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SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT TEXT




Proposed Special Manhattanville
Mixed Use District

Matter in Graytone or Underlined is new, to be added;
Matter in Strikeout 1s old, to be deleted;
Matter within # # is defined in Section 12-10;

* * * indicate where unchanged text appears in the Zoning Resolution
[51807)

11-12
Establishment of Districts

Establishment of the Special Madison Avenue Preservation District

* ok *

Establishment of the Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District

In order to carry out the special purposes of this Resolution as set forth in Article X, Chapter 4,
the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District# is hereby established.

* % *
12-10
Definitions

* k ok
Special Madison Ave Preservation District

* . .

The “Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District” is a Special Purpose District designated with
the letters “MMU” in which regulations set forth in Article X, Chapter 4, apply. The #Special
Manhattanville Mixed Use District# appears on #zoning maps# superimposed on other districts
and, where indicated, its regulations supplement, modify and supersede those of the districts on
which it is superimposed.




14-44

Special Zoning Districts Where Certain Sidewalk Cafes are Permitted

#Enclosed# or #unenclosed sidewalk cafes# shall be permitted, as indicated, in the following
special zoning districts, where allowed by the underlying zoning. #Small sidewalk cafes#,
however, may be located on #streets# or portions of #streets# within special zoning districts
pursuant to the provisions of Section 14-43 (Locations Where Only Small Sidewalk Cafes Are
Permitted).

#Enclosed #Unenclosed
Sidewalk  Sidewalk Cafe#

Manhattan Cafe#
Battery Park City District Yes Yes
Clinton District Yes Yes
Limited Commercial District No No*
Lincoln Square District No Yes
Little Italy District No Yes
Lower Manhattan District No Yes**
Manhattanville Mixed Use District No*** Yes
Transit Land Use District Yes Yes
Tribeca Mixed Use District Yes Yes
United Nations Development District No Yes

* #Unenclosed sidewalk cafes# are allowed on Greenwich Avenue

*x #Unenclosed sidewalk cafes# are not allowed on State, Whitehall or Chambers Streets or

Broadway

***  #Fnclosed sidewalk cafes# are allowed in Subdistrict B only.

* *  k

ALL TEXT IN ARTICLE X, CHAPTER 4, IS NEW

Article X: SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS

Chapter 4
Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District




104-00
GENERAL PURPOSES

The “Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District” established in this Resolution is designed to promote
and protect public health, safety and general welfare. These general goals include, among others, the
following specific purposes, to:

(a) encourage the development of a mixed use neighborhood that complements a revitalized
community-oriented waterfront;

b) support a variety of community facility, commercial and manufacturing uses;

(©) provide opportunities for the expansion of large academic, scientific and mixed use facilities in a
manner that benefits the surrounding community;

(d strengthen the retail and service character and economic vitality of the neighborhood by
encouraging active ground floor uses along Broadway, West 125th Street and 12th Avenue;

(e) facilitate the maximum amount of design flexibility while fulfilling the goals of the mixed use
district;
® improve the physical appearance of the streetscape by providing and coordinating harmonious

open space, sidewalk amenities and landscaping within a consistent urban design;

(2) strengthen the visual corridors along West 125th Street and other east-west corridors that connect
the community to the waterfront;

(h) expand local employment opportunities;

') recognize, preserve and promote the existing historic transportation infrastructure of the
neighborhood;
G promote the most desirable use of land in this area and thus conserve the value of land and

buildings, and thereby protect the City’s tax revenues.

104-01
Definitions

Definitions specifically applicable to this Chapter are set forth in this Section. The definitions of
other defined terms are set forth in Section 12-10 (DEFINITIONS).

Lower street wall
“Lower street wall” is that portion of the #street wall# of a #building# that extends from grade to
a minimum prescribed height above the highest elevation of the #street# frontage of the

#building# on each #street#.

Mandatory widened sidewalk



A “mandatory widened sidewalk” is a paved area along the #front lot line# of a #zoning lot# at
the same elevation as the adjoining sidewalk and directly accessible to the public at all times.
Mandatory widened sidewalks are shown on Map 3 (Widened Sidewalk Lines) in Appendix A to
this Chapter.

Mandatory widened sidewalk line

A “mandatory widened sidewalk line” is the boundary line of the #mandatory widened
sidewalk# shown on Map 3 in Appendix A of this Chapter.

Upper street wall

“Upper street wall” is that portion of the #street wall# of a #building# that extends from the
Hlower street wall# to the maximum #building# height set forth for each Parcel in the Base Plane
and Building Height Table in Appendix B of this Chapter, or the height of the #building#,
whichever is less.

104-02
General Provisions

In harmony with the general purposes and content of this Resolution and the general purposes of
the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#, the regulations of this Chapter shall apply to
all #developments#, #enlargements#, #extensions#, alterations and changes of #use# within the
#Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#. The regulations of all other Chapters of this
Resolution are applicable, except as superseded, supplemented or modified by the provisions of
this Chapter. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Chapter and other
regulations of this Resolution, the provisions of this Chapter shall control.

104-03
District Plan and Maps

The regulations of this Chapter are designed to implement the #Special Manhattanville Mixed
Use District# Plan.

The District Plan includes the following maps and illustrative diagrams in Appendix A of this
Chapter:

Map 1  Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District and Subdistricts
Map 2 Subdistrict A Block Plan

Map3 Widened Sidewalk Lines

Map 4  Street Wall Types and Locations

Map 5 Parcel Designation and Maximum Building Heights

Map 6 Ground Floor Use and Frontage

Map 7 Mandatory Open Areas

The District Plan includes the following table in Appendix B of this Chapter:
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Base Plane and Building Height Table

These maps, diagrams and table are hereby incorporated and made part of this Resolution for the
purpose of illustrating requirements or specifying locations where the special regulations and
requirements set forth in the text of this Chapter apply.

104-04
Subdistricts

In order to carry out the provisions of this Chapter, three subdistricts are established, as follows:
Subdistrict A — Academic Mixed Use Area
Subdistrict B — Waterfront Area
Subdistrict C — Mixed-Use Development Area

The location of the Subdistricts of the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use Special District# are
specified on Map 1 in Appendix A of this Chapter.

104-05
Applicability of Article I, Chapter 1

Within the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#, Section 11-15 (Environmental
Requirements) shall apply, except that prior to issuing a building permit for any #development#
or for an #enlargement#, #extension# or a change of #use#, on a lot that has an (E) designation
for hazardous material contamination, noise or air quality, the Department of Buildings shall be
furnished with a report from the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) of the City of
New York stating:

b

(a) in the case of an (E) designation for hazardous material contamination, that
environmental requirements related to the (E) designation have been met for that
lot; or

(b) in the case of an (E) designation for noise or air quality, that the plans and
drawings for such #development# or #enlargement# will result in compliance
with the environmental requirements related to the (E) designation.

104-10
SPECIAL USE REGULATIONS

The #use# regulations of the underlying C6 Districts are modified in Sections 104-11 through
104-18, inclusive:



104-11
Residential Use Modifications

The #residential use# regulations of the underlying C6-1 District are modified as follows:

(a) In Subdistrict A, a #residential use# may locate in, or share a common wall with, a
#building# containing a #use# listed in Section 104-132 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18) only
in accordance with the certification provisions of Section 104-14; and

b) In Subdistrict B, no #residential use# shall be permitted.

104-12
Community Facility Use Modifications

The #community facility use# regulations of the underlying C6-1 District are modified as
follows:

(a) In Subdistrict A, a #community facility use# with sleeping accommodations, as listed in
this Section, may locate in, or share a common wall with, a #building# containing a #use#
listed in Section 104-132 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18), only in accordance with the
certification provisions of Section 104-14:

College or school student dormitories or fraternity or sorority student houses
Domiciliary care facilities for adults

Nursing homes and health-related facilities

Philanthropic or non-profit institutions with sleeping accommodations

Monasteries, convents or novitiates

Non-profit hospital staff dwellings without restriction as to location on the same #zoning
lot#

Non-profit or voluntary hospitals and related facilities;

®) In Subdistrict B, #uses# listed in Use Groups 3 and 4 are limited to 5,000 square feet of
#floor area# per establishment.

104-13
Commercial and Manufacturing Use Modifications

In Subdistricts A, B and C, the #commercial# and #manufacturing use# regulations of the
underlying C6 Districts are modified as set forth in Sections 104-131 (Use Group 14) and 104-
132 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18):

104-131
Use Group 14

In Subdistrict B, #uses# listed in Use Group 14 are permitted.
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104-132
Use Groups 16, 17 and 18

In Subdistricts A, B and C, the following #uses# in Use Groups 16, 17 and 18 are permitted,
subject to the performance standards for an M1 District set forth in Section 42-20
(PERFORMANCE STANDARDS).

Such #uses# may locate in, or share a common wall with, a #building# containing a #residential
use# or a #community facility use# with sleeping accommodations listed in Section 104-12
(Community Facility Use Modifications), only in accordance with the certification provisions of
Section 104-14:

From Use Group 16A:

Animal hospitals or kennels

Automobile, motorcycle, trailer or boat sales, enclosed only
Carpentry, custom woodworking or custom furniture making shops
Motorcycle or motor scooter rental establishments, enclosed only
Trade schools for adults

From Use Group 16B:

Automobile, truck, motorcycle or #trailer# repairs

Automobile laundries, provided that the #zoning lot# contains reservoir space for not less
than ten automobiles per washing lane

#Automotive service stations#, open or enclosed, provided that facilities for lubrication,
minor repairs or washing are permitted only if located within a completely enclosed
building

From Use Group 16C:

Commercial or public utility vehicle storage, open or enclosed, including accessory motor
fuel pumps

Public transit yards, open or enclosed, including accessory motor fuel pumps

From Use Group 16D:

Moving or storage offices, with no limitation as to storage or #floor area# per establishment
Warehouses

Wholesale establishments, with no limitation on #accessory# storage

From Use Group 17A:
Produce or meat markets

From Use Group 17B:

Advertising displays

Apparel or other textile products, from textiles or other materials, including hat bodies or
similar products




Ceramic products, including pottery, small glazed tile or similar products

Food products, except slaughtering of meat or preparation of fish for packing

Leather products, including shoes, machine belting or similar products

Luggage '

Musical instruments, including pianos or organs

Optical equipment, clocks or similar precision instruments

Perfumes or perfumed soaps, compounding only

Printing or publishing, with no limitation on #floor area# per establishment

Scenery construction

Textiles, spinning, weaving, manufacturing, dyeing, printing, knit goods, yarn, thread or
cordage

Toys

Wood products, including furniture, boxes, crates, baskets, pencils, cooperage works or

similar products

From Use Group 17C:
Public transit, railroad or electric utility substations, open or enclosed, with no limitation as
to size

From Use Group 18A:
Manufacturing of beverages, alcoholic or breweries

104-14
Certification Requirements

In Subdistrict A, a #use# listed in Section 104-132 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18) and a
#residential use# or a #community facility use# with sleeping accommodations listed in Section
104-12 (Community Facility Use Modifications) may locate in the same #building# or share a
common building wall only upon certification by a licensed architect or a professional engineer
to the Department of Buildings stating that the #commercial# or #manufacturing use#:

(a) does not have a New York City or New York State environmental rating of “A,”
“B” or “C” under Section 24-153 of the New York City Administrative Code for
any process equipment requiring a New York City Department of Environmental
Protection operating certificate or New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation state facility permit; and

(b) is not required, under the City Right-to-Know Law, to file a Risk Management
Plan for Extremely Hazardous Substances.

104-15
Ground Floor Use and Frontage Regulations

For the purposes of this Section, ground floor level shall mean the floor of a #building#, the level
of which is located at, or within five feet of, the finished level of the adjacent sidewalk. In the
locations specified on Map 6 (Ground Floor Use and Frontage) in Appendix A of this Chapter,
the ground floor #use# and frontage regulations of this Section shall apply to any #development#
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or change of #use# located on the ground floor level of a #building or other structure#, or any
#enlargement# that increases the #floor area# of the ground floor level of a #building# by more
than 25 percent.

A minimum of 75 percent of the length of a #street wall# on the ground floor level measured to a
depth of at least 30 feet, or the depth of the #building#, whichever is less, shall be limited to
#uses# listed in Section 104-16 (Use Group MMU). Such #uses# shall be located at the #street
wall#. In no event shall the length of #street# frontage occupied solely by lobby space or
entryways exceed, in total, 40 feet.

All such #developments#, #enlargements# and changes of #use# on the ground floor of a
#building or other structure# (other than a change of #use# on the ground floor of a #building#
located on Parcels E2 or G2, as shown on Map 5 in Appendix A) shall comply with the
transparency requirements of Section 104-41.

104-16
Use Group MMU

Use Group MMU comprises a group of #uses# selected from Use Groups 3, 4,6,7, 8,9, 10, 12
and 17, as modified, including any of such #uses# that are #accessory# to a college or university
and open to the public.

From Use Group 3
Libraries, museums or non-commercial art galleries

From Use Group 4A

Community centers or settlement houses

Ambulatory diagnostic or treatment health care facilities
Non-commercial recreation centers

From Use Group 6A

Bakeries, provided that #floor area# used for production shall be limited to 750 square feet per
establishment

Barber shops

Beauty parlors

Drug stores

Dry cleaning or clothes pressing establishments or receiving stations dealing directly with
ultimate consumers, limited to 2,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment, and
provided that only solvents with a flash point of not less than 138.2 degrees Fahrenheit
shall be used, and total aggregate dry load capacity of machines shall not exceed 60
pounds

Eating or drinking establishments, including those which provide outdoor table service or have
music for which there is no cover charge and no specified show time

Food stores, including supermarkets, grocery stores, meat markets or delicatessen stores

Hardware stores

Laundry establishments, hand or automatic self-service

Liquor stores, package



Post offices

Shoe or hat repair shops

Stationery stores

Tailor or dressmaking shops, custom

Variety stores, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment

From Use Group 6B
Veterinary medicine for small animals, provided all activities are conducted within a completely
#enclosed building#

From Use Group 6C

Antique stores

Art galleries, commercial

Acrtists' supply stores

Automobile supply stores, with no installation or repair services

Banks

Bicycle sales

Book stores

Candy or ice cream stores

Carpet, rug, linoleum or other floor covering stores, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor
area# per establishment

Cigar or tobacco stores

Clothing or clothing accessory stores, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor area# per
establishment

Clothing rental establishments, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment

Dry goods or fabrics stores, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment

Eating or drinking establishments with entertainment, but not dancing, with a capacity of 200
persons or less

Eating or drinking establishments with musical entertainment, but not dancing, with a
capacity of 200 persons or less

Electrolysis studios

Fishing tackle or equipment, rental or sales

Florist shops

Furniture stores, limited to 10,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment

Furrier shops, custom

Gift shops

Interior decorating establishments, provided that #floor area# used for processing, servicing
or repairs shall be limited to 750 square feet per establishment

Jewelry or art metal craft shops

Leather goods or luggage stores

Loan offices

Locksmith shops

Medical or orthopedic appliance stores

Millinery shops

Music stores

Newsstands, open or enclosed
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Optician or optometrist establishments

Paint stores

Pet shops

Photographic equipment or supply stores

Photographic studios

Picture framing shops

Record stores

Seed or garden supply stores

Sewing machine stores, selling household machines only

Shoe stores

Sporting or athletic stores

Stamp or coin stores

Telegraph offices

Television, radio, phonograph or household appliance stores, limited to 10,000 square feet
of #floor area# per establishment

Toy stores

Travel bureaus

Typewriter stores

Wallpaper stores

Watch or clock stores or repair shops

From Use Group 7B

Bicycle rental or repair shops

Moving or storage offices, with storage limited to items for retail sale and to 1,500 square feet of
#floor area# per establishment

Refreshment stands

Sign painting shops, limited to 2,500 square feet of #floor area# per establishment

Venetian blind, window shade or awning shops, custom, limited to 2,500 square feet of #floor
area# per establishment

Use Group 8A (all uses)

From Use Group 8B

Lumber stores, limited to 5,000 square feet of #floor area# per establishment, exclusive of that
#floor area# used for office and display area, and provided that not more than 400 square
feet of #floor area# shall be used for cutting of lumber to size

Television, radio, phonograph or household appliance repair shops

Upholstering shops dealing directly with consumers

From Use Group 9A

Automobile, motorcycle, #trailer# or boat showrooms or sales, with no repair services and
with no preparation of vehicles or boats for delivery

Clothing or costume rental establishments

Musical instrument repair shops
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Plumbing, heating or ventilating equipment showrooms, without repair facilities

Printing establishments, limited to 2,500 square feet of #floor area# per establishment for
production

Public auction rooms

Studios, art, music, dancing or theatrical

Typewriter or other small business machine sales, rental or repairs

Umbrella repair shops

From Use Group 10A

Clothing or clothing accessory stores, limited to 20,000 square feet of floor area per
establishment

Office or business machine stores, sales or rental

Variety stores, limited to 20,000 square feet of floor area per establishment

From Use Group 12B

Antique stores

Art gallery, commercial

Book stores

Candy or ice cream stores
Cigar and tobacco stores
Delicatessen stores

Drug stores

Gift shops

Jewelry or art metal craft shops
Music stores

Newsstands

Photographic equipment stores
Record stores

Stationery stores

Toy stores

From Use Group 17A
Produce or meat markets, wholesale

From Use Group 17B
Ceramic products, including pottery, small glazed tile, or similar products

#Accessory usest# to all the above uses are permitted.

#Physical culture or health establishments# are subject to a special permit, pursuant to Section
73-36.

104-17
Modification of Article VIL, Chapter 4 (Special Permits by the City Planning Commission)
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The provisions of Section 74-48 (Scientific Research and Development Facility) shall not apply
in the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#.

104-20
SPECIAL BULK REGULATIONS

In Subdistricts A, B and C, the #bulk# regulations of the underlying C6 Districts, as modified in
this Chapter, shall apply to any #development#, #enlargement# and change of #use# pursuant to
Section 104-26 (Change of Use).

The #floor area ratio#, #open space ratio# and #lot coverage# regulations applicable in the
underlying C6 Districts are modified as set forth in Sections 104-21 through 104-25. No #floor
area# bonuses shall be permitted.

Special provisions regulating change of #use# in #non-complying buildings# are set forth in
Section 104-26.

The height and setback regulations of the underlying C6 Districts are superseded as set forth in
Sections 104-30 through 104-34, inclusive.

104-21
Maximum Floor Area Ratio, Open Space Ratio and Lot Coverage for Residential Uses

In Subdistricts A and C, the #bulk# regulations for #residential use# are modified in accordance
with the provisions of this Section.

For all #zoning lots#, or portions thereof, the maximum #floor area ratio#, #open space ratio#
and #lot coverage# regulations shall not apply. In lieu thereof, the provisions of this Section
shall apply: :

In Subdistrict A, the maximum #floor area ratio# for #residential use# shall be 3.44.
In Subdistrict C, the maximum #floor area ratio# for #residential use# shall be 6.02

For #interior# or #through lots#, or portions thereof, the maximum #lot coverage# shall not
exceed 70 percent. For #corner lots#, the maximum #lot coverage# shall not exceed 80 percent.
However, there shall be no maximum #lot coverage# for any #zoning lot# comprising a #corner
lot# of 5,000 square feet or less.

The provisions of Section 23-70 (MINIMUM REQUIRED DISTANCES BETWEEN TWO OR
MORE BUILDINGS ON A SINGLE ZONING LOT) shall not apply.
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104-22
Maximum Floor Area Ratio and Lot Coverage for Community Facility Uses

In Subdistricts A and C, the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for #community facility uses#
shall be 6.0.

In Subdistrict B, the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for #community facility uses# shall
be 2.0.

#Lot coverage# requirements for #community facility uses# shall not apply.

104-23
Maximum Floor Area Ratio for Commercial Uses

In Subdistricts A and C, the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for #commercial uses# shall
be 6.0, except that the maximum #floor area ratio# for #uses# in Use Group 16 listed in Section
104-32 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18) shall be 2.0.

In Subdistrict B, the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for #commercial uses# shall be 2.0.

104-24
Maximum Floor Area Ratio for Manufacturing Uses

In Subdistricts A, B, and C, the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for #manufacturing uses#
shall be 2.0.

104-25
Maximum Floor Area Ratio for Mixed Buildings

When more than one #use# is located on a #zoning lot#, the maximum #floor area ratio#
permitted for any #use# on a #zoning lot# shall not exceed the maximum permitted for such
Huse# as set forth in Sections 104-21 through 104-24, inclusive, provided the total of all such
#floor area ratios# does not exceed the maximum #floor area ratio# permitted for any such Huse#
on the #zoning lot#.

104-26
Change of Use

(a) Change to Residential

Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in Section 34-222 (Change of use) and in the last
paragraph of Section 35-31 (Maximum Floor Area Ratio for Mixed Buildings)

regarding the applicability of #floor area ratio# and #open space ratio# regulations to a
change from a non-#residential use# to a #residential use# in a #building# in existence on
December 15, 1961, such conversions of non-#residential buildings# shall be permitted

14




only if such #buildings# comply with all of the #bulk regulations for #residential# or
#mixed buildings#.

(b) Change to Non-Residential

In Subdistrict A, the provisions of Section 54-31 (General Provisions) shall not apply. In
lieu thereof, a #use# listed in Use Groups 16, 17 or 18 located in a #non-complying
building or other structure# may be changed to:

(D a #use# listed in Section 104-132 (Use Groups 16, 17 and 18), subject to the
performance standards for an M1 District set forth in Section 42-20
(PERFORMANCE STANDARDS), and subject to Section 104-14 (Certification
Requirements), if applicable, or

2) a #fcommunity facility use# or an office #use# listed in Use Group 6B.

The #bulk# regulations of the underlying C6 District as modified by the #Special
Manhattanville Mixed Use District# and the regulations set forth in Section 104-40
(SPECIAL URBAN DESIGN REGULATIONS) shall not apply to the changes of #use#
set forth in paragraph (b) of this Section.

The provisions of paragraph (b) of this Section, shall apply to Blocks A and C, as shown
on Map 2 (Subdistrict A Block Plan) in Appendix A to this Chapter and to Parcel D4, as
shown on Map 5 (Parcel Designation and Maximum Building Height) through December
31, 2015, and to all other Parcels and Blocks in Subdistrict A through December 31,
2030. Beginning on January 1, 2016, with respect to Blocks A and C and Parcel D4, and
beginning on January 1, 2031, with respect to Parcels D1, D2, and D3, as shown on Map
5, and Blocks E, F, G, and H, as shown on Map 2, the provisions of paragraph (b) of this
Section shall lapse, and the #bulk# regulations of the underlying C6 District as modified
by the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District# and the requirements set forth in
Section 104-40 (SPECIAL URBAN DESIGN REGULATIONS), shall apply to the
changes of #use# set forth in paragraph (b) of this Section.

104-30
SPECIAL HEIGHT AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS

In the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#, the height and setback regulations of the
underlying C6 Districts shall not apply. In lieu thereof, the height and setback provisions of this
Section 104-30, inclusive, shall apply in C6 Districts.

In Subdistrict A, the height of all #buildings or other structures# shall be measured from #base
planes#. However, the provisions for establishing #base planes# set forth in Section 12-10
(DEFINITIONS) shall not apply. In lieu thereof, #base planes# are specified for each Parcel as
shown on Map 5 (Parcel Designation and Maximum Building Height), in Appendix A of this
Chapter. The level of the #base plane# is designated for each such Parcel in Appendix B.
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Wherever a #mandatory widened sidewalk line# is shown on Map 3 (Widened Sidewalk Lines),
such line shall be used instead of the #street line# for all purposes of Section 104-30 et seq.

The City Planning Commission may modify, by special permit, the special height and setback
requirements of this Section pursuant to Section 104-60 (MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL
BULK REQUIREMENTS AND TRANSFER OF FLOOR AREA BY SPECIAL PERMIT).

104-31
Maximum Building Height

In Subdistrict A, the maximum #building# height, by Parcel, is shown on Map 5 in Appendix A
and specified in Appendix B. In Subdistricts B, C and the Other Area East of Broadway, the
maximum #building# heights are shown on Map 5 in Appendix A. No #building# shall exceed
the maximum #building# height set forth in such Map or Appendix B.

104-32
Rooftop Regulations

104-321
Mechanical equipment

Mechanical equipment, open or enclosed, may be located on the roof of a #building# in
accordance with the following provisions:

(a) Mechanical equipment shall not exceed the maximum height of mechanical equipment
specified for each Parcel as set forth in Appendix B to this Chapter and shall be measured
from the roof level of the highest #story# of the #building#. Such mechanical equipment
may penetrate the maximum #building# height specified for each Parcel as set forth in
Appendix B.

(b) Such mechanical equipment shall be set back at least 10 feet from the #upper street wall# of
the #building#. In addition, such equipment shall not penetrate a #sky exposure plane# that
begins at the point of intersection of the roof and the #upper street wall# of the #building#,
and rises over the #building# at a slope of 2.7 feet of vertical distance for each foot of
horizontal distance, except for permitted obstructions set forth in Section 104- 322. Where
portions of the #upper street wall# are located at different distances from the #street line# or
#mandatory widened sidewalk line#, whichever is applicable, the portion used to establish
such reference line shall be the portion that occupies the greatest arca of such #upper street
wall#.

