�77 8 ,ndustrial�0anufaFturing RED +OO. 
CONCRE7E 

/OA 

PA039397, industrial 
PA039�97, industrial  
PA039597, industrial 
PA039�97, industrial 


As per 0apP/87O 
SourFe� NYCDEP·s Clean Air 7raFking System �NYCDEP CA7S�. Kttps���a82��web01.nyF.gov�DEP.Boiler,nformationExt�  

OnFe tKe potential faFilities were identified, an additional review was undertaken to 
assess wKetKer tKe potential faFilities Kave assoFiated permits� tKe following sourFes 
were reviewed� NYCDEP·s Clean Air 7raFking System �NYCDEP CA7S�, New York City·s 
Open AFFessible SpaFe ,nformation System Cooperative �OAS,S� database, available 
aerial pKotos provided by *oogle and Bing, and internet websites.  

As sKown in 7aEle �.���, tKirteen valid �inFluding expired� industrial permits were 
identified from tKe NYCDEP CA7S online database. A permit searFK reTuest was sent to 
NYCDEP on DeFember 27, 2018 and -anuary 10, 2019 for tKese relevant sites. Based on 
tKe information provided by NYCDEP, tKirteen permits �PA028170, PA028178, PA039397, 
PA039�97, PA039597, PA039�97, PA072172, PA072272, PA072372, PA085372, PB015908, 
PB01�008, PR033�17� at �5 �tK Street, 37 9tK Street and 230 +untington Street were 
issued for storage and loading of Fement, woodworking maFKines, metal working 
maFKines and an emergenFy generator. Following NYCDEP guidanFe, an emergenFy 
generator does not reTuire an air Tuality assessment. 7Ke remaining twelve permits 
expired on or before -anuary 22, 2013. As per NYCDEP Administrative Code SeFtion 2��
109�g�, a registered permit tKat Kas been expired for a period of one year or more sKall 
be Fonsidered FanFelled by tKe department. CanFelled permits do not reTuire an air 
Tuality assessment. 

SinFe tKere were no aFtive permit reFords identified for tKe nearby industrial uses, tKere 
is no signifiFant adverse impaFt assoFiated witK emissions of air toxiFs expeFted, and no 
furtKer analysis is warranted. 
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 &onFOuVion 
7Ke number of inFremental trips generated by tKe proposed proMeFt would be lower 
tKan sFreening tKresKolds addressed in tKe CE4R 7eFKniFal 0anual, tKerefore, traffiF 
from tKe proposed proMeFt would not result in a signifiFant adverse impaFt on mobile 
sourFe air Tuality.  

7Ke +9AC sFreening analysis demonstrated tKat tKere would be no potential for 
signifiFant adverse stationary sourFe air Tuality impaFts from tKe proposed +9AC system 
�assuming eitKer fuel oil or natural gas�. +owever, an �E� Designation would be applied 
to tKe proposed development site beFause of potential future development at tKe site to 
tKe nortK of +untington Street after approval of tKe *owanus NeigKborKood Rezoning.  

No signifiFant adverse impaFts are expeFted from existing industrial sourFes witKin a 
�00�foot radius of tKe development site, and ´largeµ or ´maMorµ emission sourFes witKin 
a 1,000�foot radius of tKe development site.  

7Kerefore, tKere would be no signifiFant adverse air Tuality impaFts as a result of tKe 
proposed aFtion. 
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2.10 
1oiVe 
The goal of this section is to determine whether the proposed proMect 
may increase noise e[posure at e[isting sensitive receptors and 
whether new receptors would be introduced into an acceptable 
ambient noise environment. 

 ,ntroGuFtion 
7Ke appliFant, 300 +untington //C, is reTuesting a =oning 0ap Amendment to rezone tKe 
proMeFt area from an 02�1 to an 02�3 distriFt to faFilitate tKe development of a ��story 
building wKiFK would inFlude offiFe spaFe, ground�level retail spaFe, and a FontraFtor yard. 
7Kerefore, tKe proposed proMeFt would introduFe new noise�sensitive reFeptors to tKe 
development site. 7Ke purpose of tKe noise assessment under CE4R is to determine if�  

› 7Ke proposed development would signifiFantly inFrease sound levels from mobile and 
stationary sourFes at existing noise reFeptors adMaFent to tKe development site� and  

› New noise reFeptors introduFed at tKe development site would be in an aFFeptable 
ambient sound level environment.  

Per tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, a noise analysis is appropriate if an aFtion would 
generate mobile or stationary sourFes of noise or would be loFated in an area witK KigK 
ambient noise levels. 0obile sourFes inFlude veKiFular traffiF� stationary sourFes inFlude 
rooftop eTuipment suFK as emergenFy generators, Fooling towers, and otKer meFKaniFal 
eTuipment.  
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7Ke noise assessment inFludes tKe following� 

› BaFkground on metriFs used to desFribe noise�
› 7Ke metKodology and Friteria used to assess potential impaFts�
› An assessment of tKe potential for tKe proposed development to signifiFantly affeFt

existing reFeptors due to tKe introduFtion of new mobile or stationary sourFes�
› Results from ambient sound level monitoring� and
› An evaluation of tKe ambient sound levels at new reFeptor loFations.

1oiVe %DFNgrounG 

Noise is defined as unwanted or exFessive sound. Sound beFomes unwanted wKen it 
interferes witK normal aFtivities suFK as sleep, work, or reFreation. +ow people perFeive 
sound depends on several measurable pKysiFal FKaraFteristiFs. 7Kese faFtors inFlude� 

› /evel � Sound level is based on tKe amplitude of sound pressure fluFtuations and is often
eTuated to perFeived loudness.

› FreTuenFy � Sounds are Fomprised of aFoustiF energy distributed over a variety of
freTuenFies. AFoustiF freTuenFies, Fommonly referred to as tone or pitFK, are typiFally
measured in +ertz �+z�. Pure tones Kave energy FonFentrated in a narrow freTuenFy
range and Fan be more audible to Kumans tKan broadband sounds. Sound levels are
most often measured on a logaritKmiF sFale of deFibels �dB�. 7Ke deFibel sFale
Fompresses tKe audible aFoustiF pressure levels wKiFK Fan vary from tKe tKresKold of
Kearing �0 dB� to tKe tKresKold of pain �120 dB�. BeFause sound levels are measured in
dB, tKe addition of two sound levels is not linear. Adding two eTual sound levels results
in a 3 dB inFrease in tKe overall level. ResearFK indiFates tKe following general
relationsKips between sound level and Kuman perFeption�
x A 3�dB inFrease is a doubling of aFoustiF energy and is tKe tKresKold of perFeptibility

to tKe average person.
x A 10�dB inFrease is a tenfold inFrease in aFoustiF energy and is perFeived as a

doubling in loudness to tKe average person.

Audible sound is Fomprised of aFoustiF energy over a range of freTuenFies typiFally from 20 
to 20,000 +z. 7Ke Kuman ear does not perFeive sound levels at eaFK freTuenFy as eTually 
loud. 7o Fompensate for tKis pKenomenon in perFeption, a freTuenFy filter known as 
A�weigKting �dBA� is used to evaluate environmental noise levels. 7aEle �.���� presents a
list of Fommon outdoor and indoor sound levels.
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 CoPPon ,ndoor and 2utdoor Sound Levels 

2utdoor Sound Levels 
Sound Pressure 

PPa  
Sound Level 

dBA ,ndoor Sound Levels 
 �,32�,555 � 110 RoFk Band at 5 m 
-et Over�FligKt at 300 m  � 105  
 2,000,000 � 100 ,nside New York Subway 7rain 
*as /awn 0ower at 1 m  � 95  
 �32,�5� � 90 Food Blender at 1 m 
Diesel 7ruFk at 15 m  � 85  
Noisy 8rban Area�Daytime 200,000 � 80 *arbage Disposal at 1 m 
  � 75 SKouting at 1 m 
*as /awn 0ower at 30 m �3,2�� � 70 9aFuum Cleaner at 3 m 
Suburban CommerFial Area  � �5 Normal SpeeFK at 1 m 
 20,000 � �0  
4uiet 8rban Area�Daytime  � 55 4uiet Conversation at 1 m 
 �,325 � 50 DisKwasKer Next Room 
4uiet 8rban Area�NigKttime  � �5  
 2,000 � �0 Empty 7Keater or /ibrary 
4uiet Suburb�NigKttime  � 35  
 �32 � 30 4uiet Bedroom at NigKt 
4uiet Rural Area�NigKttime  � 25 Empty ConFert +all 
Rustling /eaves 200 � 20  
  � 15 BroadFast and ReFording Studios 
 �3 � 10  
  � 5  
ReferenFe Pressure /evel 20 � 0 7KresKold of +earing 
PPA 0iFroPasFals desFribe pressure. 7Ke pressure level is wKat sound level monitors measure. 
dBA A�weigKted deFibels desFribe pressure logaritKmiFally witK respeFt to 20 PPa �tKe referenFe pressure level�. 
SourFe� +igKway Noise Fundamentals, Federal +igKway Administration, September 1980. 