(¢) Such mechanical equipment shall not overhang any recess in the #building wall# that is open
to the sky.

104-322
Permitted Obstructions
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The following shall not be considered obstructions and thus may penetrate the applicable
maximum #building# height and the applicable maximum height for mechanical equipment set
forth in Appendix B to this Chapter, and may also penetrate the #sky exposure plane# set forth
in Section 104-311 (Mechanical equipment). Within 50 feet of the #upper street wall#, the
width of such obstructions shall be limited in total to 10 percent of the #aggregate width of street
walls# of a #building#, per #street# frontage, at any level above the maximum level of
mechanical equipment as set forth in Section 104-311. Beyond 50 feet from the #upper street
wall#, the permitted obstructions may occupy an area not to exceed 30 percent of the #building#
coverage at the ground level. Where portions of the #upper street wall# are located at different
distances from the #street line# or #mandatory widened sidewalk line#, whichever is applicable,
the portion used to establish such reference line shall be the portion that occupies the greatest
area of such #upper street wall#. However, in no event shall such obstructions be located within
10 feet of the #upper street wall#.

Flagpoles or aerials;

House of worship towers, ornamental, having no #floor area# in portion of tower penetrating
such #sky exposure plane#;

Parapet walls, not more than four feet high;

Spires or belfties;

Wire, chain link or other transparent fences;

Antennae and structural support thereto;

Railings;

Chimneys, flues, intake and exhaust vents limited to a #lot coverage# of 900 square feet with
neither length nor width of any single such obstruction, nor the total length or width of all such
obstructions, greater than 30 feet ;

Pipes and supporting structures;

Window washing equipment; and,

Elevator and stair bulkheads to a maximum height of 15 feet above the permitted maximum
height of mechanical equipment.

104-33
Mandatory Street Walls

Eight types of mandatory #street walls# are established in the #Special Manhattanville Mixed
Use District#, the regulations for which are set forth in Sections 104-331 through 104-338. Map
4 (Street Wall Types and Locations) and Map 5 (Parcel Designation and Maximum Building
Height), in Appendix A to this Chapter, specify locations where such regulations apply. The
mandatory #street wall# requirements shall apply to any #development# and the #enlarged#
portion of an existing #building#, except as set forth in paragraph (c) of this Section.

In Subdistrict A, the mandatory #street walls# specified as Street Wall Types 1, 3 and 4 consist
of a #lower street wall# and an #upper street wall#, except that for #buildings# fronting on a
#wide street# that do not exceed a height of 85 feet, and for #buildings# fronting on a #narrow
street# that do not exceed a height of 60 feet , such #street wall# may 1n its entirety comply with
the rules for an #upper street wall# .
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(a) #Lower Street Wall#

) For Parcels D1, E1, F1, G1, G2 and H, the #lower street wall# is that portion of
the #street wall# that extends from grade to a minimum height of 15 feet above
the highest elevation of the #street# frontage of the #building# on Broadway and a
maximum height of 55 feet above such elevation for each #street# frontage. For
#buildings# without frontage on Broadway, the #lower street wall# shall be
measured from the highest elevation of each such #street# frontage of such
#building#;

2) For Parcels A, C1, C4, D4, E4 and F4, the #lower street wall# of each #street#
frontage of a #building# is that portion of the #street wall# that extends from
grade to a minimum height of 20 feet and a maximum height of 55 feet above the
highest elevation of such #street# frontage of such #building#;

3) For Parcels C2, C3, D2, E2, E3, F2 and F3, the #lower street wall# of each
#street# frontage of a #building# is that portion of the #street wall# that extends
from grade to a minimum height of 20 feet and a maximum height of 45 feet
above the highest elevation of such #street# frontage of such #building#. For the
purposes of this Section, Parcel C2 shall be considered to have frontage only on
West 130" Street.

(b) #Upper Street Wall#

For all Parcels, the #upper street wall# is that portion of the #street wall# that extends
from the #lower street wall# to the maximum #building# height set forth in Appendix B,
or the height of the #building#, whichever is less.

(©) The mandatory #street wall# requirements shall not apply to vertical #enlargements#
of one #story# not exceeding 15 feet in height.

104-331
Type 1 Street Wall Location

Type 1 #street walls#, as shown on Map 4, shall comply with the provisions of this Section:

@) The #upper street wall# shall be located anywhere within five feet of the #street line#
for at least 70 percent of the #street frontage# of the Parcel and shall rise without setback
to a minimum height of 85 feet above #curb level#, or the height of the #building#,
whichever is less.

(b) The #lower street wall# shall be set back at least 2 feet but no more than 10 feet from the
#upper street wall# required pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section and shall extend
along at least 70 percent of the #streets frontage of the Parcel. For Parcels D1, E1, Fl,
G1, G2 and H, the height of the #lower street wall# shall be not less than twice the depth
of the setback of the #lower street wall# from the #upper street wall#, but not less than 15
feet.
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(©) No #street wall# location regulation shall apply to that portion of the #street# frontage
that exceeds 70 percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.

(d At least 20 percent of the area of an #upper street wall# facing Broadway shall be
recessed to a minimum depth of 10 feet.

(e) The #street wall# provisions of this Section 104-331, may apply along a #narrow street#
within 100 feet of its intersection of a #wide street#.

104-332
Type 2 Street Wall Location

Type 2 #street walls#, as shown on Map 4, shall comply with the provisions of either paragraphs
(a) or (b) of this Section:

(a) For #street walls# fronting on #wide streets# , the #street wall# shall be located within
five feet of the #street line# or the #mandatory widened sidewalk line#, whichever is
applicable. For #street walls# fronting on #narrow streets#, the #street wall# shall be
located between two and five feet of the #mandatory widened sidewalk line#.  All
such #street walls# shall rise without setback to a minimum height of 45 feet, or the
height of the #building#, whichever is less, and shall extend along at least 70 percent of
the length of the #street line# or the #mandatory widened sidewalk line# of the Parcel, as
applicable; or

(b) Where the #lower street wall# is set back from the #upper street wall#, the provisions of
Section 104-334 (Type 4 Street Wall Location) shall apply to #street walls# facing West
130th Street, and the provisions of Section 104-331 (Type 1 Street Wall Location) shall
apply to #street walls# facing West 125" Street.

(©) No #street wall# location regulations shall apply to that portion of the #street# frontage
that exceeds 70 percent of the #street# frontage of the Parcel.

104-333
Type 3 Street Wall Location

Type 3 #street walls#, as shown on Map 4, shall comply with the provisions of this Section:

(a) The #upper street wall# shall be located within two feet of the 12 Avenue #mandatory
widened sidewalk line#, and shall extend along no more than 70 percent of the length of
the #mandatory widened sidewalk line# of the Parcel. Any #upper street wall# located
on the remaining portion of the #street# frontage of the Parcel shall be set back from the
12™ Avenue #widened sidewalk line# by a minimum distance of either:

(1) 20 feet, if such setback area faces both 12™ Avenue and a #narrow street#, or

(2) 10 feet if such setback area faces only 12™ Avenue,
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(b)

The #lower street wall# shall be located at the same distance from the #mandatory
widened sidewalk line#, or set back not more than ten feet from the #upper street wall#
required pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section, and shall extend along at least 80
percent of the length of such required #upper street wall#. No #street wall# location
regulations shall apply to that portion of the #lower street wall# frontage that exceeds 56
percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.

(©) The #street wall# provisions of this Section 104-333, may apply along a #narrow street#
within 100 feet of its intersection of a #wide street#.
104-334

Type 4 street wall location

Type 4 #street walls#, as shown on Map 4, shall comply with the provisions of this Section:

(@)

(b)

(©)

The #upper street wall# shall be located within five feet of the #street line# or
#mandatory widened sidewalk line#, as applicable. Such #street wall# shall extend along
at least 50 percent of the length of the #street line# or #mandatory widened sidewalk
line# of the Parcel, as applicable and shall rise without setback to a minimum height of
60 feet above #eurb level#, or the height of the #building#, whichever is less.

The #lower street wall# shall be set back at least two feet but no more than ten feet from
the #upper street wall# required pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section and shall
extend along at least 50 percent of the #street line# or #mandatory widened sidewalk
line# of the Parcel, as applicable.

No #street wall# location regulation shall apply to that portion of the #street# frontage
that exceeds 50 percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.

104-335
Type 5 street wall location

Type 5 #street walls#, as shown on Map 4, shall comply with the provisions of paragraphs (a) or
(b) of this Section:

(2)

(b)

The #street wall# shall be located within two feet of the #street line# or the #mandatory
widened sidewalk line#, as applicable, and shall rise without setback to a minimum
height of 45 feet or the height of the #building# whichever is less. Such required #street
walls# shall extend along at least 50 percent of the length of the #street line# or the
#mandatory widened sidewalk line# of the Parcel, as applicable; or

Where the #lower street wall# is set back from the #upper street wall#, the provisions of
Section 104-334 (Type 4 Street Wall Location) shall apply.

No #street wall# location regulations shall apply to that portion of the #street# frontage
that exceeds 50 percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.
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104-336
Type 6 street wall location

#Street wall# Type 6 shall be located at or within three feet of the #street line# and shall extend
along at least 70 percent of the length of the #street line# of the Parcel, and may rise to a
maximum height of 60 feet. No #street wall# location regulations shall apply to that portion of
the #street# frontage that exceeds 70 percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.

104-337
Type 7 street wall location

On Parcel 1 in Subdistrict B, #street wall# Type 7 shall be located at or within three feet of the
#street line# and shall extend along at least 70 percent of the length of the #street line# of the
Parcel, and may rise to a maximum height of 130 feet. No #street wall# location regulations
shall apply to that portion of the #street# frontage that exceeds 70 percent of the #street# frontage
of a Parcel.

104-338
Type 8 street wall location

#Street wall# Type 8 shall be located at or within 10 feet of the #street line# and shall extend
along at least 70 percent of the length of the #street line# of the Parcel, and may rise to a
maximum height of 120 feet. No #street wall# location regulations shall apply to that portion of
the #street# frontage that exceeds 70 percent of the #street# frontage of a Parcel.

104-34
Street Wall Recesses

Recesses are permitted for architectural, decorative or functional purposes, provided that such
recesses comply with the provisions of this Section:

For portions of the #lower street wall# required pursuant to the provisions of Section 104-33, the
maximum area of recesses shall not exceed 30 percent of the area of such required #lower street
wall# and the maximum depth of such recesses shall not exceed three feet.

For that portion of the #upper street wall# required pursuant to the provisions of Section 104-33,
and located below a height of 85 feet on a #wide street# and 60 feet on a #narrow street#, the
maximum area of recesses shall not exceed 30 percent of the area of such portion of the #upper
street wall# and the maximum depth of such recesses shall not exceed three feet. However, the
regulation limiting the maximum depth of such recesses to three feet set forth in this paragraph,
shall not apply to the recesses required in paragraph (d) of Section 104-331.

104-40
SPECIAL URBAN DESIGN REGULATIONS

The special urban design regulations of this Chapter include ground floor transparency
requirements. and requirements for six different types of open areas that are accessible to the
public, as described below, and shown on Maps 3 (Widened Sidewalk Lines) and 7 (Mandatory
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Open Areas), in Appendix A of this Chapter.

104-41
Street Wall Transparency Requirements

Within Subdistricts A and B, the transparency requirements of paragraph (a) of this Section,
subject to the modifications of paragraph (b) of this Section, as applicable, shall apply to
#developments#, changes of #use# on the ground floor of a #building or other structure#, and
#enlargements# that increase the #floor area# of the ground floor by more than 25 percent, but
shall not apply to a change of #use# on the ground floor of a #building# located on Parcels E2 or
G2, as shown on Map 5 in Appendix A of this Chapter.

(a) On all #streets#, at least 70 percent of the surface of the #street wall# shall be glazed, and
at least 50 percent of the area of each such #street wall# shall be transparent to a
minimum height of the ceiling of the ground floor, or not less than 15 feet above the
finished level of the adjacent sidewalk, whichever is lower. The glazing material shall be
highly transparent, with low reflectivity. Above this height, and to the top of the #lower
street wall#, the #street wall# surface shall be 50 percent glazed and 30 percent
transparent. Door or window openings within such walls shall be considered as
transparent. Each such opening shall have a minimum width of two feet.

(b) For #street walls# where the provisions of Section 104-332 (Type 2 Street Wall
Location) apply, the required glazing at the ground floor shall apply to the minimum
height of the ceiling of the ground floor, or not less than 20 feet above the finished
level of the adjacent sidewalk, whichever is lower.

(c) For #street walls# in Subdistrict B, the transparency requirements of paragraph (a) of
this Section shall apply to a height not more than 15 feet above the finished level of
the adjacent sidewalk.

104-42
Open Areas

All mandatory open areas as shown on Map 7 (Mandatory Open Areas) in Appendix A of this
Chapter and all open areas adjacent thereto up to the #street wall# required pursuant to the
provisions of Section 104-33 (Mandatory Street Walls) shall comply with the urban design
regulations of Section 104-42 through 104-43, inclusive, and shall be open and unobstructed
except as specified.

104-421
Mandatory widened sidewalks and adjacent areas

(a) Map 3 (Widened Sidewalk Lines) in Appendix A of this Chapter, specifies the locations
of #mandatory widened sidewalks#. The depth of such #mandatory widened sidewalks#
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(b)

(©)

(d)

shall be as indicated on Map 3 and specified in this Section, and shall be measured
perpendicular to the #street line#. #Mandatory widened sidewalks# shall be constructed
at the same level as the adjoining public sidewalks and shall be accessible to the public at
all times. The portions of all #mandatory widened sidewalks# used for pedestrian
circulation shall be improved as sidewalks to Department of Transportation standards.

Within #mandatory widened sidewalks#, landscaping and other amenities shall be
permitted. However, no fences shall be permitted, no planters shall be higher than 272
feet above the finished level of the adjacent sidewalk, and all trees shall be planted flush
to grade.

Adjacent area at grade between lower street wall and sidewalk

Where the #lower street wall#, or the #street wall# if no #lower street wall# is required, is
set back from the #mandatory widened sidewalk line# or the #street line#, whichever is
applicable, the entire surface area of the ground located between the #street wall# and the
public sidewalk shall comply with the standards of paragraphs (a) and (b) of this Section.
Such areas may be covered and may include columns and other elements not specifically
excluded pursuant to paragraph (b) of this Section.

Additional regulations shall apply to the following areas and conditions:
(D Narrow #streets#

The #mandatory widened sidewalks# located along #narrow streets# shall be five
feet wide. A paved walking path not less than 10 feet wide, which may include
the public sidewalk, shall be provided. The paving surface shall be of a non-skid
material, whether wet or dry.

(3)  12™ Avenue

The #mandatory widened sidewalks# located along 12th Avenue, as shown on
Map 7, shall be 30 feet wide and include a 15 foot wide area adjacent to the
#street line# for the provision of an open market and a walking surface with a
minimum clear path of 15 feet adjacent to the market area. The walking surface
shall be of a non-skid material, whether wet or dry.

(i) Permanent, fixed elements, such as landscaping and seating, with a minimum
coverage of five percent of the market area, shall be required.

(i) The following obstructions shall be permitted:

Temporary, moveable elements with a maximum coverage of 30 percent
of the market area per #zoning lot#, such as:
Market umbrellas;
Carts, kiosks or pavilions, open or enclosed;
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Retail structures, open;
Seating and other street furniture.

104-422
Midblock Open Areas

Midblock Open Areas shall be provided as shown on Map 7 (Mandatory Open Areas) in
Appendix A of this Chapter. However, no Midblock Open Area is required on any #block# that
1s not developed as a single #zoning lot#. The Midblock Open Areas shall have a minimum
width of 50 feet clear and open to the sky, except that the Midblock Open Area located adjacent
to Parcel C3 may have a width of 45 feet above a height of 20 feet above the grade of such
Midblock Open Area. Below a height of 20 feet, awnings attached to #buildings# may project up
to five feet into the Midblock Open Area.

All Midblock Open Areas shall have a minimum clear path of 15 feet and shall be improved as
paved surfaces of a non-skid material, whether wet or dry. A minimum of ten percent and a
maximum of 50 percent of each Midblock Open Area shall be improved with landscape
treatment, including planting and other amenities. No fences shall be permitted. No walls or
planters shall be higher than 2 % feet above the finished level of the adjacent sidewalk.

The full width of each Midblock Open Area shall be improved and open to the public prior to
applying for and receiving a temporary certificate of occupancy for any #development# adjacent
to such area. However, up to 10 feet of the length of a Midblock Open Area may be temporarily
enclosed within a construction fence for the shortest period of time reasonably necessary to
permit construction in the adjacent area.

For #buildings# adjacent to the Midblock Open Areas, other than a #building# located on Parcel
E2 as shown on Map 5 in Appendix A, building walls fronting on such Open Areas shall be
transparent for 50 percent of the area of each such wall, measured from the finished level of the
adjacent pavement to the height of the ceiling of the second #story#. Door or window openings
within such wall shall be considered as transparent. Each such opening shall have a minimum
width of two feet. :

104-423
East/West Open Area

An East/West Open Area shall be provided as shown on Map 7 (Mandatory Open Areas) in
Appendix A of this Chapter. The East /West Open Area shall have:

(a) a minimum width of 60 feet and shall be open to the sky;

(b) a minimum clear path of 15 feet, which shall be improved as a paved surface of a non-
skid material, whether wet or dry; and

©) a minimum of ten percent of its area improved with landscape treatment, including
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planting and other amenities. No walls or planters shall be higher than 2 ¥ feet above the
finished level of the adjacent sidewalk.

Exhaust shafts with a minimum height of 15 feet, and stair bulkheads with a maximum height of
20 feet, shall be permitted, provided such obstructions do not exceed 10 percent of the area of the
East/West Open Area.

The full width of the East/West Open Area shall be improved and open to the public, prior to
applying for and receiving a temporary certificate of occupancy for any new #development#
adjacent to such area.

104-424
The Square

Area of the Square

If Block D is developed as a single #zoning lot#, an open area known as “the Square,” with a
minimum area of 40,000 square feet, shall be provided, connecting West 130th and West 131st
Streets, as shown on Map 7 (Mandatory Open Areas) in Appendix A of this Chapter. This
minimum area shall not include either the Midblock Open Area on Block D, or the area of the
#mandatory widened sidewalks# on the West 130" and 131 Street frontages adjacent to the
Square.

The Square shall be used for open space accommodating both passive recreation and limited
active recreation.

Building Transparency

The bounding building wall on the west side of the Square shall be transparent for 50 percent of
the area of such wall, measured from the finished level of the adjacent pavement to the height of
the ceiling of the second #story#. Door or window openings within such wall shall be considered
as transparent. Each such opening shall have a minimum width of two feet.

Circulation and Access
No fences or gates shall be permitted anywhere in the Square.

An unimpeded pedestrian access, with a minimum width of 15 feet, shall be provided across the
Square in a generally diagonal direction in the north/south orientation, connecting the two
narrow streets, with both ends located a minimum of 100 feet from the Midblock Open Area on
Block D.

The Square shall provide minimum unobstructed access from the adjoining sidewalks for at least
50 percent of the length of each street frontage of the Square. No single fixed element, within 15
feet of the #street line# of the Square, shall have a dimension greater than 15 feet or be higher
than 30 inches, measured from the finished level of the adjacent sidewalk. The clear path
between obstructions shall be at least three feet; however, to qualify as an unobstructed access
that contributes to the 50 percent requirement set forth in this paragraph, a minimum width of
five feet is required.
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Elevation of the Square

The elevation of the Square shall generally follow the adjacent topography. Within fifteen feet
of the #street line#, the elevation of the Square, for a minimum of 50 percent of the length of
each frontage on a #street#, shall have a maximum slope of 1:15. Beyond fifteen feet from the
#street line#, all open areas in the Square, including rolling or bermed lawn areas, may vary but
shall not be more than five feet above or one foot below the level of the adjoining sidewalk or
natural topography. Paved areas shall not be higher than 2/ feet above the level of the nearest
adjoining sidewalk.

Permitted Obstructions

No walls or planters shall be higher than 2%; feet above the finished level of the adjacent
sidewalk. No planters or planter walls shall be higher than 18 inches above the level of the
adjacent grade.

Permanent structures, such as food or information kiosks, pavilions or public restrooms, may be
placed in the Square, provided they do not exceed a height of 20 feet, or occupy more than three
percent of the area of the Square.

Temporary or movable amenities, including elements such as trellises, movable tables, game
tables, play equipment and performance facilities, are permitted, not to exceed 10 percent of the
area of the Square.

Seating

Seating shall be provided for no fewer than 200 people. A minimum of 75 percent of the required
seating shall be fixed; up to 25 percent may be movable. Every 2%; linear feet of fixed seating
shall be considered as seating for one person.

The following standards shall apply to all required seating:
(a) fixed seating may be provided in the form of double-sided benches;

(b) 50 percent of the fixed seats shall have backs; such backs shall be not less than 14 inches
high; .

(c) fixed seating shall be between 16 inches and 18 inches in height, with a minimum depth
of 18 inches measured from the edge to the back; and

(d) All seating shall be made of durable material and shall be comfortable to sit on, with
rounded edges of at least linch radius.

However, other types of seating, such as the top of natural stones and rocks and edges of planters
and fountains, may count toward the required amount of seating if such seating has a minimum
depth of 22 inches and is between 16 and 18 inches in height.

At least 20 percent of the required seating shall be provided within 15 feet of the #street line# of
the Square fronting all #streets# and the adjacent Midblock Open Area, and arranged to
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encourage a variety of uses. If such Midblock Open Area is provided with seating, that frontage
of the Square may be exempt from this requirement. Seating provided in the adjacent Midblock
Open Area may count towards the required seating for the Square.

General Requirements for Trees and Planting

A minimum of 50 percent of the Square shall be landscaped with soft ground cover. Soft ground
cover shall include trees, grasses, shrubs and other ornamental planting material. The remaining
50 percent of the Square may be paved as hard surface.

At least 30 percent of the area of the Square shall contain a continuous planting area, with
minimum soil depth of five feet. Berming is allowed provided that the height of the berm is not
greater than five feet above the level of the adjoining sidewalk.

Trees

A minimum of 30 trees is required. Such trees shall measure at least four inches in caliper
at the time of planting, except that trees which are multi-stem varieties shall have a
minimum height of eight feet. Trees shall be planted in continuous planted areas that
have a minimum depth of four feet and a minimum area of 500 square feet of soil. All
trees shall be planted flush to grade.

Planting

Seasonal planting is encouraged but not required. When planting beds are provided, they
can be counted towards meeting the requirement for soft ground cover. Planting beds
shall have a minimum soil depth of two feet for grass or other similar ground cover and
three feet for shrubs.

Other Required Amenities

Racks shall be provided for a minimum of 100 bicycles. Such racks shall be located in the
Square within 10 feet of the #street line# or, if outside the Square, on any open area facing the
Square.

Four drinking fountains, two of which shall be fully accessible for children and people with
disabilities, shall be provided in the Square or on the sidewalks, #mandatory widened sidewalks#
or Midblock Open Area adjacent to the Square.

Not less than 40 cubic feet of trash receptacles shall be provided. Individual containers shall not
be smaller than 2% cubic feet each. However, there shall be no fewer than ten containers, at least
three of which shall be for used for recycling paper, plastic and metal waste. Such recycling
containers shall be located in the Square within 10 feet of the #street line# or, if outside the
Square, on any open area facing the Square.

Permitted Amenities
Permitted amenities include such elements as artwork and water features, which may occupy up
to 10 percent of the area of the Square.

Public Space Signage
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At least four entry and two information plaques shall be provided. The content and design of
such #signs# shall comply with the standards for public space #signs# set forth in the Zoning
Resolution. Information about the Square may be provided on the entry plaques.

Vents Facing the Square
On any building wall adjacent to and facing the Square, exhaust or air intake vents shall be
located higher than 15 feet above the level of the Square.

Vents and Stairs in the Square
Exhaust or air intake vents and stair bulkheads shall not be permitted in the Square, except as
authorized by the City Planning Commission, subject to the following conditions:

(a) The top of the exhaust or intake vent shall be a minimum of 20 feet above the adjacent
grade;

(b) No single element shall be more than 200 square feet; and

(c) The aggregate area occupied by all vents and stair bulkheads shall not exceed one percent
of the area of the Square.

In order to grant such authorization, the Commission shall find that:

(1) placement of such elements cannot be reasonably accommodated elsewhere on the
#zoning lot#; and

(2) such vents and stair bulkheads are located so as to minimize impact on the visibility,
accessibility and public use and enjoyment of the Square.

The Commission may prescribe appropriate conditions and safeguards to minimize adverse
effects on the character of the Square.

104-425
The Small Square

If Block C is developed as a single #zoning lot#, an open area known as the “Small Square,”
with a minimum area of 10,000 square feet, shall be provided as a passive open space,
connecting West 120™ and West 130" Streets. It shall be improved with paved surfaces of a non-
skid material, whether wet or dry. No fences or walls shall be permitted in the Small Square.

The bounding building walls on all #buildings# abutting the Small Square shall be transparent
for 50 percent of the area of the portion of each such wall measured from the finished level of the
adjacent pavement to the height of the ceiling of the second #story#.

The Small Square shall be landscaped with a minimum of eight trees. Such trees shall measure at
least four inches in caliper at the time of planting, except that trees which are multi-stem
varieties shall have a minimum height of eight feet, and shall be planted in soil with a minimum
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depth of four feet. All trees shall be planted flush to grade.

A minimum of 30 moveable seats shall be provided at all times; additional moveable or fixed
seating may be provided.

104-426
The Grove

If Block A is #developed# as a single #zoning lot#, an open area known as “the Grove,” with a
minimum area of 400 square feet, shall be provided as a passive open space connecting West
125™ and West 129" Streets. It shall contain a grove of trees and seating at the western portion of
the Block.

The Grove shall be improved with paved surfaces of a non-skid material, whether wet or dry. It
shall be landscaped with trees planted flush to grade and may include additional planting. The
Grove may contain fixed or moveable seating.

No fences, walls, or planters are permitted in the Grove.

104-43
Open Area Standards

104-431
Access and hours of public accessibility

All open areas shall be accessible directly from an adjoining public sidewalk, except as
otherwise provided in this Chapter. No fences or gates shall be permitted anywhere within the
open areas, except as permitted in this Section.

All open areas except the Square and the East West Open Area shall be accessible to the public
twenty-four hours per day, seven days a week. The Square and the East West Open Area shall be
accessible to the public seven days per week, from the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., from
November through April, and from 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p-m. from May through October. All open
areas may be closed not more than one day each year, on a non-holiday weekend day in January,
to preserve the private ownership of such areas, except the Square and the East West Open Area
may each be closed by its respective owner for private events and activities for a maximum of 12
days in each calendar year, which days shall not include public holidays. Advance notice of such
closing shall be posted at the perimeter of the Square and the East West Open Area and shall be
provided to the Chair of the City Planning Commission not less than 24 hours prior to each such
closing.

104-432
Lighting
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All paved areas shall be illuminated with a minimum level of illumination not less than two
horizontal foot candles (lumens per foot) throughout. All other areas shall have a minimum level
of illumination not less than 0.5 horizontal foot candles (lumens per foot). Such level of
illumination shall be maintained from sunset to sunrise. Electrical power shall be supplied by
one or more outlets furnishing a total of at least 1,200 watts of power for every 4,000 square feet,
or fraction thereof, of the area of the open space.

104-433
Maintenance and operation

The owner of each open area within Subdistrict A shall be responsible for its maintenance and
operation. Maintenance shall include, but not be limited to, necessary repairs, litter control and
the care and replacement of vegetation. The owner of an open area may temporarily close the
smallest portion reasonably necessary for the shortest period of time reasonably necessary to
make repairs or to mitigate hazardous or emergency conditions, or in connection with
construction on adjacent Parcels. The owner may establish and enforce rules of conduct for the
use of the open areas and standards for permits for events and activities in an open area. Rules
and regulations for the open areas will be subject to review and approval by the Chairperson of
the City Planning Commission.

No vehicles shall be stored on any of the open areas.

104-44
Street Trees on Narrow Streets and Broadway

On #narrow streets# and Broadway, #street trees# with a minimum caliper of four inches, or, for
trees which are multi-stem varieties, with a minimum height of eight feet, shall be provided for
the entire length of the #street# frontage of the #zoning lot#, except adjacent to the Square, the
Small Square and the Midblock Open Areas. Such trees shall be planted at maximum intervals of
25 feet on center, except where the Commissioner of Parks and Recreation determines that such
tree planting would be infeasible. All trees shall be planted flush to grade and in accordance
with the applicable standards of the Department of Parks and Recreations, and shall be located
within a soft surface, landscaped strip at least five feet wide adjacent to the curb, which
landscape strips need not be continuous. Other planted landscape treatment and amenities may be
permitted within such planting strip. Such trees shall be maintained by the owner of the adjacent
#development# or #enlargement#.

104-50
PERMITTED TRANSFER OF FLOOR AREA

Transfers of #floor area# may be made from granting sites to receiving sites, within Subdistrict
A, subject to the requirements of this Section.

For the purposes of this Section, a “granting site” shall mean any #zoning lot# in Subdistrict A
that comprises a #block# as identified by letter on Map 2 in Appendix A, or the portion of the
#block# identified as Block H on Map 2 (Subdistrict A Block Plan) in Appendix A in this
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Chapter, from which #floor area# is to be transferred pursuant to the provisions of this Section,
and a “receiving site” shall mean a #zoning lot# in Subdistrict A that comprises a #block#, as
identified by letter on Map 2, or the portion of the #block# identified as Block H on Map 2, to
which #floor area# is transferred.

#Floor area# may be transferred as follows:

(a) by Notice, in accordance with the provisions of Section 104-52 (Transfer of Floor Area
by Notice);

(b) by authorization, in accordance with the provisions of Section 104-53 (Transfer of Floor
Area by Authorization); or

(©) by special permit in accordance with the provisions of Section 104-60 (MODIFICATION
OF SPECIAL BULK REQUIREMENTS AND TRANSFER OF FLOOR AREA BY
SPECIAL PERMIT), provided that the proposed #development# on the receiving site
requires modification of the #bulk# regulations of Section 104-30 (SPECIAL HEIGHT
AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS).

104-51

General Requirements for Transfer

For any transfer of #floor area# by notice or by authorization pursuant to Section 104-50,
inclusive, the requirements of this Section shall apply:

(a) Notification

Prior to any transfer of #floor area#, pursuant to Sections 104-52 (Transfer of Floor Area
by Notice) or 104-53 (Transfer of Floor Area by Authorization), the owners of the
granting site and the receiving site(s) shall jointly notify or apply to the Department of
City Planning, as applicable, in writing, of such intent to transfer #floor area#. Such
notification or application shall be signed by the owners of the granting site and the
receiving site(s) and shall include site plans.

(b) Notices of Restriction

Notices of restrictions shall be filed by the owners of the granting site and the receiving
site(s) in the Office of the Register of the City of New York, indexed against the granting
site and the receiving site(s), certified copies of which shall be submitted to the
Department of City Planning. Notice by the Department of City Planning of its receipt of
certified copies thereof shall be a condition to issuance by the Commissioner of Buildings
of a building permit for a #building# on the receiving site containing any such transferred
#floor area#.

(©) #Floor area#
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The amount of #floor area# to be transferred from a granting site shall not exceed the
maximum amount of #floor area# permitted on the #block# containing the granting site
for #community facility uses#, pursuant to Section 104-12 (Community Facility Use
Modifications), less the total floor area of all existing buildings on such #block#. The
transfer of #floor area#, once completed, shall irrevocably reduce the maximum #floor
area# permitted on the granting site for any #use# by the amount of #floor area#
transferred.

(d)  #Uset

#Floor area# transferred pursuant to the provisions of Section 104-50 through 104-53,
inclusive, shall only be used for #community facility uses# and shall be in addition to the
#floor area# permitted for #community facility uses# on the receiving site.

(e) Height and Setback

Any #building# on a receiving site that uses the #floor area# so transferred shall comply
with the special #bulk# regulations of this Chapter.

104-52
Transfer of Floor Area by Notice

For any transfer of #{loor area# from a granting site which comprises any of Blocks A, C or D to
one or more receiving sites on Blocks B, E, F, G or H, the general requirements of Sections 104-
50 and 104-51 shall apply as well as the following:

(a) the site plan submitted for the granting site under the provisions of paragraph (a) of
Section 104-51 shall show the conditions and #floor area# calculations for the granting
site and the receiving site, before and after the transfer;

(b) no building permit shall be issued by the Department of Buildings for a #building# on a
receiving site containing any such transferred #floor area# uitil the Chairperson of the
City Planning Commission has certified to the Department of Buildings that plans
submitted to the Department of City Planning for the Square, the Small Square or the
Grove, as applicable, on the granting site, conform with the requirements of Section 104~
40 (SPECIAL URBAN DESIGN REGULATIONS); and

(©) no temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued by the Department of Buildings for
any portion of a #building# utilizing the transferred #floor area# unless and until the
Chairperson of the City Planning Commission certifies to the Department of Buildings
that the public open area which is required to be provided on the granting site pursuant to
the provisions of Sections 104-424 (The Square), 104-425 (The Small Square) or 105-
426 (The Grove), as applicable, has been constructed substantially in accordance with the
plan certified by the Chairperson of the City Planning Commission pursuant to paragraph
(a) of this Section and is substantially complete and may be opened to the public, and no
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permanent certificate of occupancy shall be issued by the Department of Buildings for
any portion of a #building# utilizing the transferred #floor area# unless and until the
Chairperson of the City Planning Commission certifies to the Department of Buildings
that construction of the public open space which is required to be provided on the
granting site is complete.

104-53
Transfer of Floor Area by Authorization

Within Subdistrict A, the City Planning Commission may authorize the transfer of #floor area#
from a granting site other than Blocks A, C or D to a receiving site, subject to the general
requirements of Sections 104-50 and 104-51, provided the Commission finds that:

(a) such transfer will permit better site planning; and

(b) such transfer will not unduly increase the #bulk# of #buildings# in any #block#, to the
detriment of the occupants or users of #buildings# on #blocks# outside Subdistrict A.

In granting such authorization, the Commission may prescribe additional conditions and
safeguards to minimize adverse effects on the character of the surrounding area.

104-60
MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL BULK REQUIREMENTS AND TRANSFER OF
FLOOR AREA BY SPECIAL PERMIT

The City Planning Commission may, by special permit,

(a) modify the special height and setback requirements of Section 104-30 (SPECIAL
HEIGHT AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS) inclusive, prov1ded the Commission
finds that such modifications are necessary to:

(D meet programmatic and mechanical requirements;
2) achieve a better distribution of #bulk# on the #zoning lot# and will not adversely
affect access to light and air for surrounding public access areas, streets,

#buildings# and properties;

3) provide flexibility of architectural design and encourage more attractive building
forms; and

(4) result in a #development# or #enlargement# that is compatible with
#development# in the surrounding area.
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(b) permit the transfer of #floor area# from any granting site to a receiving site for a
#development# that requires modification of the special height and setback requirements
of Section 104-30 (SPECIAL HEIGHT AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS), inclusive,
provided the Commission finds:

1) such transfer complies with the general requirements set forth in paragraphs (a),
(b), (¢) and (d) of Section 104-51;

(2) the distribution of #floor area# on the receiving site does not adversely affect the
character of the surrounding area by unduly concentrating #floor area# in any
portion of Subdistrict A; and

3) where such transfer is from a granting site on Blocks A, C or D, it shall also
comply with the provisions of paragraphs (b) and (c) of Section 104-52 (Transfer
of Floor Area by Notice).

The Commission may prescribe additional conditions and safeguards to minimize adverse effects
of the development or enlargement on the character of the surrounding area.

104-70
PARKING AND LOADING REGULATIONS AND CURB CUT LOCATIONS

In the #Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District#, the #accessory# oft-street parking and
loading regulations of the underlying zoning districts shall apply except as set forth in this
Section, inclusive.

104-71
Accessory Off-Street Parking

In Subdistrict A, the #accessory# off-street parking and loading regulations in Article II1,
Chapter 6, pertaining to the underlying C6 District shall be modified, as follows:

(a) #accessory# parking spaces at or above grade shall be completely enclosed;

(b) #accessory# parking garages at or above grade shall not be located:

(1) within sixty (60) feet of the #lot line# on Broadway of any #zoning lot# or within
ninety (90) feet of the #lot line# on 12" Avenue of any #zoning lot;

(2) on Parcels E2 or G2; or

(3) on any Mandatory Open Area as shown on Map 7 in Appendix A of this Chapter or
within ten (10) feet of any such Mandatory Open Area; and

(©) Section 36-12 (Maximum Size of Accessory Group Parking Facilities) shall not apply to
parking spaces provided below grade.
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104-711
Accessory parking below grade

Required and permitted #accessory# off-street parking spaces may be located below grade,
without regard to #zoning lot lines#.

(a) Such #accessory# group parking facilities shall not exceed the following maximum

number of spaces:
For Blocks C, D and E combined up to 1,800 spaces in total
For Block F up to 1,000 spaces in total
For Blocks G and H combined up to 600 spaces in total

(b) Such #accessory# group parking facilities are subject to the following requirements:
P q
(1) the location of the curb cuts is subject to the provisions of Section 104-73 ;

(2) such #accessory# off-street parking spaces shall not be located further than 1,000
feet from the nearest boundary of the #zoning lot# to which they are accessory;
and

3) such #accessory# off-street parking facilities shall provide adequate reservoir
spaces at the vehicular entrances to accommodate either ten automobiles or five
percent of the total parking spaces provided by the #use#, whichever amount is
greater, but in no event shall such reservoir spaces be required for more than 50
automobiles at each entrance.

104-72
Public Parking Garages

In Subdistrict A, public parking garages shall not be located:

(a) within sixty (60) feet of the #lot line# on Broadway of any #zoning lot# or within
ninety (90) feet of the #lot line# on 12™ Avenue of any #zoning lot;

(b) on Parcels E2 or G2; or

(c) on any Mandatory Open Area as shown on Map 7 in Appendix A of this Chapter or
within ten (10) feet of any such Mandatory Open Area..

104-73
Permitted Curb Cut Locations

The following curb cut regulations shall apply to any #development# or #enlargement#:

(a) Existing curb cuts on #wide streets# may remain until such time as a #community facility
use#t 1s located on that portion of the #zoning lot#.
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(b)

(©)

(d

(e)

®

No new curb cuts are permitted on #wide streets# or within 50 feet of the intersection of
any two #street lines#. Furthermore, no curb cuts are permitted on Block B. However,
curb cuts may be permitted in such areas where the Commissioner of Buildings
determines there is no alternative means of access to off-street parking spaces or required
loading berths from other streets bounding the #block# or #zoning lot#.

New curb cuts shall not be greater than 30 feet in width.

There shall be no more than two new curb cuts per #street# frontage on a #zoning lot#,
except on Block F where three curb cuts per #street# frontage are permitted, and except
as provided in paragraph (f) of this Section;

There shall be a minimum distance of 30 feet between curb cuts on a #street# frontage of
a #zoning lot#.

In order to access the Square, as described in Section 104-425, one curb cut, not to
exceed 15 feet in width, shall be permitted along each #street# frontage of the sidewalk
adjacent to the Square. Such curb cuts shall be in addition to the two curb cuts permitted
on Block D, pursuant to paragraph (d) of this Section.

Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District

Appendix A

District Maps

Map 1  Special Manhattanville Mixed Use District and Subdistricts
Map 2  Subdistrict A Block Plan

Map 3 Widened Sidewalk Lines

Map 4 Mandatory Street Walls

Map 5 Parcel Designation and Maximum Building Heights

Map 6 Ground Floor Use and Frontage

Map 7 Mandatory Open Areas

Appendix B

Base Plane and Building Height Table
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APPENDIX B
Base Plane and Building Height

Maximum Building | Maximum Height of
Parcel* Base Plane Height, Above Base Mechanical
Plane Equipment
A 21.6' 140’ 40'
B 10.37' 60' 20’
Cl1 20.74' 180’ 60'
C2 19.29' 120’ 40'
C3 15.19' 190’ 40'
C4 9.36' 130’ 40’
D1 26.68’ 230" 60’
D2 23.25' 160’ 60’
D3 15.85' 50' NA
D4 9.05' 180’ 40’
E1 32.42' 240’ 60'
E2 23.38' 118’ 40’
E3 14.82' 170’ 60’
E4 10.11' 210’ 60’
F1 43.25' 260’ 60’
F2 34.92 170’ 60’
F3 25.63' 190’ 60’
F4 11.97' 240" 60’
Gl 44.92' 210’ 60’
G2 55.62' 100’ 40'
H 66.61' 240’ 60’

NOTE: These numbers reflect measurement in feet above Manhatttan
Datum, which is 2.75' above Sea Level.
* Parcels shown on Map 5, Appendix A
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Appendix A.2: Conceptual Analysis of the Proposed Zoning Text Provisions
that Allow the Transfer of Floor Area and the Modification of Height and
Setbacks within Subdistrict A

A. INTRODUCTION

The Proposed Actions would amend the New York City zoning map and create the Special
Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District, thereby facilitating Columbia University’s
development of an Academic Mixed-Use plan (the “Academic Mixed-Use Development™) on
approximately 17 acres (the “Academic Mixed-Use Area” or “Subdistrict A”) within the 35-acre
Project Area, as well as commercial and residential development in other portions of the Project
Area. The new zoning text would set forth use, density, and bulk requirements, as described in
Chapter 1, “Project Description.” The proposed Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning
District text is provided in Appendix A.1.

Columbia’s Academic Mixed-Use plan would consist of an estimated 6.8 million gross square
feet (gsf) of new space in the Academic Mixed-Use Area. Academic research; academic
instruction; housing for graduate students, faculty, and other employees; and related support
space would comprise the 6.8 million gsf. These uses are illustrated in Figure 1-12 of Chapter 1;
taken together, these sites and uses constitute an Illustrative Plan, which is analyzed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Illustrative Plan represents the maximum 6.0 floor
area ratio (FAR) equivalent for the Academic Mixed-Use Area and Columbia’s current concept
of its planned future development for the Academic Mixed-Use Area. The DEIS also considers a
reasonable worst-case development scenario for sites within Subdistrict B, C, and the Other
Areas, which is described in Chapter 2 and is shown in Figure 1-11.

The Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District text—specifically, the provisions of
Sections 104-50 (Permitted Transfer of Floor Area) and 104-60 (Modification of Special Bulk
Requirements and Transfer of Floor Area by Special Permit)}—allows flexibility in the build-out
of the Project Area by permitting the transfer of floor area within Subdistrict A and the
modification of bulk requirements within the entire Special District (coterminous with the
Project Area). Those transfers to be made from the three open spaces (the Square, the Small
Square, and the Grove) delineated in the proposed Special District would be “as-of-right” by
notice and would require certification by the Chairperson of the New York City Planning
Commuission (CPC) that the open space be built to the specifications in the zoning. All other
transfers of floor area within Subdistrict A that would stay within the design “envelopes” set
forth in the proposed Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District for each site would be
subject to a CPC Authorization. The Authorization would require City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) review. If the transfer would create a building within Subdistrict A that would
not conform to the height, setback, and streetwall regulations in the proposed Special
Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District (Section 104-30 [Special Height and Setback
Regulations]), a CPC Special Permit would be required. The Special Permit would be subject to
both the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) and CEQR review. A
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development anywhere within the Special District with a modification of special bulk
requirements (Section 104-30) that does not require a transfer of floor area would be subject to
the same CPC Special Permit. Development that would make use of transfers of floor area by
notice (with the accompanying certification that the open space is built to the specifications in
the zoning) is analyzed in the DEIS as part of the development scenario under the Illustrative
Plan. Development within Subdistrict A that would make use of an Authorization or Special
Permit would be assessed under a future site-specific environmental review.

This appendix provides a description of Sections 104-50 and 104-60 and an analysis that
considers generically how use of the Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area)
could affect development options, and whether their use could result in significant adverse
impacts. The conceptual analysis provided in this appendix is not intended to serve as the CEQR
review for future Authorizations or Special Permit applications.

DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 104-50 (PERMITTED TRANSFER OF FLOOR AREA)

The proposed Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District text contains provisions that
permit the transfer of floor area within Subdistrict A only (Section 104-50 [Permitted Transfer of
Floor Area]). As detailed in Section 104-51 (General Requirements for Transfer), transfers
would be permitted for community facility uses only, and for any transfer, the maximum floor
area transferred could not exceed the floor area permitted on the granting site less any floor area
that is to remain on the granting site. Therefore, transfers would not result in any change in the
maximum FAR for community facilities in Subdistrict A as a whole (6.0 FAR). The proposed
Special Zoning District text would allow for three types of floor area transfers within Subdistrict
A—a transfer by notice or by Authorization or, when a transfer would occur in connection with
a building that would also require the modification of special bulk requirements, Special Permit.

TRANSFERS BY NOTICE

Those transfers within Subdistrict A to be made from the three open spaces (the Square, the
Small Square, and the Grove) delineated in the proposed Special District would be “as-of-right”
by notice and would require certifications by the Chairperson of CPC that the open space is
designed and built to the specifications in the Zoning Resolution. (The foregoing would apply
only if the buildings on the receiving site stay within the design “envelopes” of the height,
setback, and streetwall regulations in the zoning. If any of the buildings on the receiving sites do
not stay within the design “envelopes” of the height, setback, and streetwall regulations, then
transfer from any of the three open spaces would be subject to Special Permit.) The Illustrative
Plan discussed in Chapter 1 and analyzed throughout the DEIS assumes that these transfers
within Subdistrict A are made. It is anticipated that Columbia will apply for such certifications at
the time of development of either the open space or the receiving site, whichever comes first.

Section 104-52 (Transfer of Floor Area by Notice) outlines the requirements for the
certifications, and states that:

e The site plan submitted for the granting site shall show the conditions and floor area
calculations for the granting site and the receiving site, before and after the transfer;

e No building permit shall be issued by the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB)
for a building on a receiving site containing any such transferred floor area until the
Chairperson of CPC has certified to DOB that plans submitted to the New York City
Department of City Planning (DCP) for the Square, the Small Square, or the Grove, as
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applicable, on the granting site, conform with the requirements of Section 104-40 (Special
Urban Design Regulations);

* No temporary certificate of occupancy shall be issued by DOB for any portion of a building
utilizing the transferred floor area unless and until the Chairperson of CPC certifies to DOB
that the public open area required to be provided on the granting site pursuant to the
provisions of Sections 104-424 (The Square), 104-425 (The Small Square), or 105-426 (The
Grove), as applicable, has been constructed substantially in accordance with the plan
certified by the Chairperson of CPC and is substantially complete, and may be opened to the
public; and

® No permanent certificate of occupancy shall be issued by DOB for any portion of a building
utilizing the transferred floor area unless and until the Chairperson of CPC certifies to DOB
that construction of the public open space required to be provided on the granting site is
complete.

TRANSFERS BY AUTHORIZATION

All other transfers of floor area that would stay within the design “envelopes” set forth in the
zoning’s height, setback, and streetwall regulations for each site (Section 104-30 [Special Height
and Setback Requirements]) would be subject to a CPC Authorization that would be subject to
CEQR review. Within Subdistrict A, CPC may authorize the transfer of floor area (subject to the
general requirements of Sections 104-50 and 104-5 1), provided that the Commission finds that:

®  Such transfer will permit better site planning; and

* Such transfer will not unduly increase the bulk of buildings in any block to the detriment of
the occupants or users of buildings on blocks outside Subdistrict A.

If the transfer would create a building that would not conform to the height, setback, and
streetwall regulations in the zoning (Section 104-30), a CPC Special Permit subject to both
ULURP and CEQR review would be required. Section 104-60 (Modification of Special Bulk
Requirements and Transfer of Floor Area by Special Permit) is described below, as are CPC
findings for the granting of a Special Permit.

DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 104-60 (MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL BULK
REQUIREMENTS AND TRANSFER OF FLOOR AREA BY SPECIAL PERMIT)

Section 104-60 would allow the modification of the special bulk requirements of Section 104-30
(Special Height and Setback Requirements) by Special Permit for buildings anywhere within the
Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District. Such modifications could occur in
connection with a transfer of floor area pursuant to Section 104-50 (see above) or for buildings
in which there is no transfer of floor area. Specifically, CPC may, by Special Permit, allow the
modification of special height, setback, and streetwall requirements of Section 104-30, inclusive,
provided that CPC finds that such modifications are necessary to:

* Meet programmatic and mechanical requirements;

* Achieve a better distribution of bulk on the zoning lot that would not adversely affect access
to light and air for surrounding public access areas, streets, buildings, and properties;

* Provide flexibility of architectural design and encourage more attractive building forms; and

* Result in a development or enlargement that is compatible with development in the
surrounding area.
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In addition, CPC may, by Special Permit, permit the transfer of floor area from any granting site
to a receiving site for a development that requires modification of the special height, setback,
and streetwall requirements of Section 104-30, inclusive, provided that CPC finds:

e Such transfer complies with the general requirements set forth in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and
(d) of Section 104-51;

e The distribution of floor area on the receiving site does not adversely affect the character of
the surrounding area by unduly concentrating floor area in any portion of Subdistrict A; and

e Where such transfer is from a granting site on Blocks A, C, or D (these blocks are identified
in Map 2 of Appendix A), it shall also comply with the provisions of paragraphs (b) and (c)
of Section 104-52 (Transfer of Floor Area by Notice).