BeFause sound levels FKange over time, a variety of sound level metriFs Fan be used to 
desFribe environmental noise. 7Ke following is a list of sound level desFriptors tKat are used 
in tKe noise analysis� 

› /10 is tKe sound level wKiFK is exFeeded for 10 perFent of tKe time during a given time 
period. 7Kerefore, it represents tKe KigKer end of tKe range of sound levels. 7Ke unit is 
Fommonly used in tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual to evaluate aFFeptable tKresKolds 
for noise exposure for new reFeptors tKat would be introduFed by a proposed 
development.  

› /eT is tKe energy�average A�weigKted sound level. 7Ke /eT is a single value tKat is 
eTuivalent in sound energy to tKe fluFtuating levels over a period of time. 7Kerefore, tKe 
/eT Fonsiders Kow loud noise events are during tKe period, Kow long tKey last, and Kow 
many times tKey oFFur. /eT is Fommonly used to desFribe environmental noise and 
relates well to Kuman annoyanFe. ,n aFFordanFe witK tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, 
tKe /eT sound level is used to assess tKe potential for signifiFant inFreases in noise due to 
a proposed development at existing reFeptors in tKe study area.  
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$VVeVVPent 0etKoGoOog\ 

7Kis noise analysis Fonsiders two reFeptor types wKen evaluating noise for tKe proposed 
development� existing and new reFeptor�s�. SinFe tKe proposed proMeFt would introduFe new 
offiFes, tKese are Fonsidered ´new reFeptors.µ  

7Ke analysis also Fonsiders ´existing reFeptorsµ wKiFK are tKe Furrent noise�sensitive uses, 
suFK as residential and FommerFial properties surrounding tKe development site. 7Ke 
following desFribes tKe results of tKe noise assessment for tKese two types of reFeptors. 

 1oiVe $VVeVVPent Ior ([iVting 5eFeStorV 
Noise impaFt at existing nearby sensitive reFeptors is assessed aFFording to tKe relative 
inFrease between No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion sound levels. Noise impaFt is assessed 
aFFording to tKe inFrease in tKe /eT sound level in aFFordanFe witK tKe 2014 CEQR Technical 
Manual. ,f mobile or stationary sourFes assoFiated witK tKe proposed proMeFt would inFrease 
/eT sound levels by 3 dB or more and absolute levels would exFeed �5 dBA /eT, tKe proposed 
proMeFt would Fause a signifiFant adverse impaFt prior to mitigation. Additionally, if No�
AFtion Fondition noise levels are �0 dBA /eT or less, a 5�dB inFrease would be Fonsidered a 
signifiFant adverse noise impaFt.  

0oEiOe SourFeV 

As desFribed in Section �.�, 7ransportation, a detailed traffiF analysis Kas been FonduFted 
to evaluate Existing, No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion traffiF volumes at tKe interseFtion of SmitK 
Street and +untington Street. 7Kis analysis also inFluded a veKiFle FlassifiFation Fount as part 
of tKe turning movement Fount FonduFted at tKis interseFtion. :itK�AFtion noise Fonditions 
are determined based on an ambient sound monitoring program and proportional modeling 
of noise passenger�Far eTuivalents �PCE� to determine tKe potential inFrease in noise due to 
tKe proposed proMeFt. ,f tKe proposed proMeFt would result in a doubling or more of PCEs, it 
would result in a 3 dBA or greater inFrease in noise levels. ,f PCEs would not double due to 
tKe proposed proMeFt, tKere would not be a signifiFant adverse veKiFular noise impaFt, and 
no furtKer mobile sourFe noise analysis is warranted. 

7Ke 2014 CEQR Technical Manual desFribes tKe proFess to determine PCEs. 9eKiFle Flasses 
are defined to Kave tKe following PCEs based on typiFal veKiFles speeds� 

› EaFK automobile or ligKt truFk� 1 noise PCE 
› EaFK medium truFk� 13 noise PCEs 
› EaFK bus� 18 noise PCEs 
› EaFK Keavy truFk� �7 noise PCEs 

Future :itK�AFtion noise inFreases are FalFulated using tKe following eTuation� 

With Action Lୣ୯ Increase ൌ 10 ∗ log ൬
With Action PCE
No Action PCE

൰ 
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7aEle �.���� presents tKe No�AFtion and :itK�AFtion PCE values at tKe study area 
interseFtion. No�AFtion sound levels are expeFted to inFrease by up to 0.1 dBA �morning 
peak� over tKe Existing Condition due to traffiF from otKer developments antiFipated in tKe 
area. 7Ke proMeFt�related veKiFle trips are estimated to Fause a sound level inFrease of 0.3 
dBA �morning peak� in tKe :itK�AFtion sFenario Fompared to tKe No�AFtion sFenario. SinFe 
traffiF volumes at tKe interseFtion are large in tKe Existing and No�AFtion Condition, tKe 
relatively small proMeFt�related veKiFle trips would not Fause an appreFiable differenFe in 
sound levels. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would not result in a doubling of PCEs and noise levels 
would not inFrease by 3 dB or greater. 7Kerefore, tKere would be no signifiFant adverse 
veKiFular noise impaFt due to tKe proposed proMeFt. 

 Passenger Car ETuivalents Analysis 

,ntersection Period 
E[isting 

PCEs 

1o�
Action 
PCEs 

Sound ,ncrease  
�1o�Action ² 

E[isting� �dBA� 

:ith�
Action 
PCEs 

:ith�Action 
Sound ,ncrease 
�:ith�Action � 

1o�Action �dBA� 
SmitK Street at 
+untington Street 

:eekday 
A0 

1,080 1,101 0.1 1,192 0.3 

SourFe� 9+B, 2019. 

StDtionDr\ SourFeV 

7Ke proposed proMeFt is not antiFipated to inFlude any substantial stationary sourFe noise 
generators, suFK as unenFlosed Fooling or ventilation eTuipment, loudspeaker systems, Far 
wasKes, or otKer similar types of uses. 7Ke ProMeFt is expeFted to inFlude a FontraFtor yard, 
retail uses and offiFe spaFe. 7Ke existing site is already used intermittently as a FontraFtor 
yard, a Fondition tKat would Fontinue in tKe No�AFtion SFenario. As suFK, inFremental noise 
inFreases are not expeFted from tKe FontraFtor yard in tKe :itK�AFtion SFenario as it would 
operate similarly to tKe Existing and No�AFtion SFenarios. 7Ke proposed FontraFtor yard Kas 
been loFated to minimize potential noise effeFts, as it will be bounded by tKe proposed 
building and tKe subway line.  

7Ke design and speFifiFations for tKe meFKaniFal eTuipment, suFK as Keating, ventilation, 
and air Fonditioning, are not known at tKis time. As tKe proMeFt design advanFes, meFKaniFal 
eTuipment would be seleFted tKat inForporates suffiFient noise reduFtion to Fomply witK 
appliFable noise regulations and standards, inFluding tKe standards Fontained in tKe revised 
New York City Noise Control Code. 7Kis would ensure tKat meFKaniFal eTuipment does not 
result in any signifiFant inFreases in noise levels by tKemselves or Fumulatively witK otKer 
proMeFt noise sourFes.  

 1oiVe $VVeVVPent Ior 1eZ 5eFeStorV 
:itK�AFtion noise Fonditions at new sensitive reFeptors tKat would be introduFed by tKe 
proposed proMeFt are evaluated aFFording to absolute exterior sound level. 7Ke noise 
exposure guidelines for aFFeptable ambient Fonditions depend on tKe type of land use� for 
offiFe buildings, tKe goal is to maintain interior noise levels of 50 dBA or lower. :itK�AFtion 
exterior sound levels are evaluated to determine if reFeptors would be in an aFFeptable 
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ambient sound level environment. Exterior ambient sound levels exFeeding 70 dBA �/10� at 
offiFe reFeptors during tKe daytime �7 A0 to 10 P0� are Fonsidered to be 0arginally 
8naFFeptable. Exterior sound levels exFeeding 80 dBA �/10� are Fonsidered Clearly 
8naFFeptable.  ,f tKere would be 0arginally 8naFFeptable or Clearly 8naFFeptable ambient 
noise Fonditions, tKere is a need to provide window�wall sound attenuation tKat is suffiFient 
to reduFe interior sound levels to aFFeptable levels. 

SinFe tKe proposed proMeFt would introduFe offiFe spaFe to tKe development site, tKe 
KigKest /10 sound level is used to evaluate wKetKer tKe proposed proMeFt would introduFe 
new reFeptors into an aFFeptable noise environment. 7Ke analysis presents tKe results of 
ambient noise monitoring tKat was FonduFted at tKe development site and tKe assessment 
of wKetKer new reFeptors would be in a KigK ambient noise environment. 

1oiVe ([SoVure *uiGeOineV 

7Ke 2014 CEQR Technical Manual provides noise exposure guidelines for assessing ambient 
noise Fonditions at new FommerFial reFeptors, as sKown in 7aEle �.����. 

 1oise E[posure Guidelines Ior 8se in City EnvironPental ,Ppact 5evieZ 

5eceptor 
7ype 

7iPe 
Period 

AcceptaEle 
E[ternal 
E[posure 

0arginally 
AcceptaEle 

E[ternal E[posure 

0arginally 
8nacceptaEle 

E[ternal E[posure 

Clearly 
8nacceptaEle 

E[ternal E[posure 
CommerFial, 
or OffiFe 

All 
7imes 

/10 � �5 
dBA �5 � /10 � 70 dBA 70 � /10 � 80 dBA /10 ! 80 dBA ResidenFe, 

+otel or 
0otel 

7 A0 to 
10 P0 

ResidenFe. 
+otel or 
0otel 

10 P0 
to 7 A0 

/10 � 55 
dBA 55 � /10 � 70 dBA 70 � /10 � 80 dBA /10 ! 80 dBA 

SourFe� 7able 19�2, 201� CEQR Technical Manual.  

([iVting SounG /eYeOV 

Noise monitoring was FonduFted at tKree sites on :ednesday, -une 12, 2019 in aFFordanFe 
witK tKe CEQR Technical Manual as sKown in )igure �.����.  Noise monitors were plaFed 
witK a minimum of four feet between tKe miFropKone and nearby refleFting surfaFes. :itK 
subway and roadway aFtivity dominating tKe overall noise environment, 1�Kour noise 
measurements were FonduFted during morning peak periods �7 ² 9 A0�, midday period �12�
2 P0� and evening peak period �� ² � P0�. 0easurements were FonduFted using a 7ype , 
sound level meter at ground level. 7wo measurements were FonduFted at tKe ground level 
at tKe development site. One ground level measurement �Site 1� was FonduFted near tKe 
subway struFture and tKe otKer ground level measurement was FonduFted Floser to 
+untington Street �Site 2�. Additionally, one measurement site �Site 3� was loFated on tKe 
rooftop of 20� +untington Street. 7Ke rooftop measurement is at a similar setbaFk from tKe 
elevated train line and is representative of tKe noise exposure tKat would be at upper floor 
reFeptors of tKe proposed building. 
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)igure �.���� 1oise 0onitoring Locations 
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7aEle �.���� summarizes tKe measurement results. 7Ke measured /eT levels ranged from 
�2.0 dBA to 70.7 dBA and tKe /10 levels ranged between �5.2 and 75.� dBA. 

APEient Sound Level 0easurePents 

Site 0onitoring Location Period 'uration LeT LPin LPa[ L� L�� L�� L�� 

1 /oFation1
�*round /evel� 

0orning 1 +our �7.1 5�.5 79.3 77.5 71.9 �0.3 57.1 

0idday 1 +our ��.2 5�.5 79.1 7�.9 70.� 59.5 5�.7 

Evening 1 +our �7.� 5�.8 80.3 77.8 72.8 �0.� 57.� 

2 /oFation 2
�*round /evel� 

0orning 1 +our �2.9 53.9 73.� 71.8 ��.� 59.� 5�.2 

0idday 1 +our �2.0 52.5 77.2 73.3 �5.2 5�.8 5�.3 

Evening 1 +our �2.1 50.7 7�.1 71.8 ��.� 5�.� 53.� 

3 20� +untington Street
�Roof /evel� 

0orning 1 +our 70.7 58.2 83.3 81.� 75.� �3.0 �0.0 

0idday 1 +our �9.2 �0.7 82.7 81.� 72.7 �3.8 �2.1 

Evening 1 +our 70.� 58.0 83.0 81.5 75.0 �2.3 �0.1 
SourFe� 0easurements FonduFted by 9+B on -une 12, 2019.

$FFeStDEiOit\ $VVeVVPent 

7Ke 2014 CEQR Technical Manual provides noise exposure guidelines for assessing ambient 
sound levels, as sKown in 7aEle �.����. Based on tKese noise exposure guidelines, noise 
impaFt Kas been assessed to determine tKe level of aFFeptability for new sensitive reFeptors 
at tKe development site. 7aEle �.���� summarizes tKe /10 sound levels at eaFK measurement 
loFation. 7Ke table inFludes a 0.� dBA inFrease �representing Existing to :itK�AFtion� in tKe 
morning peak period to aFFount for tKe inFrease in traffiF volumes assessed in 7aEle �.����. 
7aEle �.���� indiFates wKetKer tKe :itK�AFtion sound levels are Fonsidered to be 
aFFeptable aFFording to tKe 2014 CEQR Technical Manual.  

 :ith�Action Sound Level AcceptaEility 

Site 0onitoring Location Period L�� AcceptaEility 

1 /oFation 1
�*round /evel� 

0orning1 ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 
0idday ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 
Evening ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 

2 /oFation 2
�*round /evel� 

0orning1 66.8 0arginally AFFeptable 
0idday 65.2 0arginally AFFeptable 
Evening 66.4 0arginally AFFeptable 

3 20� +untington Street
�Roof /evel� 

0orning1 ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 
0idday ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 
Evening ��.� 0arginally 8nacceptaEle 

SourFe� 9+B, 2019. 
1 ,nFludes 0.� dBA inFrease to aFFount for tKe inFrease in traffiF volumes assessed in 7able 2.10�2. 

AFFording to tKe noise exposure guidelines in tKe CEQR Technical Manual, :itK�AFtion /10 
sound levels are 0arginally 8naFFeptable at tKe development site near tKe subway and at 
tKe rooftop of 20� +untington Street. 7Ke KigKest sound level was 7�.0 dBA during tKe 
morning peak period at tKe rooftop. Sound levels measured at Site 2 were 0arginally 
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AFFeptable at all times. Based on tKe finding of a 0arginally 8naFFeptable sound level, 
suffiFient outdoor�to�indoor sound attenuation of tKe window�wall must be speFified to 
provide aFFeptable sound attenuation from tKe window�wall materials of tKe proposed 
development site. 

1oiVe $ttenuDtion 0eDVureV 

7Ke most Fommon measure for reduFing interior noise from ambient sourFes is to speFify 
suffiFient outdoor�to�indoor sound attenuation for tKe proposed building. As sKown in 
7aEle �.����, tKe reTuired level of attenuation varies based on tKe exterior sound levels and 
type of reFeptor. Based on a maximum /10 sound level of 7�.0 dBA, a Fomposite outdoor�to�
indoor window�wall sound attenuation of 31 dBA or more is reTuired to obtain aFFeptable 
interior noise Fonditions in residential and Fommunity faFility spaFes, as well as alternate 
means of ventilation suFK as well�sealed air Fonditioners, paFkage�terminal air Fonditioners, 
or Fentral air Fonditioning.  SinFe tKe proMeFt is Fomposed of FommerFial offiFe spaFes, tKe 
reTuirement is 5 dBA less, or 2� dBA. 

5eTuired Attenuation Values to Achieve AcceptaEle ,nterior 1oise Levels 

0arginally 8nacceptaEle Clearly 8nacceptaEle 
:itK�AFtion 
Sound /evel 70�/10�73 73�/10�7� 7��/10�78 78�/10�80 80�/10 

Attenuation A 
�,� 
28 dBA 

�,,� 
31 dBA 

�,,,� 
33 dBA 

�,9� 
35 dBA 

3���/10�80�B dBA 

Note� A 7Ke above Fomposite window�wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings and Fommunity faFility 
development. CommerFial offiFe spaFes and meeting rooms would be 5 dBA less in eaFK Fategory. All of tKe above 
Fategories reTuire a Flosed window situation and KenFe an alternate means of ventilation. 

B ReTuired attenuation values inFrease by 1 dBA inFrements for /10 values greater tKan 80 dBA. 
SourFe� New York City Department of Environmental ProteFtion �2014 CEQR Technical Manual, 7able 19�3� 

7Ke Fomposite outdoor�to�indoor transmission FlassifiFation �O,7C� value of tKe window�
wall struFture is used to determine tKe neFessary sound attenuation. Sound attenuation 
measures would be aFKieved tKrougK FonstruFtion materials and teFKniTues witK suffiFient 
O,7C�rated windows and walls. 7o implement tKese attenuation reTuirements, an �E� 
Designation for noise would be applied to tKe proposed development site speFifying tKe 
appropriate amount of window�wall attenuation and tKe need for alternate means of 
ventilation. 7Ke text for tKe �E� Designation would be as follows� 

BlocN ���, Lot � 

,n order to ensure an aFFeptable interior noise environment, future FommerFial offiFe 
uses must provide a Flosed�window Fondition witK a minimum of 2� dBA window�wall 
attenuation on all faFades in order to maintain an interior noise level not greater tKan 50 
dBA for FommerFial offiFe uses. 7o maintain a Flosed�window Fondition, an alternate 
means of ventilation must also be provided. Alternate means of ventilation inFludes, but 
is not limited to, air Fonditioning. 