CPC may prescribe additional conditions and safeguards to minimize adverse effects of the
development or enlargement on the character of the surrounding area.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED TEXT PROVISIONS

Recognizing that build out of the Project Area, by both Columbia University and other project
sponsors, would occur over time, Sections 104-50 and 104-60 of the Special Manhattanville
Mixed-Use District zoning provisions provide flexibility by allowing the redistribution of
community facility floor area within Subdistrict A and the modification of height and setback
requirements and mandated streetwall requirements in the Project Area. (As stated above, the
transfer of floor area could occur only within Subdistrict A of the Special Manhattanville Mixed-
Use Zoning District, while the modification of special bulk requirements could occur anywhere
within the Special District.) The Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use District zoning provisions
would allow Columbia University to develop the Academic Mixed-Use Development to meet its
long-term needs for modernization and expansion of the institution’s facilities. Sections 104-50
and 104-60 would provide flexibility in site specific design, allowing Columbia University to
develop their facilities in response to evolving needs while addressing site-specific constraints.
Specifically, the zoning text provisions provide Columbia University with the flexibility to make
changes to the illustrative development assessed in the DEIS while requiring City approval and
environmental review of specific development proposals that would make use of the floor area
transfer (by Authorization) and/or the modification of bulk requirements (by Special Permit).
Section 104-60 of the zoning text provisions also provides flexibility in site-specific design by
allowing the modification of height, setback, and streetwall regulations for project sponsors
other than Columbia University in connection with development in Subdistricts B, C, and the
Other Areas.

B. METHODOLOGY

This conceptual analysis of these zoning provisions considers whether there could be any
environmental impacts from the use of the zoning text provisions. For the reasons discussed
below, the analysis in this appendix is limited to an assessment of the effects of the use of the
Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area) pursuant to Section 104-60
(Modification of the Special Bulk Requirements and Transfer of Floor Area by Special Permit),
as described below.

An analysis of the potential for impacts from the transfer of floor area under Section 104-52
(Transfer of Floor Area by Notice) is not warranted in this appendix, since these transfers of
floor area are already analyzed in the DEIS. Specifically, Section 104-52 allows a transfer of
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floor area to receiving sites upon certification by the Chairperson of CPC that plans have been
submtted for the provision of open space on the granting site. As stated previously in Chapter 1,
the DEIS analyzes an Illustrative Plan for the Academic Mixed-Use Development that assumes
the use of this provision to transfer floor area from the Square, the Small Square, and the Grove
to various sites in the remaining blocks in Subdistrict A. Under these regulations, development
on these sites would conform to height, setback, and streetwall regulations. As stated above, it is
anticipated that Columbia will apply for such certifications at the time of development of either
the open space or the receiving site, whichever comes first.

An analysis of the potential for impacts from the transfer of floor area under Section 104-53
(Transfer of Floor Area by Authorization) in which the height, setback, and streetwall provisions
of Section 104-30 are met is not warranted in this appendix because the Illustrative Plan for the
Academic Mixed-Use Development and reasonable worst-case development scenarios analyzed
in the DEIS already take into account the maximum heights and bulks of buildings. Use of this
type of transfer of floor area would also not affect other environmental analysis areas that are
influenced by a development’s use or floor area because it would not result in a change of use or
an increase in the amount of development analyzed in the DEIS. These areas include land use,
socioeconomic conditions, community facilities, open space (indirect effects; i.e., open space
ratios would be unaffected because there would be no change to the overall amount of
development and therefore no change in study area populations), natural resources,
infrastructure, solid waste and sanitation services, energy, traffic and parking, air quality (mobile
sources), and noise.

Shifts in density within Subdistrict A resulting from transfer of floor area would not affect traffic
because traffic patterns would remain essentially unchanged; Section 104-70 (Parking and
Loading Regulations and Curb Cut Locations) sets forth requirements related to parking,
including restrictions on the location of parking facilities and curb cuts, which would continue to
apply. As a consequence, mobile air quality would also be unaffected. It is unlikely that a
transfer of floor area would affect pedestrians, as the zoning text provisions require that
sidewalks be widened. In terms of the transit analysis, a transfer of floor area by Authorization
would not change the number of people expected to use transit services; therefore, it is unlikely
that transit conditions would be substantially affected.

The transfer of floor area by Authorization would also not affect those environmental areas that
relate to subsurface disturbance. In terms of archaeological resources, the Project Area, which
includes Subdistrict A, was determined not to be sensitive for archaeological resources (see New
York City Landmarks Preservation Commission [LPC] comments dated September 23, 2004,
and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation [OPRHP] letter
dated June 6, 2005, in Appendix D). In terms of hazardous materials, significant adverse
hazardous materials impacts would be avoided—i.e., potential contaminants identified in the
Academic Mixed-Use Area on lots currently owned or controlled by Columbia University would
be remediated (cleaned up) in accordance with Restrictive Declarations placed against the
Columbia properties. Use of the floor area transfer would therefore not affect hazardous
materials,

This appendix therefore assesses generically the potential for use of the Special Permit (with or
without a transfer of floor area) under Section 104-60 to result in significant adverse impacts. As
stated above, such Special Permit applications would be subject to both a site-specific CEQR
and ULURP review; therefore, the analysis provided in this appendix is generic. Site-specific
effects would be determined as part of the proposals’ CEQR and ULURP review.
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A Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area) would be required if a proposed
building would require changes in maximum height, setbacks, streetwalls, or bulk waivers, or
similar relief that would break the design “envelope” examined for the Proposed Actions in the
DEIS. (As noted above, a transfer of floor area could occur only with Subdistrict A, while the
modification of special bulk regulations could occur anywhere within the Project Area. This
appendix considers use of the Special Permit with or without a transfer of floor area within
Subdistrict A and use of the Special Permit within the entire Project Area).

Because the maximum FAR for community facilities in Subdistrict A as a whole would not
exceed 6.0, use of the Special Permit with a floor area transfer would not result in an increase in
the amount of development analyzed in the DEIS. Use of the Special Permit to modify special
bulk requirements (without the transfer of floor area) would also not result in an increase in the
amount of development analyzed in the DEIS. Therefore, use of the Special Permit would not
affect those environmental analysis areas that are influenced by a development’s use or floor
area; these areas include land use, socioeconomic conditions, community facilities, open space
(indirect effects), natural resources, infrastructure, solid waste and sanitation services, energy,
traffic and parking, transit and pedestrians, air quality (mobile sources), and noise.

As discussed above, shifts in density within Subdistrict A resulting from floor area transfers
would not affect traffic as Section 104-70 (Parking and Loading Regulations and Curb Cut
Locations) sets forth requirements related to parking, including restrictions on the location of
parking facilities and curb cuts; as a consequence, mobile air quality would also be unaffected. It
is unlikely that use of the Special Permit would affect pedestrians, as the zoning text provisions
require that sidewalks be widened within Subdistrict A, and the Special Permit cannot be used to
waive these provisions (Section 104-421 [Mandatory Widened Sidewalks and Adjacent Areas]).

In terms of the transit analysis, a transfer of floor area (with or without the modification of bulk
requirements) would not change the number of people expected to use transit services; therefore,
it is unlikely that transit conditions would be substantially affected. As is the case of transfers by
Authorization, use of the Special Permit with or without transfer of floor area is also unlikely to
affect those environmental areas that relate to subsurface disturbance (archaeology, hazardous
materials). In terms of hazardous materials, E-designations to ensure that sites are properly
investigated and remediated prior to development, if necessary, would be placed on lots where
the potential for contamination was found on lots not owned or controlled by Columbia
University.

C. ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
OF THE PROPOSED SPECIAL PERMIT

Those environmental areas in which use of the Special Permit may result in significant adverse
impacts are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

OPEN SPACE (DIRECT EFFECTS)

As part of the Special Permit allowing the modification of special bulk requirements, CPC
would have to make certain findings relating to open space prior to granting a Special Permit.
These findings include the following: that the modifications will not adversely affect access to
light and air for surrounding public access areas, streets and properties. As such, the proposed
text provisions allowing the modification of special bulk requirements are not likely to result in
significant adverse open space impacts.
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The potential for open spaces to be affected by shadows 1s assessed in the following section.

SHADOWS

Shadow impacts are site specific and dependent not only on the bulk and massing of a proposal,
but on the sun-sensitive resources within reach of new shadows. Chapter 7, “Shadows,” of the
DEIS identified the following resources of concern: sun-sensitive historic resources, which
include the Old Broadway Synagogue and St. Mary’s Church, Parish House, and Sunday
School; and open spaces, which include the West Harlem Waterfront park, the 1.S. 195
Playground, the Broadway Malls, Manhattanville Houses open spaces, and Riverside Park. The
Proposed Actions as analyzed in the DEIS would have a significant adverse impact on the LS.
195 Playground -in 2030 during the March and December analysis periods, when large
incremental shadows would cover the playground for long durations; there would not be
significant adverse impacts on other open spaces.

Use of the Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area) could result in the
redistribution of the bulk and massing of certain developments in the Special Manhattanville
Mixed-Use District. This conceptual analysis uses the information provided in the DEIS as a
basis to determine whether modifications in bulk and height (with use of the Special Permit)
could result in significant adverse shadows impacts. As discussed above, use of the Special
Permit would be subject to both ULURP and CEQR review.

As described in Chapter 7, “Shadows,” a building has a maximum shadow length factor of 4.3
times its height. This occurs at the beginning and end of the analysis period on December 21,
when shadows are cast to the northwest and northeast, respectively. Toward midday, when the
sun is higher in the sky, the shadow length factor is 2.07. Shadow length factors for the
remainder of the analysis periods are shorter than they are in December.

Because of their location to the south of the Project Area, the Old Broadway Synagogue and St.
Mary’s Church, Parish House, and Sunday School would not be affected by shadows no matter
how bulk is redistributed within the Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use District (see Figure 7-2
in Chapter 7). Only a very small portion of the Hudson River, a natural feature, is in the study
area. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts would occur to historic resources or natural
features due to shadows from use of the Special Permit. The potential for use of the Special
Permit to affect shadows on open spaces identified in the DEIS is discussed below and is
organized by open space resource.

WEST HARLEM WATERFRONT PARK

The DEIS concludes that buildings in Subdistrict B and the Academic Mixed-Use Area
(Subdistrict A) would cast incremental shadows on the West Harlem Waterfront park between
St. Clair Place and West 133rd Street for around an hour in the early morning throughout the
year. These incremental shadows would be very small and would add to shadows already cast by
the elevated Route 9A and Amtrak viaducts. They are not considered significant adverse impacts
to the West Harlem Waterfront park because the park would receive full sunlight from late
morming to evening for most of the year.

With the Special Permit, the buildings in the Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use District could
be taller than those analyzed in the DEIS. An increase in height in buildings within Subdistrict B
or on Sites 10 or 14 (the westernmost sites within Subdistrict A and therefore, the buildings that
could potentially affect the West Harlem Waterfront park) are not likely to result in significant
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adverse shadow impacts. As shown in Figures A.2-1 through A.2-3, the West Harlem Waterfront
park is either already in shadow from existing buildings or from the buildings analyzed in the
DEIS within the early morning period. An increase in height of the buildings on Sites 10 or 14
could remove sunlight from remaining small sections of the westernmost areas of the park
during some analysis periods (March 21 at 10:00 AM, May 6 at 8:30 AM, or June 21 at 8:30
AM); however, as can be seen in these diagrams, any increase in shadow increment would be
small—the circled areas on Figures A.2-1 through A.2-3 indicate the approximate area where
additional shadow could be cast by a taller building. As seen in these figures, the small sections
where shadow could be cast are limited to the small area between the shadow that would be cast
under the Proposed Actions and the Hudson River. Shadows would be limited to the early
morning hours throughout the year, and the park would receive full sunlight from late morning
to evening for most of the year. Therefore, significant adverse impacts on this open space are
unlikely with the Special Permit. As stated above, use of the Special Permit would be subject to
both ULURP and CEQR review; therefore, a site-specific analysis of a development using the
Special Permit would be undertaken at that time.

LS. 195 PLAYGROUND

The DEIS concludes that the combined shadows from the buildings in the Other Area east of
Broadway and the buildings in the Academic Mixed-Use Area would increase shadows on the
playground on all four analysis days. Significant adverse impacts are expected to occur in 2030
during the March and December analysis periods, when large incremental shadows would cover
the playground for long durations.

With the Special Permit, if the buildings in the Academic Mixed-Use Area were taller
(specifically, on Sites 11 and 17), additional shadows would be cast on this open space in the
midday period during the March analysis period (see Figures A.2-4 through A.2-7) and in the
mid-morning to early afternoon period during the May analysis period (see Figures A.2-8
through A.2-10). In the June analysis period at 10:00 AM, a very small increase in shadows
could occur with use of the Special Permit (see Figure A.2-11). In all three analysis periods, no
additional shadow increments would be cast in the early morning hours or in the later afternoon.
During the December analysis period, an increase in building height on Site 15 could result in
additional shadow increments on the playground in the late moming and just after noon (see
Figures A.2-12 and A.2-13). Depending on the site-specific design of the buildings on these
different sites, these incremental increases could result in significant adverse shadow impacts on
this open space similar to the impacts under the Proposed Actions. An increase in height of the
buildings located in the Other Area east of Broadway could also result in some additional
shadow increments during the early moming periods of the March, May, and June analysis
periods. These increases would be limited to small areas for approximately 15 to 30 minutes on
these analysis periods, and it is unlikely that this additional shadow would result in significant
adverse impacts. Use of the Special Permit would be subject to both ULURP and CEQR review;
therefore, a site-specific analysis of a development using the Special Permit would be
undertaken at that time and the potential for significant adverse impacts determined in
connection with that analysis.

THE BROADWAY MALLS

The DEIS concludes that buildings in the Academic Mixed-Use Area and the Other Area east of
Broadway would cast shadows on portions of Broadway’s landscaped median between West
135th and West 136th Streets for most of the December 21 analysis day. There would be no
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significant adverse impacts on the Broadway Malls with the Proposed Actions because the
adjacent malls to the north between West 136th and West 137th Streets and between West 137th
and West 138th Streets would be mostly or completely in sunlight during the same period. These
adjacent malls are visible and accessible to any users of the malls between West 135th and West
136th Streets that would be affected by the incremental shadows. Therefore, the incremental
shadows would not reduce the overall usability of the Broadway Malls due to their limited
effects over the course of the year.

With the Special Permit, if the building on Site 17 could be taller, the shadow increments on the
December analysis day could fall on an additional portion of the Broadway Malls (see Figure
A.2-14). However, this potential incremental increase in shadow is not likely to result in a
significant adverse impact because the size of the increment would be small, and the duration of
the coverage would be short (approximately 1 hour). Furthermore, as stated in the DEIS,
adjacent malls to the north would be mostly or completely in sunlight during the same period.
These adjacent malls are visible and accessible to any users of the malls between West 135th
and West 136th Streets that would be affected by the incremental shadows. Therefore, the
incremental shadows would not reduce the overall usability of the Broadway Malls due to their
limited effects over the course of the year. An increase in height in the Other Area east of
Broadway would not result in any additional shadow increments on the Broadway Malls.

MANHATTANVILLE HOUSES OPEN SPACES

The DEIS concludes that from March through September in the late afternoon, the Proposed
Actions’ buildings in the Academic Mixed-Use Area would cast shadows on the open spaces of
the Manhattanville Houses located east of Broadway. The incremental shadows, which would be
relatively small, would last for ¥ to 2% hours, depending on the analysis day. No significant
adverse impacts on the open spaces at the Manhattanville Houses during any of the analysis
periods are anticipated, because of the short duration and small size of the incremental shadows.
Although the Proposed Actions would remove the last of the sunlight on two areas of the open
spaces during the late afternoon hours between September and March, the largest, centrally
located open space would remain unaffected by the Proposed Actions.

If the buildings in the Academic Mixed-Use Area could be taller (with use of the Special
Permit), there would be some additional small incremental shadows cast on the Manbhattanville
Houses open spaces in the March and May analysis periods from a building on Site 1 (see
Figures A .2-15 and A.2-16). These additional increments are unlikely to result in any significant
adverse shadow impacts on the Manhattanville Houses open spaces, as the potential combined
increments would be limited to a short duration and small size. As with the Proposed Actions,
the largest, centrally located open space would remain unaffected by use of the Special Permit.

RIVERSIDE PARK

The DEIS concludes that Riverside Park, which is southwest of the Project Area, would receive
incremental shadows in the early moming from March through September from the buildings in
the Academic Mixed-Use Area. The largest incremental shadows would occur in the beginning
of the analysis period in the early morning. However, they would still be very small considering
the total size of Riverside Park. Further, these shadows would decrease in size rapidly and move
off the open space by 9:00 AM, and Riverside Park would receive ample sunlight for the
remainder of the day. Therefore, with the Proposed Actions, no significant adverse impacts
would occur on Riverside Park.
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With use of the Special Permit, additional shadow increments could be cast on Riverside Park
during the early moming in the May analysis period (see Figure A.2-17). The additional
increment is unlikely to result in significant adverse impacts on this open space, as the shadow
would cover only a very small portion of the park for a limited period in the AM hours.

PROPOSED OPEN SPACES

The Proposed Actions would create a series of open spaces linking West 125th to West 133rd
Streets, along Twelfth Avenue and along the line of West 132nd Street between Broadway and
Old Broadway. The DEIS noted that these open spaces would receive incremental shadows from
the Academic Mixed-Use Development buildings for long durations throughout the year for
most or all of the analysis periods. The incremental shadows are not considered a significant
adverse impact because these open spaces would not exist without the Proposed Actions.
Although the final landscape design of these proposed open spaces has not yet been determined,
it is anticipated that the plan would consider these shadow conditions, and vegetation would be
selected for its shade tolerance.

The redistribution of bulk within the Academic Mixed-Use Area by Special Permit could result
in different shadow increments on these project-created open spaces. In addition, use of the
Special Permit could occur after construction of the open spaces is complete. Therefore, use of
the Special Permit could result in significant adverse impacts on the open spaces to be created as
part of the Proposed Actions. However, as noted above, it is anticipated that the landscape
design of the proposed open spaces would take into account the shadow conditions, and
vegetation would be selected for its shade tolerance.

HISTORIC RESOURCES (ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES)

Architectural impacts are site specific and depend not only on the bulk and massing of a given
proposal, but on the presence or absence of architectural and historic resources on or in
proximity to the development site. Architectural resources are identified in Chapter 8, “Historic
Resources,” of the DEIS.

The Proposed Actions as analyzed in the DEIS would result in the incorporation of the former
Warren Nash Service Station building into the Academic Mixed-Use Development. In addition,
the Studebaker Building is currently being renovated. The 1948 dining car of the West Market
Diner would be relocated to a new site in the Project Area or study area and restored to the
extent practicable. Significant adverse impacts on the former Sheffield Farms Stable at 3229
Broadway, which would be demolished, would occur. Use of the Special Permit would not
change these conclusions.

Because a proposal that makes use of the Special Permit could result in a different distribution of
building bulk than as analyzed in the DEIS, it is possible that such a proposal would result in
different contextual impacts on adjacent or nearby architectural resources. The use of the Special
Permit would require that certain findings are met (see Appendix A.1 for the proposed Special
Manhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District text), specifically, that such modifications are
necessary to:

e Meet programmatic and mechanical requirements;

e Achieve a better distribution of bulk on the zoning lot that would not adversely affect access
to light and air for surrounding public access areas, streets, and properties;

e Provide flexibility of architectural design and encourage more attractive building forms; and
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Appendix A.2: Conceptual Analysis of the Proposed Zoning Text Provisions

* Result in a development or enlargement that is compatible with development in the
surrounding area.

For a Special Permit in which there is a transfer of floor area (in addition to the modification of
special bulk requirements), it is also required that CPC find that the distribution of floor area on
the receiving site does not adversely affect the character of the surrounding area by unduly
concentrating floor area in any portion of Subdistrict A. With these findings, it is unlikely that
any development that makes use of the Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area)
would result in adverse contextual impacts on architectural resources.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Urban design and visual resource impacts are site specific and depend not only the bulk and
massing of a given proposal but on the urban design of the surrounding area and the presence or
absence of visual resources within that area. Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,”
of the DEIS considers the potential of the Proposed Actions to impact the urban design
characteristics and visual resources of the Project Area and surrounding study area. The
Proposed Actions as analyzed in the DEIS would enhance urban design and visual resources.

Because use of the Special Permit could result in a different distribution of building bulk within
the Special Manhattanville Mixed-Use District, it is possible that such a proposal would result in
different effects on urban design and visual resources than those identified in the DEIS. A
general assessment of how use of the Special Permit could affect the different elements of urban
design and visual character is provided below.

URBAN DESIGN

* Building bulk, use, or type. The Special Permit would result in differences in how a
development’s bulk is massed on a site. The Special Permit would not result in any changes
to a development’s use or type.

®  Building arrangement. As with building bulk, the Special Permit could result in a different
arrangement of a development’s buildings on a site and could result in a different overall
distribution of bulk than as analyzed in the DEIS.

® Block form and street pattern. Block form and street pattern relate to the shape and
arrangement of blocks and surrounding streets. Use of the Special Permit would allow
greater flexibility in distributing a development’s bulk on a site. It is not expected to result in
any changes to block form and street patterns. The Square, the Small Square, and the Grove
would have to conform to the requirements of Section 104-40 of the proposed Special
Manbhattanville Mixed-Use Zoning District text; therefore, the Special Permit would not
affect these elements of block form and street pattern.

* Streetscape elements. Streetscape elements include street trees, curb cuts, streetwalls,
building entrances, and other elements. These elements are related to how a building’s bulk
1s distributed, and therefore use of the Special Permit would affect this element of urban
design.

®  Street hierarchy. This element of urban design is related to the streets that surround a site.
Therefore, the Special Permit would not affect street hierarchy.

® Natural features. Natural features include vegetation and geologic, topographic, and aquatic
features, such as rock outcroppings, steep slopes, or varied ground elevation, beaches, or
wetlands. The Proposed Actions would not alter the area’s topography or natural features,
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and use of the Special Permit, which would be specific to changes in height, setback, and
streetwall (with or without a transfer of floor area), would also not alter the area’s
topography or natural features.

The proposed zoning would preserve the Project Area street pattern, and all projected
development would be laid out within the existing grid and constructed on existing blocks with
minimal re-grading expected. The new development would replace gas stations, warehouses,
garages, other types of light industrial buildings, and parking lots. Therefore, the Proposed
Actions would not alter the topography, natural features, street pattern and hierarchy, and block
shapes of the Project Area.

VISUAL RESOURCES

e View corridors. Because a building that makes use of the provisions of the Special Permit
could result in a different site plan/distribution of building bulk than as analyzed in the
DEIS, it is possible that there would be differences in how view corridors are affected.

As discussed above, prior to granting approval for the Special Permit, CPC must find that any
modifications of the height, setback, and streetwall requirements achieve a better distribution of
bulk on the zoning lot, provide flexibility of architectural design and encourage more attractive
building forms, and result in a development or enlargement that is compatible with development
in the surrounding areas. Where there is a transfer of floor area, CPC must further find that such
a transfer does not adversely affect the character of the surrounding area by unduly
concentrating floor area in any portion of Subdistrict A. As such, use of the Special Permit is
unlikely to result in significant adverse urban design impacts.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The character of a neighborhood is established by numerous factors, including land use patterns,
the characteristics of its population and economic activities, the scale of its development, the
design of its buildings, the presence of notable landmarks, and a variety of other physical
features that include noise levels, traffic, and pedestrian patterns.

As discussed in the DEIS, the Proposed Actions would clearly -and substantially alter
neighborhood character. An aging industrial area would be replaced with academic and
academic research facilities of Columbia University, as well as mixed-use development adjacent
to the waterfront and on the east side of Broadway. The Proposed Actions would improve the
streetscapes, provide active retail uses along Broadway, West 125th Street, and Twelfth Avenue,
improve connections to the waterfront, and introduce substantial new publicly accessible open
space.

As discussed above, use of the Special Permit would not affect land use, socioeconomic
conditions, noise, traffic, or pedestrian levels. As described in the previous sections, it is unlikely
that use of the Special Permit would result in new or different impacts than those discussed in
the DEIS in terms of historic resources, and urban design and visual resources. Use of the
Special Permit could result in differences in incremental shadows but is not likely to result in
additional significant adverse impacts other than the one described for LS. 195, which would
occur under the Proposed Actions, and a potential significant adverse impact on the open spaces
to be created as part of the Proposed Actions if use of the Special Permit occurs after
construction of these open spaces is completed. However, as described above, it is anticipated
that the landscape design of the proposed open spaces would take into account the shadow
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Appendix A.2: Conceptual Analysis of the Proposed Zoning Text Provisions

conditions, and vegetation would be selected for its shade tolerance. While there is the potential
that this element of neighborhood character (shadows) could be affected through use of the
Special Permit, the clear and substantial alteration of neighborhood character that would occur
with the Proposed Actions—i.e., the replacement of an aging industrial area with academic and
academic research facilities and mixed-use development—would not be altered by use of the
Special Permit Use of the Special Permit would be subject to both ULURP and CEQR review;
therefore, a site-specific analysis of a development using the Special Permit and its potential
effect on neighborhood character would be undertaken at that time, and the potential for
significant adverse impacts determined in connection with that analysis.