:itK tKis Fommitment, no signifiFant adverse impaFts related to noise are expeFted and no 
furtKer analysis is warranted. 



300 +untington Street EAS 

���0��0 1oiVe

&onFOuVion 
A noise assessment was FonduFted to determine wKetKer tKe proposed proMeFt would 
signifiFantly inFrease sound levels from mobile and stationary sourFes at existing noise 
reFeptors adMaFent to tKe development site, and if new noise reFeptors tKat would be 
introduFed by tKe proposed proMeFt would be in an aFFeptable ambient sound level 
environment. 

A mobile sourFe noise analysis was FonduFted of tKe potential for tKe proposed proMeFt to 
Fause a signifiFant inFrease in noise. 7Ke analysis sKowed tKat tKe proposed proMeFt would 
inFrease sound levels by up to 0.3 dBA over tKe No�AFtion Fondition. 7Ke proposed proMeFt 
would not result in a doubling of PCEs and noise levels would not inFrease by 3 dB or 
greater. 7Kerefore, tKere would be no signifiFant adverse veKiFular noise impaFt due to tKe 
proposed proMeFt. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt is not antiFipated to inFlude any substantial stationary sourFe noise 
generators. ,nFremental noise inFreases are not expeFted from tKe FontraFtor yard in tKe 
:itK�AFtion SFenario as it would operate similar to tKe Existing and No�AFtion SFenarios. 
7Ke design and speFifiFations for tKe building·s meFKaniFal eTuipment would inForporate 
suffiFient noise reduFtion deviFes tKat would Fomply witK appliFable noise regulations and 
standards, inFluding tKe standards Fontained in tKe revised New York City Noise Control 
Code.  

Based on a maximum sound level of 7�.0 dBA, a Fomposite outdoor�to�indoor window�wall 
sound attenuation of 31 dBA or more is reTuired to obtain aFFeptable interior noise 
Fonditions at new buildings of tKe development site, as well as alternate means of ventilation 
suFK as well�sealed air Fonditioners, paFkage�terminal air Fonditioners, or Fentral air 
Fonditioning. SinFe tKe proMeFt is Fomposed of FommerFial offiFe spaFes, tKe reTuirement is 
5 dBA less, or 2� dBA. 7o implement tKese attenuation reTuirements, an �E� Designation for 
noise would be applied to new buildings on tKe proposed site. 

:itK tKis Fommitment, no signifiFant adverse impaFts related to noise are expeFted and no 
furtKer analysis is warranted. 
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Policy �� Support and Iacilitate coPPercial and residential redevelopPent in areas 
Zell�suited to such developPent. 

PoliFy 1.1� EnFourage FommerFial and residential redevelopment in appropriate Coastal =one 
areas. 

/and uses to tKe west and soutK of tKe development site Fonsist of residential, mixed�use, 
and FommerFial uses. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of a ��story mixed�use building 
Fontaining retail and offiFe spaFe as well as a FontraFtor yard and sKop. 7Kerefore, tKe 
proposed proMeFt would be Fompatible witK surrounding uses and its design would be 
Fonsistent witK underlying zoning regulations.  

PoliFy 1.2� EnFourage non�industrial development witK uses and design features tKat enliven 
tKe waterfront and attraFt tKe publiF. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would inFlude ground�floor retail and a sKore publiF walkway tKat 
would Kave tables, seating terraFes, and landsFaping and vegetation. 7Kis would result in an 
improvement over existing Fonditions at tKe site, wKiFK is Furrently vaFant, and would 
enliven tKe existing streetsFape and waterfront.  

PoliFy 1.3� EnFourage redevelopment in tKe Coastal =one wKere publiF faFilities and 
infrastruFture are adeTuate or will be developed. 

7Ke surrounding area is well�served by publiF transportation. 7Ke development site is 
loFated adMaFent to tKe SmitK�9tK Street subway station wKiFK serves tKe F and * subway 
trains. ,n addition, tKe B57 bus line runs along SmitK Street Must west of tKe development 
site, and tKe B�1 bus line runs Must soutK of tKe development site along 9tK Street. 7Ke 
development site is also loFated in an area tKat is served by New York City·s sewer and 
drainage system. 7Kerefore, tKe proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of redevelopment in area 
wKere publiF faFilities and infrastruFture are adeTuate.  

PoliFy 1.5� ,ntegrate Fonsideration of Flimate FKange and sea level rise into tKe planning and 
design of waterfront residential and FommerFial development, pursuant to :RP PoliFy �.2. 

See response to :RP PoliFy �.2. 

Policy �� Protect and iPprove Zater Tuality in the 1eZ <orN City coastal area. 

PoliFy 5.1� 0anage direFt or indireFt disFKarges to waterbodies. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would not result in an inFrease in tKe amount of stormwater being 
direFtly disFKarged to tKe *owanus Canal. +owever, all stormwater from tKe development 
site, wKiFK is 1.1� aFres, would Fontinue to disFKarge direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal. SinFe 
tKe proposed area disFKarging direFtly to tKe *owanus Canal is greater tKan one aFre, a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan �S:PPP� would be reTuired. According to the CEYZ 
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Technical Manual, the SWPPP inFludes erosion and sedimentation Fontrols and post�
FonstruFtion stormwater best management praFtiFes �B0Ps�. 7Ke S:PPP would be 
submitted to and approved by NYCDEP prior to FonstruFtion of tKe proposed proMeFt. 
FurtKer, stormwater from tKe site would be direFted to tKe spillover terraFe being 
FonstruFted as part of tKe proposed proMeFt·s sKore publiF walkway and tKen, as Furrently 
proposed, would go tKrougK a KydrodynamiF separator before being direFtly disFKarged 
into tKe Canal. 7Kis would limit tKe amount of stormwater and pollution being disFKarged 
into tKe *owanus Canal. 

PoliFy 5.2� ProteFt tKe Tuality of New York City·s waters by managing aFtivities tKat generate 
nonpoint sourFe pollution.  

See response to :RP PoliFy 5.1.  

PoliFy 5.3� ProteFt water Tuality wKen exFavating or plaFing fill in navigable waters and in or 
near marsKes, estuaries, tidal marsKes, and wetlands. 

See response to :RP PoliFy 5.1.  

Policy �� 0iniPi]e loss oI liIe, structure, inIrastructure, and natural resources caused 
Ey Ilooding and erosion, and increase resilience to Iuture conditions created Ey cliPate 
change. 

PoliFy �.1� 0inimze losses from flooding and erosion by employing non�struFtural and 
struFtural management measures appropriate to tKe site, tKe use of tKe property to be 
proteFted, and tKe surrounding area. 

See response to :RP PoliFy �.2.  

PoliFy �.2� ,ntegrate Fonsideration of tKe latest New York City proMeFtions of Flimate FKange 
and sea level rise �as publisKed in New York City Pnale on Climate Change 2015 Report, 
Chapter 2: Sea Level Rise and Coastal Storms) into tKe planning and design of proMeFts in tKe 
Fity·s Coastal =one. 

7Ke maMority of tKe development site, partiFularly tKe eastern portion, is loFated witKin tKe 
National Flood ,nsuranFe Program·s �NF,P� 100�year floodplain, as mapped in tKe Preliminary 
Flood ,nsuranFe Rate 0aps �PF,R0� for .ings County, dated -anuary 30, 2015 �0ap Number 
3�0�970211*�. 7Ke KeigKt of tKe 100�year floodplain is 11 feet NA9D88. A small part of tKe 
nortK and western portions of tKe development site are loFated outside tKe 100�year 
floodplain but witKin tKe 500�year floodplain, wKiFK Kas a KeigKt of 9.8 feet.  

Based on sea level rise �S/R� estimates from tKe New York City Panel of Climate CKange·s 
2015 report, Building tKe .nowledge Base for Climate ResilienFy, prediFted flood elevations 
for various S/R sFenarios were determined, as depiFted in 7aEle �. All S/R FalFulations are 
provided in tKe flood elevation worksKeets attaFKed. 
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7aEle � ����<ear )loodplain Elevations Zith Sea Level 5ise

'eFDGe /oZ (VtiPDte ² �0tK 
SerFentiOe �It� 

0iG�5Dnge ² ��tK to ��tK 
SerFentiOe �It� 

HigK (VtiPDte ² �0tK 
SerFentiOe �It� 

�0�0 11.2 11.3 11.7 11.8 

�0�0 11.7 11.9 12.8 13.5 

�0�0 12.1 12.5 1�.3 15.8 

��00 12.3 12.8 15.2 17.3 

7Ke lowest floor elevation of tKe proposed proMeFt, wKiFK Fonsists of retail spaFe, tKe offiFe 
lobby, and FontraFtor sKop, would be FonstruFted at an elevation of approximately 12.� feet 
NA9D 88, wKiFK is 1.� feet above tKe 100�year flood KeigKt �See )igure ��. For example, as 
sKown in tKe Flood Evaluation :orksKeet, in a 100�year flood oFFurring witK tKe sea level 
rise tKat is proMeFted for tKe 2050·s �an additional .�7�2.5 feet� tKe water level would rise 13.5 
feet NA9D 88. ,n tKis sFenario, tKe retail and offiFe spaFe would be about .9 feet underwater. 
7Kis means tKat in tKe future, tKere Fould be potential damage to paving materials and 
plantings, interruption to publiF aFFess of tKe waterfront area, flood damage to tKe property 
and veKiFles parked on tKe property, damage to tKe building struFture, or potentially 
inFreased flood insuranFe Fosts.  

7Ke New York City Building Code reTuires 1 foot of freeboard for most building types exFept 
for one� to two�family Komes, essential faFilities, and Kospitals. ,n tKis Fase, tKe reTuired 
design flood elevation would be 12 feet. 7Ke grade and first floor level of tKe building would, 
tKerefore, be elevated above tKe design flood elevation. ,n addition, eleFtriFal switFKgear 
and otKer FritiFal eTuipment would be furtKer elevated on eTuipment pads for addition 
proteFtion. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would also inFlude a sKore publiF walkway, FonstruFted at 
an elevation of 10.9 feet NA9D 88. 7Ke materials and planting witKin tKe waterfront would 
be seleFted for durability and flood toleranFe. All landsFaped areas would be planted witK 
flood�tolerant speFies, and areas loFated Floser to tKe sKoreline would be seleFted for tKeir 
greater toleranFe to salinity. ,n addition to absorptive planting beds, tKe proposed sKore 
publiF walkway would Kave a stormwater spillover terraFe. As suFK, tKe proposed proMeFt 
would be Fonsistent witK tKis poliFy. 

7Ke proposed building is antiFipated to Kave a lifespan of about 50 years �around 2073�, 
wKen adaptive reuse in tKe form of maMor reKabilitation or reFonstruFtion would be reTuired. 
,f retrofits of vulnerable elements of tKe buildings are reTuired prior to tKe 2070·s, tKere are 
some adaptive strategies tKat Fan be undertaken. 0easures to adapt and proteFt tKe site 
would rely on tKe implementation of best praFtiFes and teFKnology available at tKat time. 
7Kese may inFlude but not limited to struFtural FKanges suFK as dry flood�proofing tKe 
ground floor areas, Fonsidering tKe implementation of a passive barrier strategy to proteFt 
vulnerable features, and inForporating marine glass into tKe lower level faFades. Operational 
FKanges may inFlude moving vulnerable uses to a KigKer elevation. 
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)igure �� Proposed Building Elevations 

 

Policy �� 0iniPi]e environPental degradation and negative iPpacts on puElic health 
IroP solid Zaste, to[ic pollutants, ha]ardous Paterials, and industrial Paterials that 
Pay pose risNs to the environPent and puElic health saIety. 

PoliFy 7.1� 0anage solid waste material, Kazardous wastes, toxiF pollutants, substanFes 
Kazardous to tKe environment, and tKe unenFlosed storage of industrial materials to proteFt 
publiF KealtK, Fontrol pollution and prevent degradation of Foastal systems. 

See response to PoliFy 7.3. 

PoliFy 7.3� 7ransport solid waste and Kazardous materials and site solid and Kazardous waste 
faFilities in a manner tKat minimizes potential degradation of Foastal resourFes. 

+istoriFal use of tKe development site inFluded a FontraFtor·s yard witK FonFrete mixing 
plant eTuipment from as early as 1915, an automobile Kouse witK gasoline tank from as 
early as 1938 until at least 1950, and a blaFksmitK from as early as 1938 until at least 19�9. ,n 
addition, tKe development site is adMaFent to a former 0anufaFtured *as Plant site and 
KistoriFal uses of otKer adMoining and surrounding properties inFlude various industrial, 
manufaFturing, and FommerFial uses sinFe at least 188� tKat may Kave Fontained Kazardous 
substanFes. BeFause of tKese reasons, tKere is potential for tKe development site to Fontain 
Kazardous wastes. Prior to development, Kowever, tKe appliFant would be reTuired to ensure 
tKat additional subsurfaFe testing and mitigation would be provided as neFessary. 7o 
preFlude tKe potential for signifiFant adverse impaFts related to Kazardous materials, an �E� 
designation would be inForporated into tKe rezoning for tKe development site �BloFk �77, 
/ot 8�. :itK tKe plaFement of an �E� designation, furtKer Kazardous materials assessments 
would be direFted tKrougK tKe New York City OffiFe of Environmental Remediation �OER�. 
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7Ke proposed proMeFt would involve ground and soil disturbanFe during FonstruFtion. Any 
potential soils or fill materials generated during FonstruFtion would be properly Kandled, 
transported and disposed off�site at an appropriate faFility in aFFordanFe witK appliFable 
regulations and witK appropriate waste manifest. FurtKermore, regulatory agenFy �NYCDEP� 
reTuirements will also be followed to manage any potential Fontaminated media 
enFountered tKat would reTuire remedial aFtion during FonstruFtion.  

Any potential impaFts relating to Kazardous materials would be identified and investigated 
prior to subsurfaFe disturbanFe as reTuired by an �E� designation for Kazardous materials. 
Any potential remedial aFtion tKat may be reTuired would also be administered as part of 
tKe �E� designation protoFol under tKe regulatory oversigKt of OER. ,n order to reduFe tKe 
potential for exposure to future site oFFupants, during and following FonstruFtion, regulatory 
reTuirements pertaining to AC0, /BP, PCBs and FKemiFal use and storage would be 
followed. :itK tKe implementation of tKese measures, no signifiFant adverse impaFts related 
to Kazardous materials would result from tKe proposed aFtions. 

Policy �� Provide puElic access to, IroP, and along 1eZ <orN City·s coastal Zaters. 

PoliFy 8.1� Preserve, proteFt, maintain, and enKanFe pKysiFal, visual, and reFreational aFFess 
to tKe waterfront.  

7Ke development site is loFated adMaFent to tKe *owanus Canal. 7Ke proposed proMeFt would 
inFlude a sKore publiF walkway tKat would Kave seating, tables, and landsFaping and 
vegetation. 7Ke sKore publiF walkway would allow publiF aFFess to tKe waterfront, wKiFK 
does not exist in in existing Fonditions, and would enKanFe tKe pKysiFal and visual 
appearanFe of tKe waterfront. 

PoliFy 8.2� ,nForporate publiF aFFess into new publiF and private development wKere 
Fompatible witK proposed land use and Foastal loFation. 

7Ke proposed proMeFt would Fonsist of ground�floor retail fronting tKe sKore publiF walkway. 
7Ke proposed aFtions would allow for Fontinuity of soFial spaFes, botK inside and outside of 
tKe :PAA, and would provide a visual FonneFtion to tKe *owanus and tKe sKore publiF 
walkway. 

PoliFy 8.3� Provide visual aFFess to tKe waterfront wKere pKysiFal praFtiFal. 

See response to PoliFy 8.2. 



NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program - Policy 6.2 Flood Elevation Workhsheet

COMPLETE INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO USE THIS WORKSHEET ARE PROVIDED IN THE "CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION GUIDANCE" DOCUMENT AVAILABLE AT www.nyc.gov/wrp

Background Information
Project Name

Location

Planned Completion date

Last update: June 7, 2017

Enter information about the project and site in highlighted cells in Tabs 1-3. HighTab 4 contains primary results.  Tab 5, "Future Flood Level Projections" contains background computations. The 
remaining tabs contain additional results, to be used as relevant.Non-highlighted cells have been locked. 

Type(s)

Description

300 Huntington Street

Brooklyn

For technical assistance on using this worksheet, email wrp@planning.nyc.gov, using the message subject "Policy 6.2 Worksheet Error."

The New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program Climate Change Adaptation Guidance document was developed by the NYC Department of City Planning. It is a guidance document only and is not intended to serve as a substitute for 
actual regulations. The City disclaims any liability for errors that may be contained herein and shall not be responsible for any damages, consequential or actual, arising out of or in connection with the use of this information. The City 
reserves the right to update or correct information in this guidance document at any time and without notice.

2023

The applicant, 300 Huntington LLC, is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the Project Area from an M2-1 to an M2-
3 district and several zoning authorizations related to design and planting requirements to facilitate the development of a 6-story 
building, which would include office space, ground-level retail space, and a contractor shop and yard. The proposed project 
would also seek a zoning certification for a Waterfront Public Access Area to incorporate an approximately 7,548-square-foot 
shore public walkway along the portion of the building fronting the Gowanus Canal.

Residential, Commercial, 
Community Facility 

Parkland, Open Space, and 
Natural Areas Tidal Wetland Restoration Critical Infrastructure or 

Facility Industrial Uses

Over-water Structures Shoreline Structures Transportation Wastewater 
Treatment/Drainage Coastal Protection



Establish current tidal and flood heights.