NATURAL RESOURCES

If building heights were to be raised substantially (in excess of 500 to 600 feet) because of the
Special Permit, an assessment of the potential effects on migratory birds (due to building
collisions) may be warranted. However, it is highly unlikely that a Special Permit would be
granted for a building of this height given the findings described above (see “Description of
Section 104-60,” above). Therefore, it is unlikely that use of the Special Permit would result in
significant adverse impacts on natural resources.

WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM

The project area west of Broadway is located within the City’s coastal zone. Any proposed
development in the coastal zone—whether it is proposed with or without using the Special
Permit—must be assessed for its consistency with the City’s Local Waterfront Revitalization
Program (LWRP). Use of the Special Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area) could
result in buildings with different heights, setbacks, and streetwalls than those without the Special
Permit. Therefore, the policies that could be affected by the use of the Special Permit are
Policies 9 and 10, which state “protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of
the New York City coastal area,” and “protect, preserve, and enhance resources significant to the
historical, archaeological, and cultural legacy of the New York City coastal area,” respectively.

It is unlikely that use of the Special Permit would result in impacts that would cause a project to
be inconsistent with these policies. As discussed above in “Historic Resources” and “Urban
Design and Visual Resources,” it is unlikely that any development that makes use of the Special
Permit (with or without a transfer of floor area) would result in significant adverse impacts on
those areas and are therefore unlikely to result in a development that would be inconsistent with
the City’s LWRP. Therefore, use of the Special Permit is unlikely to result in a project that
would be inconsistent with the City’s LWRP.

AIR QUALITY (STATIONARY SOURCES)

Assessments of stationary sources depend on a specific site plan and relate to 1) how nearby
commercial, institutional or large-scale residential developments affect a proposed development;
and 2) how the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) emissions from a proposed
development would affect surrounding buildings. The issue of how use of the Special Permit
would affect stationary sources is related to how building heights of new and existing buildings
would change in relation to each other.

As discussed above, the Special Permit would be subject to both ULURP and CEQR review. As
part of the CEQR review, a screening analysis (at a minimum) would be prepared to determine
whether emissions from any on-site fuel-fired HVAC equipment (for example, boilers or hot
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water heaters) would be significant. The procedure involves determining the distance (from the
exhaust point) within which potential significant impacts may occur, on elevated receptors (such
as open windows, air intake vents, etc.) that are of an equal or greater height when compared
with the height of the Proposed Project’s HVAC exhaust. The distance within which a
significant impact may occur depends on a number of factors, including the height of the
discharge, type(s) of fuel burned and development size. The screening analysis would identify
any requirements to avoid impacts (such as prescribing fuel type or exhaust locations). If such
measures would not avoid potential impacts, additional measures, such as increasing the exhaust
stack height, designing the building without operable windows or air intake locations, or
connecting the building to a steam plant, if possible, could be implemented to ensure that no
significant adverse stationary source impacts would occur. *
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Appendix B:

Socioeconomic Conditions

A. TABLES REFERENCED IN CHAPTER 4

Table B-1
Direct Business and Institutional Displacement'
Estimated Sub- | Build
Block| Lot Business Name Employment?| district | Year NAICS Economic Sector
1996 61 |100% Brushless Car Wash & Gas Station 5 A 2015 |Retail Trade
1996 29 13225 Broadway Service Station 6 A 2015 |Retail Trade
3251 Broadway Auto Center/German
1997 34 |Parking 19 A 2015 |Other Services
1995 35 612 West 129th St. Gas station 4 A 2015 |Retail Trade
1997 64 |Alpine Beef 4 A 2015 Wholesale Trade
1998 3 _|Ace Packing 3 A 2015 Wholesale Trade
lArts, Entertainment, and
1997 | 56 |Andrea Claire 20° A 2015 |Recreation
Arts, Entertainment, and
1997 61 IArc Athletics 2 A 2015 |Recreation
1997 34 [Architectural Antiques (aka Steven Stollman) 1 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
Arts, Entertainment, and
1986 65 jArtel Design 1 A 2015 |Recreation
1998 | 24,26 |Ashiand Chemical 17 A 2015 |Wholesale Trade
1986 65 |AT&T Wireless 0 A 2015 jInformation
1997 34 |Big City Autoparts 7 A 2015 |Retail Trade
1987 7__|Body Pro Body Shop 4 A 2015 |Other Services
1986 65 |Broadway Video 4 A 2015 |information
1986 65 |Cingular Interactive 0 A 2015 linformation
1996 1 [Cotton Club 20 A 2030 jAccommodation and Food Services
1986 65__Daphne Studio (no Daphne Fashion) 6 A 2015_|Manufacturing
Deborah Bradley Construction &
1997 56 |Management Services 12 A 2015 {Construction
1997 30 _|Despatch Moving and Storage Co. 36 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
1997 61 |Dinosaur Barbeque 35 A 2015 jAccommodation and Food Services]
1987 1 __|El Mundo Department Store (Ef Mundo Kids) 83 A 2030 |Retail Trade
1995 31 |Eritrean Community Center 0 A 2015 |Other Services
1996 20 [Fearless Lee 18 A 2015 |Other Services
1996 23 IGMC Parking 4 A 2015 iOther Services
1999 36 _[Hamilton Pharmacy 4 A 2030 |Retail Trade
1996 34 _|Hudson North American 37 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
Iglesia de Dios Pentecostal
(Pentecostal Church of God, Intemational
1997 48 |Movement) 3 A 2015 |Other Services
Iglesia el Encuentro Con Dios
1997 29 [(Meeting With God Pentecostal Church, Inc) 6 A 2015 [Other Services
Arts, Entertainment, and
1996 20 [Jennifer Nuss 1 A 2015 |Recreation
1999 36 |Josh's Place Catering 12 A 2030 jAccommodation and Food Services|
1997 34 |JV Auto Repair aka Javier Auto Repair 5 A 2015 |Other Services
1995 31 |Katz Brothers Paint Corp. 6 A 2015 |Other Services
1986 65 _|LA Mode Upholstery Co. 3 A 2015 |Other Services
1996 18 |Liberty Auto Body 3 A 2015 |Other Services
1997 61 ILifeTV 10 A 2015 linformation
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Table B-1 (cont’d)
Direct Business and Institutional Displacement1

Estimated Sub- | Build
Block| Lot Business Name Employment’ | district | Year NAICS Economic Sector
1997 34 |Los Compadres Auto Repair 9 A 2015 [Other Services
1997 9 |Mamais Contracting Corporation 60 A 2015 |Construction
1986 10 Manhattan Wheel Alignment/GM Auto Repair 6 A 2015 |Other Services
1995 31 |Mi Floridita Restaurant and Bakery 27 A 2015 |Accommodation and Food Services
1986 1 Mobil Gas station aka 3260 Service Station 4 A 2015 |Retail Trade
1997 61 {Moxnet 5 A 2015 |Information
1996 |16, 18 MTP 3300 Broadway Corporation (Parking) 2 A 2015 |Other Services
1998 13 IMTP 3300 Broadway Corporation (Parking) 2 A 2015 |Other Services
1998 61 |New 2000 Auto Electric 3 A 2015 |Other Services
1998 61 |New Millennium Auto Repair 2 A 2015 |Other Services
1987 9 [Night Towing Service 2 A 2015 |Other Services
Professional, Scientific, and
1086 65 [Optical Imaging 1 A 2015 |[Technical Services
1997 34 [Padilla Auto Repair 2 A 2015 |Other Services
1986 65 [Pathways to Housing 11 A 2015 |Heaith Care and Social Assistance
1997 40 [Pearlgreen Corporation 38 A 2015 |Wholesale Trade
1997 55 |Pedro y Jorge Body Shop 2 A 2015 |Other Services
Arts, Entertainment, and
1986 65 [Peggy Moorman/Quaytman 1 A 2015 [Recreation
1997 1 |Pepito's Auto Repair 10 A 2015 |Other Services
Professional, Scientific, and
1997 61 |Peter Gluck and Partners/ARCS 40 A 2015 [Technical Services
1997 49 |Pizzo Brothers 53 A 2015 |Construction
1987 7 [Prestige Transmission 7 A 2015 |Other Services
1996 16 [Publishers Circulation 8 A 2015 |[Wholesale Trade
1087 7 |Rico Auto Repairs 13 A 2015 |Other Services
1996 20 |Strands of Hair/Gerard Dure Salon 2 A 2015 |Other Services
lArts, Entertainment, and
1996 20 [Thomas White 1 A 2015 |Recreation
1999 36 [T-Mobile USA, inc. 0 A 2030 [Information
1997 61 [Triple Threat TV 6 A 2015 |information
1996 56 [Tuck it Away 6 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
1997 44 [Tuck it Away 6 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
1998 29 [Tuck it Away 13 A 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
1986 30 [U-Haul Co. 8 A 2015 |Real Estate and Rental Leasing
1987 9 |Unique Auto Diagnostics 3 A 2015 |Other Services
1987 7 lUsed Clothing Store 1 A 2015 |Retail Trade
1997 27 [Nerizon New York 34 A 2015 [information
1098 |57, 61 [Verizon New York 3 A 2015 |information
1997 34 |Victoriano Auto Repair 5 A 2015 |Other Services
Arts, Entertainment, and
1986 65 [Wilkinson & Associates 1 A 2015 |Recreation
1087 | 1&7 |Y & H Garages aka Y & H Enterprises 2 A 2015 [Other Services
1997 33 |Yobanis Auto Repair 2 A 2015 |Other Services
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Table B-1 (cont’d)

Direct Business and Institutional Displacement’

Actions under CEQR because they voluntarily sold their properties.
institutions that have vacated space now owned by Columbia Unive

with Columbia University also are not considered directly displaced

the building.

their space pursuant to an agreement with the University are not define

Businesses and institutions that are new to the Project Area (i.e., sin

Estimated Sub- | Build
Block | Lot Business Name Employment?| district | Year NAICS Economic Sector
2004 | 12 [125th St. Tire Corp. 4 B 2015 [Other Services
2004 | 12 |Admiral Electric Corp 16 B 2015 [Construction
2005 | 12 Hudson River Café 12 B 2015 _Accommodation and Food Services]
2004 8 |MTP 3300 Broadway Corporation (Parking) 1 B 2015 [Other Services
2005 | 32 [Tommy Hilfiger 1 B 2015 [Wholesale Trade
1988 1 [Tuck it Away 5 B 2015 [Transportation and Warehousing
2004 8 |Westside Stone and Marble 9 B 2015 [Construction
1988 1 [C-Town 22 (0] 2015 |Retail Trade
1988 1 _[Danny's Beauty Salon 4 0 2015 |Other Services
1988 1 |Marena Unisex 4 O 2015 [Other Services
Note: ' Direct business and institutional displacement is defined by the CEQR Technical Manual as the involuntary

displacement of businesses or institutions from the site of a proposed action. Columbia University has been purchasing
property to facilitate the assemblage of the project site for development. Owners who operated businesses on their
property and decided to sell their properties to the University are not defined as directly displaced by the Proposed
Similarly, commercial tenants who have vacated

d as directly displaced. The businesses and
rsity are discussed in Appendix C, “Recent Trends.”
ce 2000) and that have signed short-term leases
because they entered a voluntary lease agreement
with the University, knowing that they would eventually be displaced.
* For businesses and institutions that provided an unspecified range for their number of employees in response to AKRF
interviews and letters, the midpoint of that range was used for “Estimated Employment.” Hudson North American
provided a range of 2350 employees, and 3225 Broadway Service Station provided a range of 5-7 employees.

3 Approximately 20 artists maintain a presence at 638 West 131 st Street, where they share studio space on two floors of

Sources:Claritas, Inc., Appleseed, Inc., Dunn & Bradstreet Selectory Database, Columbia University, and AKRF, Inc.
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Table B-2
Retail Survey, Broadway
Between West 123rd and West 138th Streets

Establishments Establishments]

Category No. | Percent Category No. |[Percen
SHOPPING GOODS 17 16.5% |CONVENIENCE GOODS 27 26.2%
General Merchandise Stores 2 1.9% |Food Stores 19 18.4%
Department stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, bodegas 8
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 4
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 2 Meat and fish markets 2
Apparel and Accessory Stores 4 3.9% |Retail bakeries 1
Men’s and boy’s clothing 1 Fruit and vegetable markets 1
Women'’s and girl's clothing 1 Candy, nut, and confectionary 1
Family clothing Miscellaneous/specialty foods (health food) 2
Children's clothing Miscellaneous Convenience Goods 8 7.8%
Shoes 2 Drug and proprietary stores 5
Other appare! and accessories Liquor stores 2
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 3 2.9% |Florists
Furniture stores 1 Cigar stores and stands
Floor covering stores News dealers and newsstands 1
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores Photocopy stores
Household appliance stores Photo developing
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) 2 Other miscellaneous convenience goods
Records and musical instruments EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 21 20.4%
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes 8
Misceilaneous Shopping Goods Stores 8 7.8% |Refreshments/Fast-food” places 12
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls
Books Drinking places (alcohol) 1
Stationary/Office Supply 1 NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 21 20.4%
Jewelry 2 Video rentals
Hobby, toy, and games Banks 1
Camera and photographic supplies 1 Cleaners and tailors 4
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs Hair and nail care 5
Luggage and leather goods Laundry 2
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods Travel agencies - 1
Religious articles TV/Audio/Appliance repair
Qptical goods Shoe repair
Used merchandise Medical offices 1
Other misc. shopping goods 3 Other professional offices 1
BLDING MTR'LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 1 1.0% |Home improvement services 1
Paint, glass, and wallpaper Funeral services
Hardware 1 Health/Fitness club
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materials Pharmacy
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 5 4.9% |Pawn shop
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies 2 Other neighborhood services 5
Gasoline and service stations 2
Car rental 1
ISTOREFRONT SUMMARY

103 100.0% : 27
[Total Storefronts Convenience Goods 26.2%
Shopping Goods 17 16.5% | Eating and Drinking Places 21 20.4%
Building Mtr'ls, Hardware, & Garden Supply 1 1.0% [Neighborhood Services 21 20.4%
Auto-Related Trade 5 4.9% |Vacant Storefronts 11 10.7%
ource: AKREF, Inc. field surveys conducted in July 2004.
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Retail Survey, Amsterda
Between West 123rd and West 13

Table B-3

m Avenue
8th Streets

Establishments Establishments
Category No. | Percent [Category No. |Percent]
SHOPPING GOODS 6 8.8% |CONVENIENCE GOODS 15 22.1%
General Merchandise Stores 0 0.0% |Food Stores 12 17.6%
Department stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, bodegas 9
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 2
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores Meat and fish markets 1
rel and Accessory Stores 1 1.5% | Retail bakeries
Men’s and boy’s clothing Fruit and vegetabie markets
Women'’s and girf’s clothing Candy, nut, and confectionary
Family clothing Miscenaneous/specialty foods (health food)
Children’s clothing Miscellaneous Convenience Goods 3 4.4%
Shoes Drug and proprietary stores 2
Other apparel and accessories 1 Liquor stores 1
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 2 2.9% |Florists
Furniture stores Cigar stores and stands
Floor covering stores News dealers and newsstands
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores Photocopy stores
Household appliance stores Photo developing
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) 1 Other miscellaneous convenience goods
Records and musical instruments 1 EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 12 17.6%
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes 5
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods Stores 3 4.4% Refreshments/Fast-food” places 7
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls
Books Drinking places (alcohol)
Stationary/Office Supply NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 26 38.2%
Jewelry Video rentals 1
Hobby, toy, and games Banks 1
Camera and photographic supplies Cleaners and tailors 2
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs 2 Hair and nail care 11
Luggage and leather goods Laundry 3
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods 1 Travel agencies’ 1
Religious articles TV/Audio/Appliance repair
Optical goods Shoe repair 1
Used merchandise Medical offices 1
Other misc. shopping goods Other professional offices? 1
BLDING MTR'LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 1 1.5% |Home improvement services
Paint, glass, and wallpaper Funeral services
Hardware 1 Health/Fitness club
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materials Pharmacy
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 1 1.5% _|Pawn shop 1
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies 1 Other neighborhood services? 3
Gasoline and service stations
Car rental VACANT STOREFRONTS 7 10.3%
STOREFRONT SUMMARY
68 100.0% . 15 22.1%
Total Storefronts Convenience Goods
Shopping Goods 6 8.8% |Eating and Drinking Places 12 17.6%
Building Mtrs, Hardware, & Garden Supply 1 1.5% [ Neighborhood Services 26 38.2%
Auto-Related Trade 1 1.5% | Vacant Storefronts 7 10.3%

n Hewitt Tax Services

de: Money Gram {for check Cashing), money transfer, and driving school

Notes: 'This travel agency aiso includes income tax services.
Other professional offices includes: Jackso
°Other neighborhood services inciu

Source: AKRF, Inc. field Surveys conducted in May, 2006.
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Table B-4
Retail Survey, West 125th Street
between Amsterdam and Broadway

Establishments Establishments|
Category No. | Percent Category No. |Percen
SHOPPING GOODS 2 14.3% |CONVENIENCE GOODS 5 35.7%
General Merchandise Stores 1 7.1% |Food Stores 2 14.3%
Department stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, hodegas 1
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 1
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 1 Meat and fish markets
Apparel and Accessory Stores 0 0.0% | Retail bakeries
Men's and boy’s clothing Fruit and vegetable markets
Women's and girl's clothing Candy, nut, and confectionary
Family clothing Miscellaneous/specialty foods (health food)
Children’s clothing Miscellaneous Convenlence Goods 3 21.4%
Shoes Drug and proprietary stores 1
Other apparel and accessories Liquor stores 1
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 1 7.1% |Florists
Furniture stores Cigar stores and stands
Floor covering stores News dealers and newsstands 1
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores Photocopy stores
Household appliance stores Photo developing
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) Other miscellaneous convenience goods
Records and musical instruments 1 EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 2 14.3%
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods Stores 0 0.0% Refreshments/"Fast-food” places 2
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls
Books Drinking places (alcoho)
Stationary/Office Supply NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 5 35.7%
Jewelry Video rentals
Hobby, toy, and games Banks 1
Camera and photographic supplies Cleaners and tailors
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs Hair and nail care 2
Luggage and leather goods Laundry
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods Travel agencies
Religious articles Tv/Audio/Appliance repair
Optical goods Shoe repair
Used merchandise Medical offices 1
Other misc. shopping goods Other professiona! offices 1
BLDING MTR'LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 0 0.0% |Home improvement services
Paint, glass, and wallpaper Funeral services
Hardware Health/Fitness club
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materials Pharmacy
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 0 0.0% |Pawn shop
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies Other neighborhood services
Gasoline and service stations
Car rental
ISTOREFRONT SUMMARY
14 100.0% . 5 35.7%
[Total Storefronts Convenience Goods
Shopping Goods 2 14.3% |Eating and Drinking Places 2 14.3%
Building Mtr'ls, Hardware, & Garden Supply 0 0.0% |Neighborhood Services 5 35.7%
Auto-Related Trade 0 0.0% |Vacant Storefronts 0 0.0%
ource:  AKREF, Inc. field surveys conducted in July 2004.
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Table B-5
Retail Survey, Broadway
between West 114th and West 146th Streets

Establishments Establishments]
Category No. | Percent Category No. [Percent]

SHOPPING GOODS 86 24.0 |CONVENIENCE GOODS 80 22.3
General Merchandise Stores 8 2.2 |Food Stores 55 15.3
‘Department stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, bodegas 40
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 6
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 8 Meat and fish markets 3
Apparel and Accessory Stores 28 7.8 [Retail bakeries 1
Men's and boy’s clothing 5 Fruit and vegetable markets 1
Women's and girl's clothing 1 Candy, nut, and confectionary 2
Family clothing 9 Miscellaneous/specialty foods (health food.) 2
Children’s clothing Miscellaneous Convenience Goods 25 7.0
Shoes 8 Drug and proprietary stores 10
Other apparel and accessories 5 Liquor stores 6
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 24 6.7 |Florists 1
Furniture stores 3 Cigar stores and stands 1
Floor covering stores 2 News dealers and newsstands 1
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores 4 Photocopy stores 1
Household appliance stores Photo developing 5
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) 11 Other miscellaneous convenience goods
Records and musical instruments 4 EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 52 14.5
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes 18
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods Stores 26 7.2 _ | Refreshments/"Fast-food” places 32
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls
Books 1 Drinking places (alcohol) 2
Stationary/Office Supply 2 NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 95 26.5
Jewelry 9 Video rentals
Hobby, toy, and games 2 Banks 5
Camera and photographic supplies Cleaners and tailors 12
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs 4 Hair and nail care 38
Luggage and leather goods Laundry 6
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods 1 Travel agencies 6
Religious articles TV/Audio/Appliance repair
Optical goods 2 Shoe repair
Used merchandise Medical offices 2
Other misc. shopping goods 5 Other professional offices 13
BLDING MTR’LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 5 1.4 |Home improvement services
Paint, glass, and wallpaper Funeral services
Hardware 5 Health/Fitness club
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materials Pharmacy 2
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 5 1.4 |Pawn shop
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies 2 Other neighborhood services
Gasoline and service stations 2
Car rental 1
[STOREFRONT SUMMARY

359 100.0 . 80
Total Storefronts Convenience Goods 223
Shopping Goods 86 24.0 Eating and Drinking Places 52 14.5
Building Mtr'ls, Hardware, & Garden Supply 5 1.4 INeighborhood Services 95 26.5
Auto-Related Trade 5 1.4 |Vacant Storefronts 36 10.0
Source: AKREF, Inc. field surveys conducted in July 2004.
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Table B-6
Retail Survey, Amsterdam Avenue
between 114th & 146th Streets

2The florist also includes a nail salon.
30Other eating places includes: internet café

shop/lawyer/accountant

Establishments Establishments
Category No. | Percent [Category No. |[Percent]
SHOPPING GOODS 14 6.8% |CONVENIENCE GOODS 38 21.5%
General Merchandise Stores 2 1.1% |Food Stores 29 16.4%
Depariment stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, bodegas 23
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 2
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 2 Meat and fish markets 3
Apparel and Accessory Stores 2 1.1% |Retail bakeries
Men's and boy’s clothing Fruit and vegetable markets
Women'’s and girl's clothing Candy, nut, and confectionary 1
Family clothing Miscellaneous/specialty foods (health food)
Children’s clothing Miscellaneous Convenience Goods 9 5.1%
Shoes Drug and proprietary stores 4
Other apparel and accessories 2 Liquor stores 1
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 4 2.3% |Florists’ 1
Furniture stores 1 Cigar stores and stands 1
Floor covering stores News dealers and newsstands
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores Photocopy stores 2
Household appliance stores Photo developing
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) 2 Other miscellanecus convenience goods
Records and musical instruments 1 EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 42 23.7%
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes 26
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods Stores 6 3.4% |Refreshments/”Fast-food” places 15
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls’ 1
Books 1 Drinking places (alcohol)
Stationary/Office Supply NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 61 34.5%
Jewelry Video rentals 1
Hobby, toy, and games Banks 1
Camera and photographic supplies Cleaners and tailors 5
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs 2 Hair and nail care 26
Luggage and leather goods Laundry 5
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods 1 Travel agencies’ 3
Religious articles TV/Audio/Appliance repair 2
Optical goods 1 Shoe repair 1
Used merchandise Medical offices 4
Other misc. shopping goods’ 1 Other professional offices” 7
BLDING MTR’LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 2 1.1% |Home improvement services
Paint, glass, and wallpaper Funeral services
Hardware 2 Health/Fitness club
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materials Pharmacy
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 2 1.1% |Pawn shop 1
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies 2 Other neighborhood services® 5
Gasoline and service stations
Car rental VACANT STOREFRONTS 20 11.2%
STOREFRONT SUMMARY
179 100.0% . 38
[Total Storefronts iConvenience Goods 21.2%
Shopping Goods 14 7.8% |Eating and Drinking Places 42 23.5%
Building Mtr'ls, Hardware, & Garden Supply 2 1.1% |Neighborhood Services 61 34.1%
Auto-Related Trade 2 1.1% |Vacant Storefronts 20 11.2%
Notes: TOther misc. shopping goods include: school/art supplies store

‘Some trave! agencies also include income tax services.
SOther professional offices include: West Harlem Group Assistance, accountants, New Future Foundation Management, and print
50ther neighborhood services include: driving schools, money transfer services

[Source: AKRF, Inc. field surveys conducted in May, 2006.

B-8




Appendix B: Socioeconomic Conditions

Table B-7
Retail Survey, West 125th Street
between Frederick Douglas Blvd. and Broadway

Establishments

Establishments

Category No. | Percent Category No. [Percent
SHOPPING GOODS 22 22.9 |CONVENIENCE GOODS 12 125
General Merchandise Stores 2 2.1 Food Stores 8 8.3
Department stores, conventional national chains Grocery stores, delis, bodegas 7
Department stores, discount national chains Supermarkets 1
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 2 Meat and fish markets
Apparel and Accessory Stores 10 10.4  |Retail bakeries
Men’s and boy’s clothing 1 Fruit and vegetable markets
Women's and gin's clothing 2 Candy, nut, and confectionary
Family clothing 2 Miscellaneous/specialty foods (health food)
Children’s clothing Miscellaneous Convenience Goods 4 4.2
Shoes 2 Drug and proprietary stores 1
Other apparel and accessories 3 Liquor stores 1
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 7 7.3 [Florists 1
Fumniture stores 1 Cigar stores and stands
Floor covering stores News dealers and newsstands 1
Drapery, curtain, and upholstery stores Pet shops
Miscellaneous home furnishing stores 2 Photocopy stores
Household appliance stores Photo developing
Audio and video electronics (beepers, cell phones) 3 3.1 Other miscellaneous convenience goods
Records and musical instruments 1 EATING AND DRINKING PLACES 14 14.6
Computer Restaurants/Luncheonettes 1
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods Stores Refreshments/"Fast-food” places 12
Sporting goods and bicycle Other eating places—caterers, catering halls
Books Drinking places (alcohol) 1
Stationary/Office Supply NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 32 33.3
Jeweiry Video rentals
Hobby, toy, and games Banks 3
Camera and photographic supplies Cleaners and tailors 1
Gifts, novelties, and souvenirs Hair and nail care 14
Luggage and leather goods Laundry 2
Sewing, needlework, and piece goods Travel agencies
Religious articles TV/Audio/Appliance repair
Optical goods Shoe repair
Used merchandise Medical offices 3
Other misc. shopping goods 2 Other professional offices 3
BLDING MTR’LS, HARDWARE, & GARDEN SUPPLY 2 2.1 Home improvement services
Paint, glass, and wallpaper 1 Funeral services
Hardware 1 Health/Fitness club 1
Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores Car service
Lumber and other building materiais Phamacy 3
AUTO-RELATED TRADE 1 1.0 |Pawn shop 1
Motor vehicle dealers Paid parking
Auto supplies 1 Other neighborhood services 1
Gasoline and service stations
Car rental
ISTOREFRONT SUMMARY

96 100

[Total Storefronts Convenience Goods 12 12.5
Shopping Goods 22 229 |Eating and Drinking Places 14 14.6
Building Mtr'ls, Hardware, & Garden Supply 2 2.1 Neighborhood Services 32 33.3
Auto-Related Trade 1 1.0 {Vacant Storefronts 13 13.5

Source:

AKREF, Inc. field surveys conducted in July 2004.
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Table B-8

Development Under Construction or Proposed in the Project and Study Areas Expected To
Be Completed in the Future Without the Proposed Actions by 2015

Build Estimated
Project Name/Address Development Proposal/Program Year | Employment

Science, math, and engineering 90,000 sf: approximately 650 students and 35 2015 429’
secondary school (grades 6-12) and | faculty/administrators
Columbia University office space: 127,296 sf administrative space for Columbia
east side of Broadway and West University
132nd Street
Columbia University Studebaker Conversion to 220,500 sf of administration uses. 2008 882’
Building/615 West 131st Street
Columbia University, former Warren | Conversion to 207,710 sf office space for Columbia 2015 644’
Nash Service Station building (3280 | University
Broadway)
West Harlem Waterfront park Creation of waterfront destination with new piers, open | 2008 22?
Hudson River between St. Clair space, gateway plaza, multi-purpose building (40,000
Place and West 133rd Street sf), landscaped areas (approx. 2.26 acres), and new

pedestrian/bicycle way (9,995 sf); relocation of Fairway

Market parking lot to upland location.
655 West 125th Street rezoning from | Reasonable worst-case development scenarios for 2008 34 t0 212°
M1-2 to C6-2 (Block 1996, Lot 56) existing building retained and enlarged by three stories:

(1) Commercial: existing mini-storage retained and

additional 52,952 sf office or (2) Residential:

conversion for 54 units, 13,500 sf ground-floor retail,

and 12 parking spaces.
614 West 131st Street rezoning from | Reasonable worst-case development scenarios for 2008 31to 38
M1-2 to C6-2 (Block 1997, Lot 44) existing building retained and enlarged by one story:

(1) Commercial: existing mini-storage retained and

additional 9,369 sf office or (2) Residential: conversion

for 25 units, 7,794 sf ground-floor community facility

(medical office)
3261 Broadway rezoning from M1-2 | Reasonable worst-case development scenarios for 2008 50to 1617
to C6-2 existing building retained and enlarged by two stories:
(Block 1998, Lot 29) (1) Commercial: existing mini-storage retained and

additional 40,190 sf office or (2) Residential:

conversion for 66 units, 20,100 sf ground-floor retail,

and 15 parking spaces.
3300 Broadway rezoning from M1-2 | Reasonable worst-case development scenarios: (1) 2008 45 to 220°
to C6-2 (Block 1987, Lot 1) Commercial: existing uses remain and enlarged by

54,903 sf office or (2) Residential; existing building

demolished and new development for 58 units, 17,993

sf ground-floor retail, and 46 parking spaces.
Hudson River Café/2346 Twelfth New 2,787-sf restaurant and outdoor seating area 2007 19
Avenue
Columbia University, 560 Riverside | Building a new entrance along West 125th Street 2010 0’
Drive
Columbia University, new academic | 250,840-sf academic building 2010 401’

building at southwest comer of
Broadway and West 125th Street
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Table B-8 (cont’d)
Development Under Construction or Proposed in the Project and Study Areas Expected To
Be Completed in the Future Without the Proposed Actions by 2015

Build | Estimated
Project Name/Address Development Proposal/Program Year | Employment

Mink Building Conversion of approximately 120,000 sf to office space | 2007 4808

Amsterdarn Avenue between West
126th and West 128th Streets

Citarella (former Taystee Factory) 80,000 sf renovation, to include comporate offices, 2007 320
West 126th Street between warehouse/storage area, food

Morningside and Amsterdarm preparation/packaging/shipping, and some retail

Avenues

West 127th Street HPD Cornerstone | 200 residential units, 40,000 sf commercial 2010 169°
Development

Columbia University, 170,000-sf academic/research building 2010 187

academic/research building at
southeast corner of Broadway and
West 120th Street

City College, new dormitory 180,000-sf (600-bed) student residence with housing 2006 312

St. Nicholas Terrace and West 130th | for up to five faculty members

Street

City College, School of Architecture Conversion of 65,550 sf of space into a new School of 2008 105°
Architecture, Urban Design and Landscape
Architecture

City College, new instructional New 55,000-sf building for the Science Division 2009 61¢

research building on south campus

City College, new research building 190,000-sf new CUNY science facility 2010 209°

on south campus

701 West 135th Street Renovation of 2,386 sf of commercial space (currently 2007 9
vacant)

125th Street Corridor and Related 420 residential units (85 affordable), 71,562 sf retail, 2017° 203

Actions/West 125th Street, between | 11,890 sf community facility within ¥ mile of Project
Momingside Avenue and Frederick Area (west of Frederick Douglass Boulevard)
Douglass Boulevard ;

Note: Projects listed in italics are within the primary study area. All projects are within the secondary study area (which includes
the primary study area).

Sources: New York City Economic Development Corporation, New York City Department of City Planning,
Manhattan CB9, New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development, New York Construction, March
2004; Columbia University; City College; West Harlem Waterfront EAS, August 2005; Zoning Map Amendment 3261
Broadway EAS, December 2005; Zoning Map Amendment 3300-3320 Broadway EAS, December 2005; Zoning Map
Amendment 655 West 125th Street EAS, December 2005; Zoning Map Amendment 614 West 131st Street EAS,
December 2005.

1Employment figures estimated by Columbia University.

“Employment figures estimated using standard employment ratios (employees per square foot).

3Development will be assumed for the 2015 analysis year for this EIS.
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Table B-9
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory
SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey
Identified by Non-Institutional Institutional
Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms SRO Rooms
45 Hamilton Terrace 4 0 0
420 West 116th Street 122 0 122
411 West 116th Street 325 0 325
70-76 Morningside Drive 19 0 19
1116 Amsterdam Avenue 254 0 254
1124 Amsterdam Avenue 256 0 256
2940 Broadway 258 0 258
501-509 West 114th Street 482 0 482
545-599 West 114th Street 308 0 308
12201238 Amsterdam Avenue 114 0 114
537 West 121st Street 1 0 11
517 West 121st Street 252 0 252
503 West 121st Street 114 0 114
633 West 115th Street 7 0 7
605-615 West 115th Street 330 0 330
608-610 West 116th Street 24 0 0
614-618 West 116th Street 156 0 156
434 Riverside Drive 22 0 22
2961 Broadway 76 0 76
3005 Broadway 232 0 232
3007 Broadway 492 0 492
605-607 West 116th Street 105 0 105
49 Claremont Avenue 111 0 111
97-101 Claremont Avenue 46 0 46
600 West 122nd Street 277 0 277
401 West 118th Street 18 0 0
411-415 West 120th Street 52 0 52
1241-1243 Amsterdam Avenue 64 0 0
425 West 121st Street 213 0 213
347 West 122nd Street 12 0 0
345 West 122nd Street 10 0 0
341 West 122nd Street 10 0 0
531 Manhattan Avenue 11 0 0
533 Manhattan Avenue 10 0 0
537 Manhattan Avenue 4 0 0
539 Manhattan Avenue 13 0 0
541 Manhattan Avenue 1 0 0
543 Manhattan Avenue 8 0 0
547 Manhattan Avenue 7 0 0
549 Manhattan Avenue 12 0 0
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Table B-9 (cont’d)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory
SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey
Identified by Non-Institutional | Institutional SRO

Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms Rooms

344 West 123rd Street 11
348 West 123rd Street
350 West 123rd Street
356 West 123rd Street
358 West 123rd Street
353 West 122nd Street
343 West 122nd Street
346 West 123rd Street
354 West 123rd Street
360 West 123rd Street

Olo|o|o|N|m|io|o|o

—_
—_

mmwmoammwwaojamj;wmmm

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

351 West 122nd Street 0

355 West 122nd Street 0

357 West 122nd Street 0

371 West 123rd Street 0

357 West 123rd Street 0

351 West 123rd Street 0

373 West 123rd Street 0

396 West 123rd Street 0

359 West 123rd Street 0

355 West 123rd Street 0

349 West 123rd Street 0

345 West 123rd Street 0

307 West 125th Street 19 0

528 West 123rd Street 48 48

524-527 Riverside Drive 104 0 104
520-523 Riverside Drive 492 0 492
530 Riverside Drive 3,333 0 3,333
311 West 126th Street 15 15 0
306 West 127th Street 18 0 0
308 West 127th Street 23 0 0
312 West 127th Street 13 0 0
314 West 127th Street 17 0 0
401 West 127th Street 8 0 0
6 Convent Avenue 7 0 0
12 Convent Avenue 7 0 0
14 Convent Avenue 10 0 0
4 Convent Avenue 11 0 0
8 Convent Avenue 7 0 0
17-19 Old Broadway 23 0 0
536 West 126th Street 16 0 0
538 West 126th Street 16 0 0
540 West 126th Street 16 0 0
551 West 125th Street 40 0 0
473 West 140th Street 8 0 0
469 West 140th Street 8 0 0
465 West 140th Street 11 0 0
454 West 141st Street 5 5 0
458 West 141st Street 4 0 0
462 West 141st Street 2 2 0
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Table B-9 (cont’d)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory

SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey
Identified by Non-Institutional | Institutional SRO
Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms Rooms
464 West 141st Street 6 0 0
474 West 141st Street 8 0 0
467 West 140th Street 7 0 0
452 West 141st Street 4 0 0
460 West 141st Street 7 0 0
468 West 141st Street 6 0 0
616 West 138th Street 8 0 0
618 West 138th Street 10 0 0
614 West 138th Street 10 10 0
30 Hamilton Place 155 0 155
48 Hamilton Place 9 9 0
52 Hamilton Place 10 10 0
540 West 140th Street 12 0 0
546 West 140th Street 9 0 0
550 West 140th Street 10 0 0
50 Hamilton Place 10 10 0
544 West 140th Street 7 0 0
548 West 140th Street 8 0 0
551 West 141st Street 12 0 0
537 West 141st Street 4 4 0
533 West 141st Street 5 0 0
519 West 141st Street 7 7 0
105 Hamilton Place 6 0 0
512 West 142nd Street 12 0 0
514 West 142nd Street 12 0 0
518 West 142nd Street 12 0 0
530 West 142nd Street 11 11 0
536 West 142nd Street 11 0 0
538 West 142nd Street 8 8 0
548 West 142nd Street 10 0 0
554 West 142nd Street 14 14 0
510 West 142nd Street 8 0 0
516 West 142nd Street 12 0 0
522 West 142nd Street 6 6 0
552 West 142nd Street 14 0 0
607 West 138th Street 7 0 0
315 Convent Avenue 4 0 0
323 Convent Avenue 10 0 0
327 Convent Avenue 1 0 0
329 Convent Avenue 12 0 0
333 Convent Avenue 12 0 0
339 Convent Avenue 6 0 0
47 Hamilton Terrace 3 0 0
414 West 145th Street 18 0 0
51 Hamilton Terrace 9 0 0
413 West 144th Street 12 12 0
52 Hamilton Terrace 7 7 0
48 Hamilton Terrace 7 0 0
46 Hamilton Terrace 9 0 0
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Table B-9 (cont’d)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory

SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey
Identified by Non-institutional | Institutional SRO
Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms Rooms
44 Hamilton Terrace 7 7 0
40 Hamilton Terrace 8 0 0
34 Hamilton Terrace 8 0 0
18 Hamilton Terrace 8 0 0
3 Hamilton Terrace 7 0 0
416 West 14th Street 9 0 0
406 West 145th Street 7 0 0
402 West 145th Street 7 7 0
400 West 145th Street 8 8 0
416 West 144th Street 6 0 0
42 Hamilton Terrace 5 5 0
36 Hamilton Terrace 8 0 0
419 West 141st Street 8 0 0
421 West 141st Street 1 1 0
37 Hamilton Terrace 12 0 0
43 Hamilton Terrace 8 0 0
133 Edgecombe Avenue 90 90 0
342 West 145th Street 10 10 0
225 Edgecombe Avenue 12 0 0
207 Edgecombe Avenue 10 10 0
205 Edgecombe Avenue 7 0 0
203 Edgecombe Avenue 10 10 0
201 Edgecombe Avenue 8 0 0
197 Edgecombe Avenue 12 12 0
191 Edgecombe Avenue 1" 0 0
187 Edgecombe Avenue 8 0 0
188 Edgecombe Avenue 10 10 0
192 Edgecombe Avenue 10 10 0
194 Edgecombe Avenue 10 10 0
196 Edgecombe Avenue 10 _10 0
206 Edgecombe Avenue 11 0 0
208 Edgecombe Avenue 9 0 0
210 Edgecombe Avenue 9 0 0
214 Edgecombe Avenue 8 0 0
216 Edgecombe Avenue 9 0 0
218 Edgecombe Avenue 7 0 0
220 Edgecombe Avenue 9 0 0
224 Edgecombe Avenue 10 0 0
2226 Edgecombe Avenue 12 0 0
228 Edgecombe Avenue 65 0 0
336 West 145th Street 10 10 0
324 West 145th Street 21 0 0
322 West 145th Street 21 0 0
320 West 145th Street 22 0 0
51 Bradhurst Avenue 11 0 0
49 Bradhurst Avenue 9 0 0
47 Bradhurst Avenue 12 0 0
45 Bradhurst Avenue 11 0 0
43 Bradhurst Avenue 10 0 0
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Table B-9 (cont’d)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory
SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey

ldentified by Non-Institutional | Institutional SRO
Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms Rooms
41 Bradhurst Avenue 14 0 0
39 Bradhurst Avenue 12 0 0
37 Bradhurst Avenue 14 0 0
35 Bradhurst Avenue 14 0 0
33 Bradhurst Avenue 11 0 0
31 Bradhurst Avenue 11 0 0
29 Bradhurst Avenue 9 0 0
27 Bradhurst Avenue 7 0 0
1641-1659 Amsterdam Avenue 138 0 138
475 West 141st Street 6 0 0
465 West 141st Street 3 0 0
463 West 141st Street 12 12 0
453 West 141st Street 3 3 0
282 Convent Avenue 10 0 0
456 West 142nd Street 9 0 0
458 West 142nd Street 8 8 0
462 West 142nd Street 9 9 0
464 West 142nd Street 5 5 0
475 West 142nd Street 5 5 0
471 West 142nd Street 7 7 0
469 West 141st Street 9 0 0
296 Convent Avenue 7 0 0
460 West 142nd Street 10 10 0
473 West 142nd Street 9 0 0
473 West 143rd Street 11 0 0
471 West 143rd Street 5 0 0
461 West 143rd Street 12 0 0
324 Convent Avenue 13 0 0
326 Convent Avenue 14 0 0
328 Convent Avenue 8 0 0
334 Convent Avenue 17 0 0
336 Convent Avenue 12 0 0
454 West 144th Street 7 0 0
468 West 144th Street 4 4 0
470 West 144th Street 6 0 0
474 West 144th Street 8 0 0
473 West 144th Street 7 0 0
471 West 144th Street 8 0 0
465 West 144th Street 8 0 0
463 West 144th Street 9 0 0
461 West 144th Street 12 0 0
453 West 144th Street 6 6 0
348 Convent Avenue 6 6 0
356 Convent Avenue 19 0 0
456 West 145th Street 7 7 0
462 West 145th Street 9 0 0
468 West 145th Street 12 12 0
476 West 145th Street 5 0 0
463 West 143rd Street 9 0 0
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Table B-9 (cont’d)
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Unit Inventory
SRO Rooms SRO Rooms Confirmed by Field Survey
ldentified by Non-Institutional | Institutional SRO
Building address MISLAND Data SRO Rooms Rooms
469 West 144th Street
354 Convent Avenue
466 West 145th Street
539 West 142nd Street
537 West 142nd Street
529 West 142nd Street
517 West 142nd Street
515 West 142nd Street
511 West 142nd Street
507 West 142nd Street
512 West 143rd Street
520 West 143 Street
524 West 143rd Street
528 West 143rd Street
531 West 143rd Street
513 West 142nd Street
522 West 143rd Street
515 West 144th Street
520-522 West 145th Street
529 West 144th Street
513 West 144th Street
507 West 144th Street
503 West 144th Street
515 West 145th Street
511 West 145th Street
639 West 142nd Street
623 West 142nd Street
601 West 142nd Street
637 West 142nd Street
631 West 142nd Street
621 West 142nd Street
617 West 142nd Street
611 West 142nd Street
612 West 146th Street
607 West 145th Street
Total SRO Rooms: 11,718 843 8,856
Sources: New York City Department of City Planning’s 2005 MISLAND Multiple Dwellings database,
and verified through AKRF, Inc. field surveys conducted September 2006.
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B. ANALYTICAL ASSUMPTIONS FOR SOCIOECONOMIC WORST-
CASE DEVELOMENT SCENARIO

For purposes of providing a conservative analysis of the Proposed Actions, a reasonable worst-
case development scenario for the Academic Mixed-Use Area (Subdistrict A) was developed
specifically for the socioeconomic conditions assessments. The “socioeconomic reasonable
worst-case development scenario” maximizes the amount of potential University general
academic and academic research space, and minimizes on-site housing for graduate students,
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faculty, and other employees, and private commercial ground-floor space. Table B-10 compares
the programming assumptions of the socioeconomic reasonable worst-case development
scenario with those of the Illustrative Plan.

Table B-10
Comparison Between Illustrative Plan and Socioeconomic Worst-Case Scenario
llustrative Plan Reasonable Worst-Case
2015 | 2030 2015 | 2030
Above Grade
Community Facilities
Academic 532,840 1,266,928 705,000 2,000,000
Community use — — — —
University housing 158,840 509,200 — 350,000
Academic research 351,310 2,596,957 361,939 2,295,016
Recreation — 239,313 — —
Total Community Facilities 1,042,990 4,612,698 1,066,939 4,645,016
Commercial
Office 60,449 162,618 — —
Retail — — 18,250 65,000
Restaurant — — 18,250 65,000
Total Commercial 60,449 162,618 36,500 130,000
Total Above Grade 1,103,439 4,775,016 1,103,439 4,775,016
Below Grade
Research support 59,563 296,201 58,563 296,201
Below-grade program 69,830 69,830 69,830 69,830
Recreation (swim/dive center) — 145,431 — 145,431
Parking (Including ramp) — 848,605 — 848,605
Central energy plant 50,870 70,199 50,870 70,199
Mechanical/circulation/loading 94,638 366,166 94,638 366,166
Storage 31,294 189,225 31,294 189,225
Total Below Grade 305,195 1,985,657 305,195 1,985,657
Grand Total 1,408,634 6,760,673 1,408,634 6,760,673

Even though it may never occur, the socioeconomic reasonable worst-case development scenario
would generate the greatest potential off-site demand for housing and commercial space, which
in turn would maximize potential indirect residential and business displacement pressures.
Direct displacement is unaffected by variations in the types of uses considered for a worst-case
scenario.

C. UNIVERSITY-GENERATED HOUSING DEMAND ANALYSIS

The detailed analysis of indirect residential displacement in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic
Conditions,” included estimates of the propensity for University employees and students
working and studying in the Academic Mixed-Use Area to seek housing in the primary and
secondary study areas. To estimate this demand, Columbia prepared a comprehensive housing
demand model based on an analysis of employees and students at the University’s existing
campuses. The housing demand model and underlying data analysis are described in detail
below.
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EXISTING EMPLOYEE AND STUDENT INVENTORY

As a first step in its analysis, Columbia prepared a comprehensive inventory of all employees
and students active at the University as of October 2005. This point in the year—the mid-point
of the fall academic term—represents the period of maximum employment and enrollment in the
annual academic cycle of the institution. Drawing on a variety of data sources, including the
University’s Human Resources, Student Information, and University Housing databases, a new
database was prepared containing the following data elements for each employee or student:

e University affiliation by campus, school and department;
¢ Basic demographic information, including age, ethnicity, and family size;

* Job information, including employment category, rank, and related attributes (for employees
only);

¢ Expected annual Columbia-paid employment compensation, including any compensation
paid to students working part-time for the University;

e Home address (including an indicator of whether the person was living in University
housing); and

e Office address.

CATEGORIZATION OF THE EXISTING EMPLOYEE AND STUDENT POPULATION

A statistical analysis of key population attributes was conducted to determine the most
appropriate categorization of the employee and student population for modeling purposes. Based
on meaningful differences in compensation, housing preferences, and demographics, the below
population categories were chosen. Each of these was, a result of the analysis, subdivided into
persons with either a (1) full-time or (2) part-time University affiliation based on employment or
enrollment. All modeling was conducted at the level of these population categories and was then
aggregated for analysis of cumulative demand.

1. Employees

Faculty (divided into science, non-science, and clinical)

a
b. Researchers (divided into science, non-science, and clinical)

¢. Post-doctoral student researchers (divided into science, non-science, and clinical)
d

Administrators (including officers and support staff)
2. Students

a. Graduate (divided into science and non-science)
b. Undergraduate
c. Special

EXISTING SPACE INVENTORY

To calculate current employment densities, a full inventory was conducted of Columbia
buildings on all of its campuses and at off-site locations. Total gross square footage was
recorded for each building (or portion of a building, where Columbia did not own or lease the
entire building). Each property was then assigned either to one of the space categories utilized in
the General Project Plan (GPP) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)—academic,
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academic research, administrative, recreation, University housing, or support-—or to other uses
not relevant to the Proposed Actions (notably, clinical facilities).

EXISTING EMPLOYMENT DENSITIES AND FORECAST EMPLOYMENT

Each existing employee was assigned to an existing University property based on the
employee’s Office Address (or departmental affiliation when Office Address was not available).
Using these assignments, Columbia calculated the employment densities (i.e., number of
employees per 1,000 gross square feet [gsf]) for all of its existing properties. Within each space
category, a smaller set of buildings was identified that most closely resembled the function and
layout of the planned buildings to be constructed with the Proposed Actions. Based on the
employment densities identified for all buildings and for the smaller set of representative
buildings within each category, final employment densities were derived to model the number of
employees expected as a result of the Proposed Actions.

Utilizing these employment densities—along with additional industry-standard employment
densities for non-University uses, such as retail and restaurant—total employment was
calculated for the Proposed Actions based on the number of gsf assigned to each space category
under the socioeconomic reasonable worst-case development scenario. Within each space
category, the number of persons employed in each of the population categories listed above was
calculated by examining the mix of employees belonging to those segments in all existing
properties within the space category. Thus, from the total gross square footage assumed for
development under the socioeconomic reasonable worst-case development scenario, total
employment and the number of employees was forecast for each population category.