FT (NAVD88) Feet Datum Source
MHHW 2.28 5.05 MLLW
1% flood height 11.00 11.00 NAVD88
As relevant:
0.2% flood height 9.80 9.80 NAVD88
MHW 1.96 4.73 MLLW
MSL -0.20 2.57 MLLW
MLLW -2.77 0.00 MLLW

Data will be converted based on the following datums:
Datum FT (NAVD88)
NAVD88 0.00
NGVD29 -1.10
Manhattan Datum 1.65
Bronx Datum 1.51
Brooklyn Datum (Sewer) 0.61
Brooklyn Datum (Highway) 1.45
Queens Datum 1.63
Richmond Datum 2.09
Station The Battery
MLLW -2.77



Ft Above Ft Above Ft Above Ft Above
Lifespan Elevation Units Datum Ft NAVD88 MHHW 1% flood height 0.2% flood height

Retail and office 75 12.6 Feet NAVD88 12.6 12.6 10.3 1.6 2.8

Loading berth 75 14.0 Feet NAVD88 14.0 14.0 11.7 3.0 4.2

Shore Public Walkway 75 10.9 Feet NAVD88 10.9 10.9 8.6 -0.1 1.1

Feet NAVD88

Feet NAVD88

Feet NAVD88

Feet NAVD88

Feet NAVD88

tables, seating, planting

Description of Planned Uses and Materials

 Describe key physical features of the project.

Lowest Floor elevation of retail space, office lobby, and contractor shop

enclosed laoding berth/storage

Feature (enter name) Feature Category

Description of Planned Uses and Materials

Description of Planned Uses and Materials

Description of Planned Uses and Materials

Description of Planned Uses and Materials

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Other

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous Other

Vulnerable

Vulnerable Critical Potentially Hazardous



SLR PROJECTIONS SLR PROJECTIONS
High High
High-Mid High-Mid
Mid Mid
Low-Mid Low-Mid
Low Low

Assess project vulnerability over a range of sea level rise projections.
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Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
Baseline 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2014
2020s 0.17 0.33 0.50 0.67 0.83 2020s
2050s 0.67 0.92 1.33 1.75 2.50 2050s
2080s 1.08 1.50 2.42 3.25 4.83 2080s
2100 1.25 1.83 3.00 4.17 6.25 2100

Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
Baseline 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28 Baseline
2020s 2.45 2.61 2.78 2.95 3.11 2020s
2050s 2.95 3.20 3.61 4.03 4.78 2050s
2080s 3.36 3.78 4.70 5.53 7.11 2080s
2100 3.53 4.11 5.28 6.45 8.53 2100

Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
Baseline 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 Baseline
2020s 11.17 11.33 11.50 11.67 11.83 2020s
2050s 11.67 11.92 12.33 12.75 13.50 2050s
2080s 12.08 12.50 13.42 14.25 15.83 2080s
2100 12.25 12.83 14.00 15.17 17.25 2100

Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
Baseline 9.80 9.80 9.80 9.80 9.80
2020s 9.97 10.13 10.30 10.47 10.63
2050s 10.47 10.72 11.13 11.55 12.30
2080s 10.88 11.30 12.22 13.05 14.63
2100 11.05 11.63 12.80 13.97 16.05

0 1
Retail and office 13 12.58
Loading berth 14 13.97
Shore Public Walkway 10.86 10.86
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0.2%+SLR (ft above NAVD88)

SLR (ft)

MHHW+SLR (ft above NAVD88)

1%+SLR (ft above NAVD88)



Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
0 0 0 0 0
2 4 6 8 10
8 11 16 21 30

13 18 29 39 58
15 22 36 50 75

Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
-2.77 -2.77 -2.77 -2.77 -2.77
-2.60 -2.44 -2.27 -2.10 -1.94
-2.10 -1.85 -1.44 -1.02 -0.27
-1.69 -1.27 -0.35 0.48 2.06
-1.52 -0.94 0.23 1.40 3.48

Low Low-Mid Mid High-Mid High
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20
-0.03 0.13 0.30 0.47 0.63
0.47 0.72 1.13 1.55 2.30
0.88 1.30 2.22 3.05 4.63
1.05 1.63 2.80 3.97 6.05

SLR (in)

MLLW+SLR (ft above NAVD88)

MSL+SLR (ft above NAVD88)
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NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM – 2016 

1 

NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM 
Consistency Assessment Form 

Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other local, state or federal discretionary review 
procedures, and that are within New York City’s Coastal Zone, must be reviewed and assessed for their 
consistency with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) which has been approved as part 
of the State’s Coastal Management Program.  

This form is intended to assist an applicant in certifying that the proposed activity is consistent with the WRP. It should 
be completed when the local, state, or federal application is prepared. The completed form and accompanying 
information will be used by the New York State Department of State, the New York City Department of City 
Planning, or other city or state agencies in their review of the applicant’s certification of consistency. 

A. APPLICANT INFORMATION

Name of Applicant:  

Name of Applicant Representative:  

Address:  

Telephone: Email: 

Project site owner (if different than above): 

B. PROPOSED ACTIVITY
If more space is needed, include as an attachment.

1. Brief description of activity

2. Purpose of activity

FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY WRP No.  _____________________ 
Date Received: ___________________ DOS No.   _____________________ 

http://www.nyc.gov/wrp


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM – 2016 
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C. PROJECT LOCATION

Borough:   Tax Block/Lot(s):

Street Address:

Name of water body (if located on the waterfront):

D. REQUIRED ACTIONS OR APPROVALS
Check all that apply. 

City Actions/Approvals/Funding 

City Planning Commission   Yes      No 
City Map Amendment Zoning Certification Concession 
Zoning Map Amendment Zoning Authorizations UDAAP 
Zoning Text Amendment Acquisition – Real Property Revocable Consent 
Site Selection – Public Facility Disposition – Real Property Franchise 
Housing Plan & Project Other, explain: ____________ 
Special Permit 

  (if appropriate, specify type:   Modification  Renewal  other)  Expiration Date: 

Board of Standards and Appeals    Yes      No 
Variance (use) 
Variance (bulk) 
Special Permit 

 (if appropriate, specify type:   Modification  Renewal  other)  Expiration Date: 

Other City Approvals 

Legislation Funding for Construction, specify: 
Rulemaking Policy or Plan, specify:   
Construction of Public Facilities Funding of Program, specify:  
384 (b) (4) Approval Permits, specify:  
Other, explain:  

State Actions/Approvals/Funding 

State permit or license, specify Agency:       Permit type and number: 
Funding for Construction, specify:  
Funding of a Program, specify:  
Other, explain:  

Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding 

Federal permit or license, specify Agency:   Permit type and number: 
Funding for Construction, specify:  
Funding of a Program, specify:  
Other, explain:  

Is this being reviewed in conjunction with a Joint Application for Permits?  Yes  No 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6222.html


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM – 2016 
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E. LOCATION QUESTIONS

1. Does the project require a waterfront site?  Yes  No 

2. Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including land along the
shoreline, land under water or coastal waters?  Yes  No 

3. Is the project located on publicly owned land or receiving public assistance?  Yes  No 

4. Is the project located within a FEMA 1% annual chance floodplain? (6.2)  Yes  No 

5. Is the project located within a FEMA 0.2% annual chance floodplain? (6.2)  Yes  No 

6. Is the project located adjacent to or within a special area designation? See Maps – Part III of the
NYC WRP. If so, check appropriate boxes below and evaluate policies noted in parentheses as part of
WRP Policy Assessment (Section F).

 Yes  No 

 Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA) (2.1)  

 Special Natural Waterfront Area (SNWA) (4.1)  

 Priority Maritime Activity Zone (PMAZ) (3.5) 

 Recognized Ecological Complex (REC) (4.4) 

 West Shore Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area (ESMIA) (2.2, 4.2) 

F. WRP POLICY ASSESSMENT
Review the project or action for consistency with the WRP policies. For each policy, check Promote, Hinder or Not Applicable (N/A). 
For more information about consistency review process and determination, see Part I of the NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program. 
When assessing each policy, review the full policy language, including all sub-policies, contained within Part II of the WRP. The 
relevance of each applicable policy may vary depending upon the project type and where it is located (i.e. if it is located within one of 
the special area designations).  

For those policies checked Promote or Hinder, provide a written statement on a separate page that assesses the effects of the 
proposed activity on the relevant policies or standards. If the project or action promotes a policy, explain how the action would be 
consistent with the goals of the policy. If it hinders a policy, consideration should be given toward any practical means of altering or 
modifying the project to eliminate the hindrance. Policies that would be advanced by the project should be balanced against those 
that would be hindered by the project. If reasonable modifications to eliminate the hindrance are not possible, consideration should 
be given as to whether the hindrance is of such a degree as to be substantial, and if so, those adverse effects should be mitigated to 
the extent practicable.  

Promote Hinder N/A 

1 Support and facilitate commercial and residential redevelopment in areas well-suited
to such development. 

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

1.2 Encourage non-industrial development with uses and design features that enliven the waterfront
and attract the public. 