FORECAST STUDENT ENROLLMENT

To forecast the number of students expected to study at the proposed Columbia academic and
academic research facilities, a detailed enrollment forecast model was constructed. The model
examined historical enrollment trends for full- and part-time students within each school of the
University by campus and by the student population categories identified above. The model
established the base population for each school in the fall term of the 2004-2005 academic year.
For each combination of school, campus, and population category, an annual forecast growth
rate was established, along with a determination of what portion of existing and future student
enrollment would be located at the proposed facilities. From these forecast projections, the total
number of students expected to study at the proposed university area was determined. Also
determined was the number of students expected to relocate from existing campuses, along with
the number of students expected to fill (over time) the academic space vacated by the students
relocated to the proposed university area.

FORECAST HOUSING DEMAND

Utilizing the employment and enrollment forecasts described above, potential University-
generated demand for housing in the primary and secondary study areas was calculated as
follows. First, the home address of each existing employee or student was analyzed using a
geographic information system (GIS) application to determine whether the address was located
within either Y or % mile of the employee or student’s home campus. Second, from the analysis
of these approximately 39,000 individual addresses, the overall propensity of persons in each
population segment to live within % or 2 mile of the current home campus was established.
Third, these current housing propensities were used as the basis for establishing potential
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University-generated housing demand in the primary and secondary study areas. At current
University campuses, a much larger proportion of total building square footage is allocated to
University housing compared with the proposed university area. Since the availability of this
housing greatly influences the propensity of employees and students to live nearby their home
campuses, using the current housing propensities would exaggerate potential housing demand in
the study areas. As a highly conservative assumption, forecast potential housing demand in the
primary and secondary study areas was established for each population segment by summing the
total percentage of persons who live within % mile (for the primary study area) or ¥ mile (for
the secondary study area) of the home campus in properties that are not University housing, plus
one-half the percentage of persons living in University housing within the same Y4- and Y-mile
boundaries.

Having calculated a highly conservative propensity for potential housing demand within the
primary and secondary study areas, total potential demand for housing was projected by
multiplying the forecast housing propensity for each population segment by the forecast number
of employees and students in that segment. The student forecasts account for the fact that a
portion of students relocating from the Morningside Heights campus already live within the
study areas and therefore would not generate new housing demand. Total forecast potential
housing demand was then reduced by the number of units (if any) of University housing to be
constructed in the Project Area under the assumptions of the socioeconomic reasonable worst-
case development scenario. The remaining unmet potential housing demand was used as the
basis for the analysis conducted in Chapter 4.

D. NEW UNIVERSITY POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

To analyze the potential demographic characteristics of the projected University-generated
populations in the Project Area and in the primary and secondary study areas, Columbia
assumed that demographic characteristics for future employees and students working and
studying at the proposed university area would be similar to those for existing employees and
students. As described above in section C, the University prepared a detailed analysis of its
employee and student population, and segmented that population for modeling purposes based
on meaningful differences in demographic characteristics, compensation, and housing
propensities. Employment and enrollment was forecast for each of the population segments
listed above, and potential housing demand was calculated for each. Using best available
information on the family size for each population segment, the total potential University-
generated population within the project areas was determined. For the purposes of the population
demographic analysis, family members were assumed to have the same demographic
characteristics as the employee or student with whom they were associated. *
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BASELINE REAL ESTATE CONDITIONS

City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) recommends that the analysis year for existing
conditions be within one year of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) publication.
Accordingly, the DEIS existing conditions analysis year is 2006. However, during scoping,
Manhattan Community Board 9 and others requested that the EIS select an earlier year, before
Columbia announced its plans and began acquiring properties, to determine whether impacts of
the Proposed Actions would have already occurred. In response to that request, this section
analyzes land use and socioeconomic trends before 2006, focusing on the years 2000 to the
present. The analysis considers whether public awareness of Columbia’s proposed plans for the
Manhattanville university area significantly changed real estate conditions in the Project Area
and surrounding neighborhoods. Specifically, three issues of concern are analyzed: 1) whether
Columbia’s announcement has already resulted in increases in residential sales and median rents
in the surrounding neighborhoods, leading to indirect residential displacement; 2) whether the
former affordable housing development at 3333 Broadway “opted out” of the Mitchell-Lama
program due to added real estate pressure generated by Columbia’s announcement; and 3)
whether Columbia’s acquisition of properties has interrupted a commercial real estate trend
and/or caused a climate of disinvestment within the project area itself.

METHODOLOGY

The analysis examines local real estate conditions before and after public awareness of the
Proposed Actions to establish whether there 1s an identifiable correlation between real estate
trends and Columbia’s announcement. There are two primary indicators of real estate growth or
decline in an area: 1) the number of real estate sales transactions that have occurred, indicating
overall activity and interest in an area; and 2) an increase or decrease in the value of property, as
typically reflected by its sales price or rental rate. Analyses of both sales transaction volumes
and property values were completed, as described below.

The analysis is based on the comparison of two areas: 1) a study area comprising the
neighborhoods most likely to be impacted by Columbia’s real estate activity, identical to the
socioeconomic secondary study area (generally bounded by West 146th Street to the north, West
114th Street to the south, Manhattan Avenue to the east, and Riverside Drive to the west); and
(2) a “control area” comprising all of Northern Manhattan north of 91st Street on the West Side
and 96th Street on the East Side. The control area includes all zip code areas (the geographic
entity for which sales data is most efficiently obtained) in Northern Manhattan, generally
considered to be all of Manhattan north of 96th Street. Additionally, the control area has been
delineated into neighborhoods to better understand whether control area trends were more
heavily influenced by activity in certain neighborhoods (see Figure C-1).

Northern Manhattan was selected as a control area because transaction volumes and property
values in this region are similarly influenced by a variety of economic forces unrelated to
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Columbia’s development plans. These include Harlem’s construction boom; the availability of
undervalued, high-quality housing stock in Northern Manhattan; readily available credit for
financing acquisitions of residential and commercial properties; relatively low interest rates for
home mortgages; the area’s decrease in crime rates; and, most importantly, population and
employment growth in New York City. Additionally, if public awareness of Columbia’s
proposed plans had significantly altered real estate conditions, it would be expected that activity
in areas surrounding the proposed university area (the study area) would have demonstrated a
higher rate of growth in the years after the announcement compared with the years prior to the
announcement, and could demonstrate a higher rate of growth in the years after the
announcement compared with the Northern Manhattan control area as a whole.

To sufficiently account for potential impacts before and after public awareness of the Proposed
Actions, and to understand overall real estate trends in the area, sales transaction data were
analyzed for all years from 2000 through 2005. Rental rates were analyzed for the years 2000,
2003, and 2005. Columbia’s first purchase of property within the Project Area, a parking lot at
603-611 West 129th Street, occurred in November 1967. Twenty years later, in 1987, the
University leased space and purchased an option on the Studebaker Building at 615 West 131st
Street, and on the adjacent parking lot at 635 West 131st Street. Those options were converted
into contracts in mid 2005, and the University expects to close on the property in the second half
of 2007. Columbia purchased additional property at 624-628 West 131st Street on January 13,
2000, and 3233 Broadway on December 28, 2001, followed by four properties in 2002: 3205~
3219 Broadway in February, 613-615 West 129th Street in March, 631-639 West 130th Street in
April, and 635 West 125th Street in July. By 2002, these purchases may have collectively raised
speculation that Columbia planned to purchase additional land in the Project Area to redevelop
for institutional or back-office use; however, knowledge as to the comprehensive nature and
extent of Columbia’s plans, such that they could have substantially affected real estate trends
within the broader study area, was more likely to have occurred when the University publicly
announced its plans for a Manhattanville university area in February 2003." Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that public awareness of the Proposed Actions would have the potential to
substantially affect property values beginning in 2003.

Since 2000, there have been no Columbia University property acquisitions outside of the Project
Area within the primary study area, and two purchases within the secondary study area were not
related to the Proposed Actions.”

The analysis also considers whether Columbia’s recent influence on real estate activity has led to
disinvestment in the Project Area through an examination of non-Columbia real estate sales prior
to the announcement, land use changes, property ownership histories, and current tenant leasing
arrangements for Columbia-owned properties. Land use changes were analyzed using LotInfo
data from both 2000 and 2006. Because land uses were categorized differently by Lotlnfo in

' Columbia News: The Public Affairs and Records Homepage, “University Announces Campus Plan
Study,” February 19, 2003. Available at: http://www.columbia.edu/cu/news/03/02/campus_plan html.

? Columbia University has purchased two properties from St. Luke’s-Roosevelt Hospital since 2000. A 37-
unit apartment building at 44 Morningside Drive, purchased in Fall 2001, has been renovated and is
currently occupied by graduate students and faculty. The St. Luke’s Development Site (between West
114th and West 115th Streets, cast of Amsterdam Avenue) was purchased in 2002 and will be
redeveloped in the future; however, use has not been determined.
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these two analysis years, 2006 data was adjusted to reflect the 2000 categorization style so that a
side-by-side comparison could be made.

Data Sources

Sales transactions data for this analysis were obtained through Comps, Inc., a private company
that compiles property information for the New York City metropolitan area, using information
collected from the New York City Department of Buildings and New York City Department of
Finance. For residential analysis, median price per square foot (sf) figures were calculated and
used as a basis for comparison of sales prices, from year to year and between the control and
study areas. Comparisons were made in 2005 dollars to adjust for sales price increases due to
inflation alone. Each sales record was reviewed individually and removed if common sense
would indicate there may have been an error in filing, or when the transaction appeared not to
represent the exchange of a residential unit or units. For example, properties with a price per sf
far below market rate (typically less than $10/sf) or with a total sales price below $85,000 were
removed from the data. Transactions for which square footage information was not available
were not included in the median price per sf calculations. Because the sample size of commercial
sales transactions was too small to calculate statistically accurate average median price figures,
the location and number of sales directly in and around the Project Area were analyzed in an
attempt to determine if a trend of commercial sales was disrupted or disinvestment could be
identified.

Rental rate information was gathered by Jerry Minsky, senior vice president at Corcoran Realty,
who contacted property managers, real estate brokers, and appraisers in the study and control
areas to obtain rental rates for studios, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. For each of these
unit sizes, samples of at least 10 units in the study area and 25 units in the control area were
gathered for the years 2000, 2003, and 2005. Each sample included a variety of housing types
(low-rise, high-rise, townhouse, and mixed use) and achieved consistent geographic coverage
throughout the study and control areas.

Information about tenants and former property owners of Columbia-purchased properties were
provided by Columbia University. Data for comparisons in vacancy rates were gathered during
site visits by Appleseed in April 2004 and AKRF in May 2006, and by a tenant roster provided
by Columbia University.

TRANSACTION VOLUME

The number of residential and commercial real estate sales transactions in the control area
(Northern Manhattan) stayed relatively steady from 2000 to 2003, before increasing dramatically
in 2004 and 2005. As shown in Table C-1, there were 1,250 sales transactions in 2000, compared
with 2,089 in 2005. This growth in sales volume was largely the result of a strong residential
market fueled by low interest rates; commercial sales volumes were steadier, increasing at most
by 33 percent (between 2000 and 2004), compared with a 90 percent increase in residential
market transactions (between 2000 and 2005).

As shown in Figure C-2, sales volumes in the control area were driven not by activity in the
study area, but by the growing real estate market in Central Harlem, where the number of
transactions jumped from 382 in 2000 to 885 in 2005——an increase of 132 percent. East Harlem
and the Upper West Side also contributed to growth in the control area over the last two years, as
the rate of transactions in those areas grew steadily in 2004 and 2005.
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Figure C-2

Total Transaction Volume for Control Area, Study Area, and Neighborhoods
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In contrast, the study area, roughly located within %2 mile of the Project Area, did not experience
a dramatic increase in the rate of sales transactions in 2004 and 2005, but instead remained fairly
consistent from 2000 to 2005 (see Figure C-2). Sales volumes were at their lowest in 2000 with
86 transactions and reached a high point in 2004 with 119 transactions; however, sales dropped
by 9 percent to 109 transactions in 2005, while control area sales volume increased by 23
percent (see Figure C-3). Momingside Heights was also notable for the extremely small number
of transactions that occurred over the five-year period, most likely due to the neighborhood’s
small geographic size, and the large number of properties owned by Columbia and other not-for-
profit institutions. In sum, there is little indication that public awareness of Columbia’s proposed
Manhattanville university area led to an increase in sales transactions in the study area. While
there was a slightly greater percent increase in the number of transactions in the study area
compared with the control area between 2002 and 2003, the overall trend demonstrates just the
opposite—that the number of sales transactions in the study area did not increase to the extent
that they did in the control area in the years following Columbia’s announcement.

Figure C-3
Percent Increase in Transaction Volume from Previous Year
for Control Area and Study Area
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PROPERTY VALUES

Median Residential Sales Prices

Both the control area and study area experienced an overall upward trend in median residential
price per sf between 2000 and 2005 (see Table C-2 and Figure C-4). In total, median sales price
per sf in the control area more than doubled between 2000 and 2005, from $151/sf to $330/sf—
an increase of 119 percent. In the study area the median sales price rose 82 percent, from $93/sf
to $169/sf. Both areas demonstrated a moderate increase in 2001, followed by a large increase in
2002 (62 percent in the study area, and 35 percent in the control area). In both areas, growth
tapered off in 2003, followed by another large jump in 2004. The trends diverge in 2005,
however, when the control area’s median prices increased by 9 percent, while the median sales
price in the study area dropped by 14 percent. If residential real estate values were affected due
to public awareness of Columbia’s plans, indicators would include a new trend toward
increasing value within the study area, or a greater percentage increase in value in the study area
compared with the control area. As detailed above, however, while median prices in the study
area did increase after the announcement, the growth between 2003 and 2005 was less than the
study area growth that occurred prior to the announcement. In addition, the study area’s growth
was at a lower level compared with the control area, even registering a slight decrease in 2005.

Table C-2
Median Sales Price per Square Foot in Control Group and Study Area
Year Control Area % Increase Study Area % Increase
2000 $151 n/a $93 n/a
2001 $164 8.6% $103 10.2%
2002 $222 35.4% $167 62.1%
2003 $223 0.5% $140 -16.2%
2004 $302 35.4% $196 40.0%
2005 $330 9.3% $169 -13.8%
Notes: All median price per sf figures are adjusted to 2005 dollars.
Source: Comps, Inc.

Further analysis identified that all neighborhoods within the control area showed substantial
increases in property values between 2000 and 2005 (see Table C-3 and Figure C-5), with the
exception of Momingside Heights, where the sample size is too small to measure. If the
increased property values in the study area were to have been a result of the announced Proposed
Actions, growth would be expected at greater levels compared with other neighborhoods. Again,
this is not the case. The 82 percent growth in median price per sf in the study area, though
significant, was lower than in surrounding areas, such as the Upper West Side (84 percent
increase) and all of Manhattanville (90 percent increase), and significantly lower than Central
Harlem, where median prices per sf jumped 148 percent. Given that (as shown in Figure C-4)
there was less growth in the study area after the announcement compared with the period prior to
the announcement, and that the pattern of growth in the study area mirrored the control area, it
does not appear that Columbia University activities had a marked effect on sales prices in the
study area after Columbia University’s announcement.
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Figure C-4
Median Sales Price per Square Foot in Control Group and Study Area
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Table C-3
Median Sales Price per Square Foot Comparison (2000 and 2005)
2000" 2005 % Increase

Control Group $151 $330 119%
Study Area $93 $169 82%
Central Harlem $114 $283 - 148%
East Harlem $92 $339 268%
Hamilton Heights $117 $192 65%
Inwood $70 $136 94%
Manhattanville $94 $179 90%
Morningside Heights® n/a n/a n/a
Upper West Side $467 $859 84%
Washington Heights $59 $128 115%
Notes:
' All 2000 median price per sf figures are adjusted to 2005 dollars.
2 Sample size for Momingside Heights is only 2 in 2000 and 5 in 2005.
Source: Comps, Inc.
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Figure C-5
Median Sales Price per Square Foot Comparison (2000 and 2005)
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Additionally, as shown in Figure C-4, there was no substantial positive or negative trend in the
study area or control area after the announcement. The study area’s median sales price per sf
follows a similar pattern as the control area, with the declines in 2003 and 2005 corresponding to
periods of slower growth in the control area. The growing disparity between median sf prices in
the study area and control area is largely attributable to the Upper West Side’s relatively high
median sf prices in the control area (see Figure C-5).

In sum, when comparing sales prices before public awareness of the proposed university area in
2002 with the years following (2003-2005), the study area’s growth was less than that of the
control area. Additionally, when comparing median sales prices, the immediate study area did
not experience larger increases than in surrounding neighborhoods, which would be expected if
the announcement of the Proposed Actions was acting to directly increase real estate values. The
data indicate that median residential sales prices in the study area have not been significantly
influenced by Columbia’s proposed plans.

Median Residential Rental Rates

Since the announcement of Columbia’s proposed university expansion, there have not been increases
in residential sales or rental costs in the study area that could have led to indirect displacement of area
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residents. Median rents in the study area remained relatively stagnant between 2000 and 2005 (see
Table C-4 and Figure C-6). No prevalent trends could be identified, as rates for individual apartment
types tended to both increase and decrease during the five-year period. For example, after adjusting
for inflation, a one-bedroom apartment at 611 West 138th Street rented for $1,282/month in 2000,
$1,317/month in 2003, and $1,300/month in 2005. Similarly, a three-bedroom apartment at 508 West
136th Street rented for $2,995/month in 2000, $3,071/month in 2003, and $3,000/month in 2005.
Between 2003 and 2005—the period following public awareness of Columbia’s proposed university
expansion—study area rents for studio and one-bedroom units decreased, while two- and three-
bedroom rental rates rose modestly at 3 percent and 7 percent, respectively.

Table C-4
Median Rent in Control Group and Study Area
Control Area Study Area
Percentage Percentage
Median Rent (Dollars) Change Median Rent (Dollars) Change
Apar:tment 2000- | 2003- 2000- | 2003-
Size 2000 | 2003 | 2005 | 2003 | 2005 | 2000 | 2003 | 2005 | 2003 2005
Three-
bedroom 3,292 3,226 3,400 -2% 8% 3,106 3,102 3,325 0% 7%
Two-bedroom 1,981 1,989 2,400 0% 21% 1,973 1,815 1,863 -8% 3%
One-bedroom 1,282 1,505 1,800 17% 20% 1,311 1,452 1,350 1% 7%
Studio 903 1,070 1,100 18% 3% 976 1,024 1,000 5% -2%
Notes: All rental rates are adjusted to 2005 dollars.
Source: Jerry Minsky, senior vice president, Corcoran Group Realty.
Figure C-6
Rental Rates in Control Area and Study Area: 2000, 2003, and 2005
Control Area Study Area
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In contrast, between 2000 and 2005, median monthly residential rental rates in the control area
increased across all apartment sizes, as shown in Table C-4 and Figure C-6. Between 2000 and
2003, the sample median rental rate remained relatively constant for two- and three-bedroom
units but increased for studio and one-bedroom units (18 and 17 percent, respectively). Between
2003 and 2005, the median rents increased across all unit types, with the largest growth
occurring in one-bedroom and two-bedroom units, which both increased by more than 20
percent.

RIVERSIDE PARK COMMUNITY

In 2005, Riverside Park Community, a 1,190-unit rental apartment complex at 3333 Broadway,
directly north of the Academic Mixed-Use Area between West 133rd and West 135th Streets and
Broadway and Riverside Drive, opted out of the Mitchell-Lama program, which was designed to
accommodate the housing needs of moderate-income families. It has been suggested by some in
the community that the “buyout” is largely the result of Columbia’s proposed university area,
and should therefore be considered an impact of the Proposed Actions. The following section
considers whether Columbia’s plan for the proposed university area was a likely cause of the
buyout at 3333 Broadway.

Since 1955, the Mitchell-Lama housing program has led to the development of numerous
moderate- and middle-income co-op and rental housing complexes throughout New York City.
Developers are permitted to buy out of the program after a certain amount of time, typically 20
years, if they have repaid their initial mortgage and all other debts. For complexes built after
1973, following a buyout, the developer is no longer subject to rental regulations and
profitability restrictions, allowing them to sell or rent units at market rate. New York City has
seen an increase in buyouts over the past several years, as many of these 20-year periods have
expired and the strong real estate market has provided the incentive for building owners to opt
out of the program.

A report published by the New York City Comptroller’s Office in 2004 states that a
“combination of historically low interest rates, an upward swing of real estate prices, and initial
mortgages nearing their maturation date, especially within Manhattan, has made leaving the
supervision of the Mitchell-Lama and Limited Divided programs more attractive.”’ In May
2006, the Comptroller’s office updated the original report, stating that the number of buyouts is
accelerating: “Prior to 2004, more than 24,000 units withdrew from the program. Since 2004,
more than 25,000 units have either withdrawn or filed a notice to withdraw.” Thirty-two
Mitchell-Lama developments have left the program since 2004, a majority of which are located
in Manhattan (7,860 units).” In sum, Mitchell-Lama buyouts have been a substantial trend over
the past decade, particularly since 2004.

Jerome Belson Associates, owner of 3333 Broadway, removed three other complexes in Harlem
from the Mitchell-Lama program in 2005—UPACA 1 and 2 at Lexington Avenue and 121st
Streets, Schomburg Plaza at Fifth Avenue and 110th Street, and Metro-North Riverview at First

: Thompson, William C., “Affordable No More: New York City’s Looming Crisis in Mitchell-Lama and
Limited Dividend Housing,” City of New York Office of the Comptroller, February 18, 2004.

: Thompson, William C., “Affordable No More, An Update: New York City’s Mitchell-Lama and Limited
Dividend Housing Crisis is Accelerating,” City of New York Office of the Comptroller, May 26, 2006.

> Ibid, Page 3.
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Avenue and 101st Streets—in addition to the Eastwood complex on Roosevelt Island. These
apartment complexes have existing amenities, such as relatively recent construction, modern
design, parking, views, and desirable locations, that may make them attractive as long-term
unregulated real-estate investments. For example, the 3333 Broadway complex is a relatively
new structure (built in 1976), with many units offering unobstructed views of the Hudson River.
Additionally, it is well served by mass transit, easily accessible by car, and contains on-site
parking facilities.

The substantial trend toward buying out of Mitchell-Lama programs in Manhattan, combined
with the fact that Jerome Belson and Associates took four other properties out of the program in
2005, demonstrates that there may have been a business justification to “buy out” 3333
Broadway, regardless of Columbia’s plans.

The change in the building’s Mitchell-Lama status is unlikely to have contributed to a substantial
change in the area’s rental market. The majority of the building’s units (nearly 85 percent)
continue to be occupied by long term-tenants who receive federal subsidies known as Section 8
Enhanced Vouchers. These vouchers protect recipients from unaffordable rent increases by
paying the difference between HPD-approved “market rents” and a household’s subsidized rent,
therefore alleviating indirect displacement pressures. And unlike standard Section 8 vouchers,
Section 8 Enhanced Vouchers are not subject to ceilings on rents which apply to regular Section
8 vouchers. The remaining 15 percent of the building’s 1,192 units now permitted to rent at true
market rates continue to rent at the same levels as those at HPD-approved “market rents.” This
indicates a flat rental market, consistent with the area prior to the announcement of the Proposed
Actions, not one increasing because of it.

EFFECTS ON PROJECT AREA REAL ESTATE MARKET

As mentioned above, there are concerns that Columbia’s plans for a new university area—both
public awareness of the Proposed Actions and Columbia’s purchase of commercial properties in
the Project Area—have already influenced real estate activity within the Project Area, and,
therefore, an analysis of existing conditions should be conducted for 2002 instead of 2006.
Specifically, there are concerns that Columbia’s purchase of properties in the Project Area have
led to a climate of disinvestment and stagnation of the Project Area’s commercial real estate
market.

When Columbia announced its plans for a new university area in 2003, the Project Area was not
showing substantial signs of real estate growth. Between 2000 and 2002, only six commercial
sales transactions that were not facilitated by Columbia occurred in the Project Area.
Additionally, while real estate pressure in other industrial areas of the City was leading to
widespread adaptive reuse of older industrial buildings, this was not the case in the Project Area,
where a large percentage of businesses continue to operate as manufacturing, storage and
warehousing facilities, automotive repair and service shops, and general construction
contractors. Fairway Market opened in 1995 at 2328 Twelfth Avenue; however, no other new
developments of comparable scale occurred until 2003, when a building at West 131st Street and
Twelfth Avenue was renovated by its current owner and now is occupied by the Dinosaur Bar-
B-Que restaurant, a fitness consultant, two television production firms, an architecture firm, and
a technology company. Apart from the renovation of this building, the number and type of
businesses within the Project Area have remained fairly constant following Columbia’s purchase
of various Project Area properties beginning in 2000. Additionally, these purchases did not
interrupt an existing trend toward adaptive reuse. With a large percentage of tenants in Project
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Area buildings operating as either storage and warehousing facilities, automotive repair and
service shops, or general contractors, it is apparent that few industrial buildings had been
converted prior to 2000.