1.3 Encourage redevelopment in the Coastal Zone where public facilities and infrastructure are
adequate or will be developed. 

1.4   In areas adjacent to SMIAs, ensure new residential development maximizes compatibility with
existing adjacent maritime and industrial uses. 

1.5 Integrate consideration of climate change and sea level rise into the planning and design of
waterfront residential and commercial development, pursuant to WRP Policy 6.2. 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/wrp/wrpcoastalmaps.shtml
http://www.nyc.gov/wrp
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Promote Hinder N/A 

2 Support water-dependent and industrial uses in New York City coastal areas that are
well-suited to their continued operation. 

2.1   Promote water-dependent and industrial uses in Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas. 

2.2 Encourage a compatible relationship between working waterfront uses, upland development and
natural resources within the Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area. 

2.3 Encourage working waterfront uses at appropriate sites outside the Significant Maritime and
Industrial Areas or Ecologically Sensitive Maritime Industrial Area. 

2.4 Provide infrastructure improvements necessary to support working waterfront uses. 

2.5 Incorporate consideration of climate change and sea level rise into the planning and design of
waterfront industrial development and infrastructure, pursuant to WRP Policy 6.2. 

3 Promote use of New York City's waterways for commercial and recreational boating
and water-dependent transportation. 

3.1. Support and encourage in-water recreational activities in suitable locations. 

3.2 Support and encourage recreational, educational and commercial boating in New York City's
maritime centers. 

3.3 Minimize conflicts between recreational boating and commercial ship operations. 

3.4 Minimize impact of commercial and recreational boating activities on the aquatic environment and
surrounding land and water uses. 

3.5 In Priority Marine Activity Zones, support the ongoing maintenance of maritime infrastructure for
water-dependent uses. 

4 Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the New
York City coastal area. 

4.1 Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources within the Special
Natural Waterfront Areas. 

4.2 Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources within the
Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area. 

4.3 Protect designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats. 

4.4 Identify, remediate and restore ecological functions within Recognized Ecological Complexes. 

4.5 Protect and restore tidal and freshwater wetlands. 

4.6
In addition to wetlands, seek opportunities to create a mosaic of habitats with high ecological value 
and function that provide environmental and societal benefits. Restoration should strive to 
incorporate multiple habitat characteristics to achieve the greatest ecological benefit at a single 
location. 

4.7 
Protect vulnerable plant, fish and wildlife species, and rare ecological communities. Design and 
develop land and water uses to maximize their integration or compatibility with the identified 
ecological community.  

4.8 Maintain and protect living aquatic resources. 
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Promote Hinder N/A 

5 Protect and improve water quality in the New York City coastal area. 

5.1 Manage direct or indirect discharges to waterbodies. 

5.2 Protect the quality of New York City's waters by managing activities that generate nonpoint
source pollution. 

5.3 Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters and in or near marshes,
estuaries, tidal marshes, and wetlands. 

5.4 Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, and the sources of water for wetlands. 

5.5 Protect and improve water quality through cost-effective grey-infrastructure and in-water
ecological strategies. 

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

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

6.2 
Integrate consideration of the latest New York City projections of climate change and sea level 
rise (as published in New York City Panel on Climate Change 2015 Report, Chapter 2: Sea Level Rise and 
Coastal Storms) into the planning and design of projects in the city’s Coastal Zone.   

6.3 Direct public funding for flood prevention or erosion control measures to those locations where
the investment will yield significant public benefit. 

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

7 
Minimize environmental degradation and negative impacts on public health from solid 
waste, toxic pollutants, hazardous materials, and industrial materials that may pose 
risks to the environment and public health and safety. 

7.1 
Manage solid waste material, hazardous wastes, toxic pollutants, substances hazardous to the 
environment, and the unenclosed storage of industrial materials to protect public health, control 
pollution and prevent degradation of coastal ecosystems. 

7.2 Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products. 

7.3 Transport solid waste and hazardous materials and site solid and hazardous waste facilities in a
manner that minimizes potential degradation of coastal resources. 

8 Provide public access to, from, and along New York City's coastal waters. 

8.1 Preserve, protect, maintain, and enhance physical, visual and recreational access to the waterfront. 

8.2 Incorporate public access into new public and private development where compatible with
proposed land use and coastal location. 

8.3 Provide visual access to the waterfront where physically practical. 

8.4 Preserve and develop waterfront open space and recreation on publicly owned land at suitable
locations. 
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Promote Hinder N/A 

8.5 Preserve the public interest in and use of lands and waters held in public trust by the State and City. 

8.6 Design waterfront public spaces to encourage the waterfront’s identity and encourage
stewardship.  

9 Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York City
coastal area. 

9.1 Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City's urban context and the historic
and working waterfront. 

9.2 Protect and enhance scenic values associated with natural resources. 

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

10.1 Retain and preserve historic resources, and enhance resources significant to the coastal culture of
New York City. 

10.2 Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts. 

G. CERTIFICATION

The applicant or agent must certify that the proposed activity is consistent with New York City’s approved Local 
Waterfront Revitalization Program, pursuant to New York State’s Coastal Management Program. If this certification 
cannot be made, the proposed activity shall not be undertaken. If this certification can be made, complete this Section. 

"The proposed activity complies with New York State's approved Coastal Management Program as expressed in 
New York City’s approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, pursuant to New York State’s Coastal 
Management Program, and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such program."  

Applicant/Agent's Name: 

Address:  

Telephone: Email: 

Applicant/Agent's Signature: 

Date:  
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Submission Requirements 

For all actions requiring City Planning Commission approval, materials should be submitted to the Department of 
City Planning.  

For local actions not requiring City Planning Commission review, the applicant or agent shall submit materials to the 
Lead Agency responsible for environmental review. A copy should also be sent to the Department of City Planning. 

For State actions or funding, the Lead Agency responsible for environmental review should transmit its WRP 
consistency assessment to the Department of City Planning.  

For Federal direct actions, funding, or permits applications, including Joint Applicants for Permits, the applicant or 
agent shall also submit a copy of this completed form along with his/her application to the NYS Department of State 
Office of Planning and Development and other relevant state and federal agencies. A copy of the application should 
be provided to the NYC Department of City Planning.  

The Department of City Planning is also available for consultation and advisement regarding WRP consistency 
procedural matters.  

New York City Department of City Planning 
Waterfront and Open Space Division  
120 Broadway, 31st Floor 
New York, New York 10271 
212-720-36�6
wrp@planning.nyc.gov
www.nyc.gov/wrp

New York State Department of State  
Office of Planning and Development 
Suite 1010 
One Commerce Place, 99 Washington Avenue 
Albany, New York 12231-0001 
518�474-6000
www.dos.ny.gov/opd/programs/consistency

Applicant Checklist 

Copy of original signed NYC Consistency Assessment Form 

Attachment with consistency assessment statements for all relevant policies 

)RU�-RiQt�$SSOiFDtiRQV�IRU�3HUmitV��RQH�����FRS\�RI�tKH�FRmSOHtH�DSSOiFDtiRQ�SDFNDJH

(QYiURQmHQtDO�5HYiHZ�GRFXmHQtV

'UDZiQJV��SODQV��VHFtiRQV��HOHYDtiRQV���VXUYH\V��SKRtRJUDSKV��mDSV��RU�RtKHU�iQIRUmDtiRQ�RU�mDtHUiDOV�
ZKiFK�ZRXOG�VXSSRUt�tKH�FHUtiIiFDtiRQ�RI�FRQViVtHQF\�DQG�DUH�QRt�iQFOXGHG�iQ�RtKHU�GRFXmHQtV�
VXEmittHG��$OO�GUDZiQJV�VKRXOG�EH�FOHDUO\�ODEHOHG�DQG�Dt�D�VFDOH�tKDt�iV�OHJiEOH��

3ROiF\�����)ORRG�(OHYDtiRQ�ZRUNVKHHt��iI�DSSOiFDEOH��)RU�JXiGDQFH�RQ�DSSOiFDEiOit\��UHIHU�tR�tKH�:53�3ROiF\�
����*XiGDQFH�GRFXmHQt�DYDiODEOH�Dt�ZZZ�Q\F�JRY�ZUS

http://www.dos.ny.gov/communitieswaterfronts/consistency/index.html
http://www.dos.ny.gov/communitieswaterfronts/consistency/index.html
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Project number: LA-CEQR-K (DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING) 
Project:              300 HUNTINGTON STREET 
Address:             230 HUNTINGTON STREET    BBL: 3004770008   
Date Received:   7/16/2019 
 
 
 
 [X] No architectural significance 
 
 [] No archaeological significance 
 
 [ ] Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District 
 
 [ ] Listed on National Register of Historic Places 
 
 [ ] Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City 
Landmark Designation 
 
 [X] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials 
 
Comments:   
LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps indicates that there 
is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th Century occupation on the project 
site.  Assessment and analysis of project site bulkhead is needed to determine if 19th 
century timber cribwork with intact faces are present above or below mean low water 
and if the proposed project would result in impacts on the historically significant 
portions of the Gowanus Canal bulkhead.  Possible alterations, including but not 
limited to steel sheet and timber sheet piling, should be identified and assessed to 
determine if historically significant portions of the Gowanus Canal bulkhead are still 
present and require further investigation and documentation.  Accordingly, the 
Commission recommends that an archaeological documentary study be performed 
for this site to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level 
of review, if such review is necessary (see: CEQR Technical Manual 2014; and 
National Register of Historic Places Eligibility Evaluation and Cultural Resources 
Assessment for the Gowanus Canal. 2004, Hunter Research, Inc., Raber Associates, 
and Northern Ecological Associates, Inc.) 
 

     7/24/2019 
 
SIGNATURE       DATE 
Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 
 
File Name: 34370_FSO_DNP_07242019.docx 
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Project number: DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING / 20DCP080K 
Project:              300 HUNTINGTON STREET 
Date Received:   12/20/2019 

Comments:   

The LPC is in receipt of the EAS dated 12/20/19. 

In the radius: 9TH STREET BRIDGE (NON-CONTRIBUTING) AND NEW YORK TARTAR 
COMPANY BUILDINGS (CONTRIBUTING) WITHIN ELIGIBLE S/NR GOWANUS CANAL 
HISTORIC DISTRICT;  IND 9TH AND 10TH STREET SUBWAY VIADUCT S/NR 
ELIGIBLE. 

The LPC is in receipt of the, “Phase IA Archaeological Survey for 300 Huntington 
Street, Block 477, Lot 8, Brooklyn, NY,” prepared by AHRS and dated December 
2019.  LPC is in agreement with the finding that there are no further archeological 
concerns for the project. Please submit a hard bound copy of the report to LPC for 
the agency archives. 

1/21/2020 

SIGNATURE DATE 
Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 

File Name: 34370_FSO_GS_01212020.docx 


	00 - Title Page
	00_EAS_Short_Form
	00_EAS Figures
	1_Project Description
	2.1_Land Use
	2.2_Shadows
	2.3_Historic Resources
	2.4_UD
	2.5_Natural Resources
	2.6_Haz Mat
	2.7_Water and Sewer
	2.8_Transportation
	2.9_AQ
	2.10_Noise
	3_Appendix_WRP
	3_flood-evaluation-worksheet
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Future Flood Level Projections
	MLLW+SLR
	MSL+SLR
	0.2%+SLR

	3_wrpform2016
	4_34370_FSO_DNP
	4_34370_FSO_GS
	1.0_Project Description_09022020.pdf
	Project Description
	Analysis (Build) Year
	Future No-Action Condition
	Future With-Action Condition
	Increment for Analysis



	WRP No: WRP #18-130
	DOS No: 
	Name of Applicant: 300 Huntington Street LLC
	Name of Applicant Representative: Zach Longmore
	Address: 155 3rd Street, Brooklyn, New York 11231
	Telephone: 718-576-3701
	Email: zlongmore@monadnockdevelopment.com
	Project site owner if different than above: 
	Brief Description: The applicant, 300 Huntington LLC, is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the Project Area from an M2-1 to an M2-3 district and several zoning authorizations related to design and planting requirements to facilitate the development of a 6-story building, which would include office space, ground-level retail space, and a contractor shop and yard. Tha applicant is also requesting a zoning certification for a Waterfront Public Access Area (WPAA) to facilitate an approximately 7,548-square-foot shore public walkway along the portion of the building fronting the Gowanus Canal.
	Purpose of Activity: The requested Zoning Map Change, Certification, and Authorizations will allow the construction of vital manufacturing and commercial uses, along with the activation of the waterfront area, in an underutilized area of the Gowanus neighborhood. Furthermore, the M2-3 zoning district will encourage job-generating development within the Project Area. The proposed Waterfront Public Access Area will provide a unique and valuable public amenity that also effectuates the goals of the Gowanus Study.
	Date Received_af_date: 
	Borough: Brooklyn
	Tax BlockLots: Block 477, Lot 8
	Street Address: 300 Huntington Street
	Name of water body if located on the waterfront: Gowanus Canal
	City Planning Commission: Yes
	Other, explain: 
	Funding for Construction specify: 
	Policy or Plan specify: 
	Funding of Program specify: 
	Permits specify: 
	Other Explain: Water and Sewer Infrastructure
	State permit or license specify Agency: 
	Permit type and number: 
	Funding for Construction specify_2: 
	Funding of a Program specify: 
	Other explain_2: 
	Federal permit or license specify Agency: 
	Federal Permit type and number: 
	Federal Funding for Construction specify_3: 
	Federal Funding, specify: 
	Other Federal: 
	City Map Amendment: Off
	Zoning Map Amendment: Yes
	Zoning Text Amendment: Off
	Site Selection Public Facility: Off
	Housing Plan and Project: Off
	Special Permit: Off
	Zoning Certification: Yes
	Zoning Authorizations: Yes
	Aquisition Real Property: Off
	Disposition Real Property: Off
	Other, Explain Check: Off
	Concession: Off
	UDAAP: Off
	Revocable Consent: Off
	Franchise: Off
	CPCModification: Off
	CPCRenewal: Off
	CPCOther: Off
	BSA: No
	Variance (use): Off
	Variance (bulk): Off
	BSA Special Permit: Off
	Modification: Off
	Renewal: Off
	Other: Off
	OtherCityApprovalsConstruction of Public Facilities: Off
	Legislation: Off
	Rulemaking: Off
	384 b4 Approval: Off
	Funding for Construction: Off
	Policy or Plan: Off
	Funding of Program: Off
	Permits, specify: Off
	State permit or license: Off
	State funding for Construction: Off
	other State Actions, Approvals, Funding: Off
	Federal permit or license: Off
	Federal funding for Construction: Off
	Specific Program funding: 
	other Federal Actions, Approvals, Funding: Off
	Expiration Date: 
	OhterCityApprovals Other: Yes
	Reviewed in Conjunction with Joint Application: No
	Requires waterfront: Yes
	Physical Alteration to Waterfront: Yes
	Publicly owned or assisted: No
	within a FEMA 1% annual chance floodplain: Yes
	within a FEMA 2% annual chance floodplain: Yes
	Within or Adjacent to Special Area: No
	Significant Maritime and Industrial Area SMIA 21: Off
	Special Natural Waterfront Area SNWA 41: Off
	Priority Martine Activity Zone PMAZ 35: Off
	Recognized Ecological Complex REC 44: Off
	West Shore Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area ESMIA 22 42: Off
	Support and facilitate commercial and residential redevelopment: Promote
	Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in Coastal Zone: Promote
	Encourage nonindustrial development that enlivens the waterfront: Promote
	Encourage redevelopment in Coastal Zone where public facilities and infrastructure: Promote
	Ensures new residential development maximizes compatibility: N/A
	Consider climate change and sea level: Promote
	Support waterdependent and industrial uses in NYC coastal areas: N/A
	Promote waterdependent and industrial uses in Maritime and Industrisl areas: N/A
	Encourage relationship between waterfront uses upland development: N/A
	Encourage waterfront uses outside Significant Maritime, Industial, Sensitive: N/A
	Provide infrastructure improvements: N/A
	Incorporate consideration of climate change and sea level rise into the planning and design: N/A
	Promote New York Citys waterways for commercial and recreational boating: Choice3
	Support in-water recreational activities: N/A
	Support NYC Maritime centers: N/A
	Minimize conflicts: N/A
	Minimize impact of commercial and recreational activities on the environment: N/A
	Support ongoing maintenance of maritime infrastructure in Priority Marine Activity Zones: N/A
	Protect and restore the ecological systems: N/A
	Protect and restore habitats, resources within Sensitive Area: N/A
	Protect and restore quality habitats and resources: N/A
	Protect Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats: N/A
	Identify, remediate and restore ecological functions: N/A
	Protect and restore Wetlands: N/A
	Create a mosaic of Habitats: N/A
	Develop land and water uses to maximize their integration or compatibility with the community: N/A
	Maintain, protect living aquatic resources: N/A
	Protect and improve water quality: Promote
	Manage direct or indirect discharges: Promote
	Protect the quality of New York Citys waters: Promote
	Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters and in or near marshes: Promote
	Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater streams and the sources of water for wetlands: N/A
	Protect and improve water quality through ecological strategies: N/A
	Minimize loss of life, structures, infrastructure and natural resources: Promote
	Minimize losses by employing non-structural and structural measures: Promote
	rise as published in New York City Panel on Climate Change 2015 Report Chapter 2 Sea Level Rise and: Promote
	Direct public fundingfor flood prevention or erosion control measures: N/A
	Protect and preserve non-renewable sources of sand: N/A
	Minimize negative environmental impact on public health and safety: Promote
	Manage hazardous substances to the environment: Promote
	Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products: N/A
	Transport hazardous materials in a manner that minimizes degradation od coastal resources: Promote
	Provide public access to, from and along NYC coastal waters: Promote
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