Since 2000, Columbia has purchased 31 properties within the Project Area and is “in contract”
on an additional 14 properties that are expected to close within the next 29 months. All of these
properties are older, either industrial or commercial buildings, and with the exception of one
vacant property, at the time of purchase all properties were owner-occupied or had existing
tenants leasing from the previous owner. In cases where the former property owner had current
leases with commercial tenants, these leases were assigned to Columbia as landlord/owner.

Columbia currently deals with tenant negotiations on a case-by-case basis. Generally, tenants are
being offered one-year leases that would be renewed annually, until occupancy is needed for
University purposes, provided the tenant remains in good standing. (To be considered a tenant in
good standing, a tenant must secure and continue to maintain insurance coverage, all required
permits and licenses appropriate to operate its business, and remain current on all rental
payments.) A few tenants, such as Alexander Doll Company, the New York Police Department,
Department of Housing Preservation and Development, Mi Floridita Restaurant and Bakery, and
Verizon, have longer leases.

According to Columbia’s tenant roster, the occupancy levels have remained relatively steady
since its purchase of various properties. Most previous tenants continue to remain in spaces they
occupied before Columbia acquired ownership. In a few cases, tenants have vacated, and
Columbia has been able to find replacement tenants. There are currently two vacant spaces (a
garage at 613 West 129th Street and one store at 3205 Broadway) for which Columbia is
actively trying to secure new tenants. The structure at 620 West 130th Street is currently being
renovated for a tenant being relocated from the fourth floor of 3251-3253 Broadway. In four
cases where Columbia purchased property from previous owners who also operated a business
on their property, three of the properties were sold to Columbia as the proprietors had decided to
retire. These three businesses, acquired between 2003 and 2006, are Busch Boiler Repair, Lolis
West Market Diner, and Standard Aromatics. The owner of the fourth property—Emay Foods—
consolidated their operations at other sites they have in the City. With the exception of 632 West
130th Street (formerly occupied by Busch Boiler Repair and now leased to a new tenant), these
buildings are currently vacant. The building previously occupied by Emay Foods is currently
being renovated for a tenant (an auto repair shop) being relocated from 3251-3253 Broadway
(currently the second- and third-floor occupants). Columbia has stated that due to deteriorated
building conditions in the building previously occupied by Standard Aromatics, the building will
be decommissioned. Therefore, Columbia currently has no plans for an interim use in this
building.

According to Columbia, many of the properties acquired since 2000 also have many deferred
maintenance needs. According to Columbia, the poor physical condition of most buildings they
purchased suggests that substantial investments were not being made by existing businesses to
maintain their buildings or the premises they occupied. As of April 30, 2007, Columbia has
invested approximately $3.0 million in 31 properties to address life safety issues, cure
preexisting code violations, and make urgent repairs to major building systems, along with other
capital repairs. Major components of this investment include $900,000 in exterior repairs and
Local Law 11 work in order to maintain exterior walls and appurtenances in a safe condition,
approximately $500,000 in repairs to heating systems, approximately $500,000 in roofing
repairs, and over $100,000 in sidewalk repairs. In addition, through May 11, 2007, Columbia has
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identified similar repairs that are scheduled for completion within the next 18 to 24 months.
These additional repairs, many of which have commenced, will bring Columbia’s total
investment to in excess of $10 million. Repairs to address life safety issues, code violations, and
urgent repairs to building systems do not cover all “State of Good Repair” issues that have been
created by past disinvestment. Major capital upgrades are also being made to the Studebaker
Building, located at 615 West 131st Street, to prepare it for occupancy by Columbia University
administrative offices beginning in summer 2007; and interior improvements are being made to
the former Warren Nash Service Station building, located at 3280 Broadway.

As shown in Figures C-7 and C-8, land use changes in the Project Area between 2000 and 2006
have been minimal.! In both years, industrial land uses, which include auto-related uses,
warehouses, and storage facilities, were the most common, occupying 75 percent of lot area in
2000 and 70 percent in 2006. Commercial and office uses have decreased from 16 to 14 percent
between 2000 and 2006, while residential land uses have remained at 2 percent of the total lot
area. The amount of vacant lot area occupied by a vacant building has increased by 2.5 percent;
these include formerly owner-occupied properties that were sold to Columbia and vacated, but
have not been leased due to their poor physical condition.

The analysis above indicates that differences in land use, tenancy, and overall real estate
conditions have not changed such that they would justify an adjustment of the baseline analysis
of existing conditions to 2002, or some other year before public awareness of Columbia’s
university area plans. Columbia’s announced plans did not disrupt or curtail economic
investment in the area, with the area continuing to perform as it had, and likely would have
performed, with or without the announcement. Before 2003, the Project Area was showing little
sign of commercial real estate growth as evidenced by only six non-Columbia commercial sales
transactions between 2000 and 2002. Pressure for adaptive reuse or conversions of industrial
properties was not substantial, unlike in other industrial areas. The number and type of
businesses within the Project Area has remained almost entirely the same following Columbia’s
purchase of various Project Aréa properties. Auto repair businesses that have left the area have
been replaced by other auto repair businesses, and office tenants have been replaced by other
businesses in need of commercial office space. Additionally, a comparison of land uses reflects
only a 2 percent increase in amount of vacant square footage within the Project Area, a
difference not substantial enough to change the area’s overall economic conditions.

CONCLUSION

This analysis concludes that the public announcement of Columbia’s proposed university area
has not had a sizable influence on either the local residential or Project Area commercial real
estate market. Real estate growth in the control area surpassed growth in the study area
according to two primary indicators: transaction volume and property value. Transaction volume
gained momentum in the control area in the years following the announcement, with the number
of transactions increasing by 7 percent in 2003, 20 percent in 2004, and 23 percent in 2005.
During the same period, the transaction volume in the study area rose slightly but then dropped,
increasing 12 percent in 2003, 7 percent in 2004, and decreasing by 8 percent in 2005.

! As mentioned above in “Methodology,” the land use map for 2006 has been adjusted to reflect the
categorization style of that in 2000 as used by LotInfo.
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Recent Trends Analysis

Similarly, while the control area’s median residential sales prices and rental rates have shown
substantial growth, the study area’s market has been relatively stagnant. In 2003, the study area’s
median residential sales price per sf fell by 16 percent while it remained steady in the control
area, increasing approximately 1 percent. And while the study area’s median sales price per sf
rose by 1 percent between 2002 and 2005, the control area’s prices jumped by 49 percent.
Between 2000 and 2005, rental rates in the control area increased for all unit sizes, but over the
same period in the study area there was only growth in the rental rate for three-bedroom units.

Fmally, an analysis of the Project Area commercial real estate conditions indicates that the area
did not demonstrate substantial real estate growth before public awareness of the proposed
university area, nor did Columbia’s purchase of numerous properties in the Project Area lead to
substantial differences in use, tenancy, or overall economic conditions that would warrant an
adjustment of the baseline analysis of existing conditions to 2002, or some other year before
public awareness of Columbia’s university area plans. *
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Columbia University is the applicant for the rezoning of an approximately 35-acre area of
Manhattanville (the “Project Area”) in West Harlem in Manhattan. The rezoning would also
allow Columbia to realize and Academic Mixed-Use plan (the “Academic Mixed-Use
Development) on approximately 17 acres within the 35-acre rezoning area. Development within
the Academic Mixed-Use Area would include academic buildings, laboratory/research facilities,
student and faculty housing, administrative offices, recreational facilities, and an open space.
The Academic-Mixed Use Development would also include an extensive below-grade
component of several basement levels to house support facilities and an energy center.

The approximate boundaries of the Project Area are West 133™ and 135" Streets to the north,
Broadway and Old Broadway to the east, West 125" Street and St. Clair Place to the south, and
the Hudson River to the west.

The proposed project requires review under City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR), the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and the New York State
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (SHPA), which require the analysis of archaeological
resources. Under CEQR, the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC)
Guidelines for Archaeological Work in New York City outlines specific steps to determine
whether the Proposed Actions could affect areas of potential archaeological sensitivity. The first
step in this process is an initial review conducted by LPC of the affected area, in this case the
Project Area. In reviewing the Project Area, the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC) determined on June 16, 2004 that two lots within the Project Area—Block
1986, Lot 30 and Block 1997, Lot 17—may be sensitive for archacological resources dating to
the nineteenth century and recommended that a Phase 1A Documentary Study be prepared to
determine the archaeological sensitivity of these sites.

Blocks 1986 and 1997 are located within the Academic Mixed-Use Area. Block 1986 is located
north of West 131% Street, east of Broadway. For Block 1986, Lot 30, LPC noted a nineteenth
century estate complex, and subsequent church on an 1852 map, and inquired about the
potential for archaeological resources associated with the residential complex and an adjoining
cemetery.

Block 1997 is located on the north side of West 130" Street, between Broadway and Twelfth
Avenue. On Block 1997, Lot 17, LPC noted a nineteenth-century possible dwelling with an
alley-way to an open space in the rear yard to the north and requested that additional
documentary research be performed to evaluate the potential for a domestic site with the
concomitant shaft features such as privies, cisterns, and wells.

Following LPC’s request for research into the potential for a nineteenth-century cemetery and
domestic site archaeological resources, HPI undertook background research for these two lots.
A search through a combination of conveyance, tax assessment, city directory, atlas, and
insurance map records, as well as a centennial history of Manhattan College, indicates that the
church on Block 1986, Lot 30, was constructed in 1853, two years after New York City’s
prohibition of new cemeteries in Manhattan. The Church of the Annunciation at Manhattanville
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was connected with the nascent Manhattan College, and the area to the north of the church
served as an open space. In addition to an 1877 insurance map, a period photograph indicates
that the open space to the north of the church was part of the college’s courtyard and a
manicured park area with an allee of trees that ran north and south along the east side of the
block. An estate complex stood on the site prior to Manhattan College’s purchase of the
property. The college adaptively reused two of the estate buildings, then razed them in
conjunction with the construction of the brick multi-storied academic building. Sometime after
1926, the brick building was demolished and the exposed bedrock blasted so that the area
aligned with street level.

As for the domestic site on Lot 17 of Block 1997, documentary records indicate that the lot was
originally part of an eighteenth-century farm or estate. During the first three quarters of the
nineteenth century, the lot was undeveloped and owned variously by merchants, druggists, a
medical doctor, a stationer, and a carpenter/builder who worked and lived, for the most part,
south of Washington Square. In 1878 a 20 by 30-foot brick three-story dwelling was built on
the 25 by 100-foot lot. In 1879 there were fire hydrants at the southeast and southwest corners
of the West 130 Street side of the block, indicating the provision of city water. By 1884 a fire
hydrant stood between Lots 17 and 16. Even if the residents of Lot 17 made use of privies,
cisterns, and wells in combination with city water, there would be only a six-year timeframe
between the construction of the house and the placement of a fire hydrant directly in front of the
dwelling, a very short time for the potential use of any shaft features in the nineteenth century.

Manbhattan College and its courtyard and open space on Block 1986 stood on the site until 1926,
when its buildings were demolished. The 20 by 30-foot brick dwelling stood on Lot 17 from
1878 until at least 1985. Presently both sites are used as surface parking lots (Photographs 1,
1b, and 2 ). Lot 30 on Block 1986, which had been at a high elevation (approximately 15 feet
above street level) in contrast to the land that became Broadway (Photograph 3: Washington
2002:45), is now level with Broadway for its western part, but rises sharply to the east. Lot 17
on Block 1997 is level with the West 130" Street streetbed, which slopes gently downward to
the west toward the Hudson River (Photograph 4:Gabriel 1953:14).

Therefore, there is little potential for either a nineteenth-century cemetery or domestic back yard
features on the two lots flagged by LPC. Lot 30 of Block 1986 was an open courtyard
connected with Manhattan College, not the location of a burial ground. In addition, the bedrock
outcrop was blasted to street level, climinating the potential for the recovery of any residential
resources that predated Manhattan College or human remains. In addition, As for Lot 17 on
Block 1997, in all likelihood, public utilities ran along West 130™ Street the year the residence
was built. If not, Lot 17 of Block 1997 had public utilities available within anywhere from one
to six years from the year of the dwelling’s construction in 1878, thus greatly reducing the
chances for back-yard shaft features’ existence and usage. No further archaeological study for
Lot 30 of Block 1986 and Lot 17 of Block 1997 is warranted.

This documentary study will be submitted to LPC and SHPO for their review.
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L INTRODUCTION

Columbia University is the applicant for the rezoning of an approximately 35-acre area of
Manhattanville (the “Project Area™) in West Harlem in Manhattan. The rezoning would also
allow Columbia to realize and Academic Mixed-Use plan (the “Academic Mixed-Use
Development) on approximately 17 acres within the 35-acre rezoning area. Development within
the Academic Mixed-Use Area would include academic buildings, laboratory/research facilities,
student and faculty housing, administrative offices, recreational facilities, and an open space.
The Academic-Mixed Use Development would also include an extensive below-grade
component of several basement levels to house support facilities and an energy center.

The approximate boundaries of the Project Area are West 133™ and 135™ Streets to the north,
Broadway and Old Broadway to the east, West 125™ Street and St. Clair Place to the south, and
the Hudson River to the west.

The proposed project requires review under City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR), the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and the New York State
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (SHPA), which require the analysis of archaeological
resources. Under CEQR, the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commussion (LPC)
Guidelines for Archaeological Work in New York City outlines specific steps to determine
whether the Proposed Actions could affect areas of potential archacological sensitivity. The first
step in this process is an initial review conducted by LPC of the affected area, in this case the
Project Area. In reviewing the Project Area, the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC) determined on June 16, 2004 that two lots within the Project Area—Block
1986, Lot 30 and Block 1997, Lot 17—may be sensitive for archacological resources dating to
the nineteenth century and recommended that a Phase 1A Documentary Study be prepared to
determine the archaeological sensitivity of these sites. LPC flagged both sites as potentially
sensitive for nineteenth century residential resources. Lot 30 of Block 1986 was additionally
identified as potentially sensitive for human remains if a cemetery had ever existed on the site.

This report presents the results of the documentary research undertaken to evaluate the potential
sensitivity of Lot 30 of Block 1986 and Lot 17 of Block 1997.
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II. RESEARCH GOAL AND METHODS

The research goal for this documentary study was to respond to the City of New York
Landmarks Preservation Commission’s (LPC) environmental review request for an archaeology
review only for two lots within the approximately 35-acre Project Area (LPC: June 16, 2004).
LPC based the review request on sensitivity models, historical maps, and subsurface
information, including boring logs, contained in Summary of Available Historic and Subsurface
Data, University Master Plan, New York, New York, prepared by Mueser Rutledge Consulting
Engineers, March 7, 2003. LPC indicated “that there is the potential for the recovery of remains
from [nineteenth-century] occupation on two lots within the study area (B 1997 L17 -
residential) (B 1986 1.30 — possible burial ground and residential).... There are no further
archaeological concemns for the other blocks and lots in the study area.” (Ibid.).

To accomplish the goal, several kinds of resources were consulted. The documentary research
included the review of conveyance records, tract reports, re-indexed maps, and tax assessments,
as well as manuscript and published maps and atlases, and a listing of church records.
Published resources included city directories and histories of Manhattanville, Manhattan
College, housing, and a study of graveyards in New York City. There was a review of the New
York Public Library’s (NYPL) photograph collection and the City’s 1940s tax assessment
photographs at the Municipal Archives. LPC files turned up no historical-archaeology site
reports within a one-mile radius. Site photographs were taken in June and July 2004
(Photographs 1-2). Several librarians and archivists provided insight, as did a site visitand a
walking tour of the West 125" Street area (led by Eric Washington, a Manhattanville scholar).

Historical maps and atlases, both published and in manuscript form, were studied for land use
over time. Evidence of twentieth-century disturbance was also established in order to determine
site integrity and the potential presence of intact cultural remains. Establishing prior disturbance
was essential toward determining whether additional research would be necessary.

Among the maps consulted were the British Headquarters” Map (1782); Tract Report Map (33)
showing the project area in 1806; the manuscript version of the Commissioner's Plan (1807-
1811); Tract Report Maps (44 and 71) showing the project area in 1835; Dripps (1852 and
1867); Sackersdorf Blue Book (1815-1868); Viele (1855, 1865); Perris (1877); Holmes (1878);
Bromley (1879, 1897, 1916, 1921, 1927, 1934, 1955); Spielmann & Brush (1881); Beers (1884-
1885); Robinson (1884, 1890); Re-indexed Map 385 (1917); City Register Maps (1917); USGS
(1956, 1979); and the Sanborn Insurance Maps (1975, 1985, 2002).
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III. NATURAL HISTORY AND NINETEENTH-CENTURY OVERVIEWS

Generally, the project area is within the Manhattanville Valley, which was formed as a result of
a northwest-southeast fault in the bedrock and is known as the “125™ Street Fault” {MRCE
2003:7). The depressed fault zone lies, roughly, between West 123" and 125" Streets, with the
elevation of the top of the bedrock rising to the north and south of the fault (Berkey 1933:38).
Block 1986, the former site of Manhattan College and the Church of the Annunciation at
Manhattanville, stood on a bedrock outcrop on the north side of West 131% Street between
Broadway on the west and Old Broadway on the east (Photograph 3: Washington 2002:45).
The top of the bedrock was 15 feet above the street level, with the buildings rising above that.

The dwelling on Block 1997’s Lot 17, was, beginning in 1878, listed as being three-stories high
and brick (Tax Assessment, Manhattan, 12 Ward, 1878:226 through 1890:226). A 1940
photograph shows the same brick residence with two outdoor sets of stairs, one down to a
windowed basement level, several feet below street level; the other, up to the first level of the
house (Tax Photograph, Manhattan, E-1306). It appears as though the residence that stood on
the site from 1878 to 1985, at least, had a foundation on some combination of surficial fills and
alluvial and glacial outwash sands, silts, clays, and till (MRCE 2003:8; Berkey 1933:38). Soil
borings have not been taken on Lot 17, but in the twentieth century, after the construction of the
elevated IRT subway along Broadway in 1904, the top of bedrock at the corner of Broadway
and West 130™ Street (325 feet east of Lot 17) was 11.4 feet beneath the curb level (Rock Data
1937: Vol. 4, Sheet 1, Boring 61). It is assumed that the house stood on alluvial and glacial
outwash materials.

In part, period maps shed light on the streams, ponds, and watercourses that may have been
influenced by and had an effect on the geology and soils on Block 1997. Both the shoreline of
“Haerlem Cove” on the Hudson River at the foot of West 130” Street (Randel’s manuscript
version of the Commissioners” Map 1807-1811; British Headquarters” Map 1782; Holmes
1878; Robinson 1884; Bromley 1897, 1916, 1921, 1927, 1934, 1955; Sanborn 1975, 1985,
2002) and the ponds and a stream that ran diagonally southeast/northwest downstream just west
of Lot 17 (Viele 1855 and 1865) were located in what became West 130" Street between the
Hudson River and Broadway. The bight’s estuarine shoreline varied with the mapmakers (and
perhaps time), and the high tide line may have been located anywhere from 175 to more than
350 feet west of Lot 17. The western boundary of the Byrd, subsequently the Lawrence and
Hicks, Lawrence & Co. parcels, which included Lot 17, probably was the Hudson River
shoreline, shown within the western part of Block 1997 (Tract Report 55 [1806]; Tract Report
44 [1835]; Tract Report 71 [1835]; Holmes 1878). The ponds, as shown on maps, varied from
being located in the street in front of Lot 17 to being 175 feet west of Lot 17. The “Old Pond”
label at the foot of West 130™ Street on an 1879 map may indicate a combination of a pond
system draining into the Hudson or a filling-in of the cove at the foot of West 130" Street
(Bromley). At any rate, the water drained down gently westward to the river in and along Block
1997, west of Broadway.

The valley formed by the 125" Street fault in the bedrock provided a gentle downward-sloping
plane to the Hudson River and a sandy bight that allowed sailing vessels, barges, and other
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water craft to load and unload produce and products from the seventeenth century onward
(Washington 2002:T). During the Revolution the project area appeared to be the only hospitable
landing area for a great distance along the west coast of Manhattan as it was a low lying area
between what is known today as Morningside Heights to the south and Washington Heights to
the north (British Headquarters Map 1782).

In 1790, Peter and Elizabeth Waldron and their three slaves lived on land that included the
project sites on Blocks 1986 and 1997 (Ancestry.com: 1790 Federal Census; City Register
General Statements for Blocks 1986 and 1997). In 1795 Elizabeth Waldron, Peter’s widow,
sold their property to two merchants, Joseph Byrd and John Barrow, who lived and worked in
federal downtown New York City (City Register: Liber 54, Pages 405-408; Tract Reports 33
and 55; Duncan 1795; Longworth 1800-1807).

In 1806, the village of Manhattanville was established in the Bloomingdale Road/Old Broadway
and Manhattan Street/West 125" Street area. The village’s street grid was laid somewhat
parallel and perpendicular to Harlem Cove on the Hudson River, which was at a 45-degree
angle (northeast/southwest) to the grid system being devised by the Commissioners between
1807 and 1811 (Holmes 1878).

During the nineteenth century the suburban village was the location of country estates,
residential housing, commercial establishments, manufacturing enterprises, religious,
educational, and other institutions, as well as a transportation hub that linked water travel with
that of the stagecoaches, streetcars, and the railroad (Washington 2002:9; Photographs 3 and 4).
Early landowners who established the village—Jacob Schieffelin, John Lawrence, and Thomas
Buckley—gave the streets their names. These streets would, by and large, succumb to the
Commissioners’ grid plan. Only vestigal streets from the 1806 period, including West 125™
Street (formerly Manhattan Street), West 126™ Street, (Lawrence Street, east of Broadway
outside of the Project Area), and Old Broadway (Bloomingdale Road) still remain today.

As Manhattan moved uptown, with present day Broadway being cut through the area in 1872
and the IRT’s elevated subway opening above it in 1904, Manhattanville, as a distinct village,
lost some of its autonomy and became engulfed in the urban large-scale and high-rise
development of the twentieth century.



Manhattanville Rezoning in West Harlem Documentary Study

IV. RESEARCH RESULTS

Block 1986, Lot 30 (Figures 2 and 3; Photographs 1 and 3) variously appeared as a meadow
atop a southern prong of the exposed bedrock of Washington Heights (Viele 1855 and 1865). It
was the location of a colonial estate (Gabriel 1953:7; Holmes 1878), then a nineteenth-century
estate (Dripps 1852; Holmes 1878; City Register grantor/grantee index; Gabriel 1953:6;
Washington 2002:45), after which it became part of the Manhattan College campus and the
churchyard of the Church of the Annunciation at Manhattanville, both built in 1853 (Gabriel
1953:7-8; Dripps 1867; Bromley 1879; Robinson 1884; Bromley 1897). The church building
was razed some time after 1897 (Bromley), but before the Manhattan College’s north/south, L-
shaped, multi-storied building facing Broadway was tom down in 1926 (New York Public
Library 1981:752, A4).

Describing the block’s landscape of a century earlier, at the time just before the construction of
the college and church buildings, Brother Casimir Gabriel, in a centennial monograph, wrote
that the building site “In miniature, ... was a topographical wonder with solid hillocks of granite
[sic], fertile valleys, a few small groves and one or two plane areas™ (Gabriel 1953:7). At the
time neither West 131* Street nor Broadway had been cut through (Gabriel 1953:7; Washington
2002:45). One of the flat areas was behind both the college building and the east/west long axis
of the church, whose tower and steeple stood at the eastern end of the building facing what
would become West 131% Street (Photographs 4 and 5). This area served as a public space, an
interior-block courtyard, with an allee of trees behind the tower/steeple end of the church

(Photograph 5).

The New York State Rural Cemetery Act of 1847, together with the 1851 moratorium in New
York City for new cemeteries, made it highly unlikely that there was a burial ground in the
churchyard of the Church of the Annunciation at Manhattanville, constructed in 1853 (Snyder
1881; Inskeep 2000). The 1847 Act encouraged the establishment of the suburban cemeteries in
Brooklyn and Queens, where, in all likelihood, those connected with the church would have
been buried. The church’s death registers began in 1853 (WPA 1940:60), the year the church
was built and two years after the regulation against new cemeteries in New York City went into
effect. The only possible area for a churchyard burial ground would have been the relatively
level area behind and to the north of the church in the public space and Manhattan College
campus courtyard. In any case, the nineteenth-century churchyard stood on bedrock at least 15
feet above street level, a poor location for a cemetery. Today, only a small section, mid-block,
on the western part of Block 1986 is above street level; the majority of the project site on Lot 30
is at street level (Photograph 1), indicating that the bedrock was blasted to drop the elevation to
street level.

An estate complex stood on the site prior to Manhattan College’s purchase of the property from
Newbold Lawrence (Gabriel 1953, Washington 2002)). The college adaptively reused two of
the buildings for an academic year, then razed them in conjunction with the construction of a
brick multi-storied academic building. Sometime after 1926 the brick building, which faced
Broadway, was razed and the exposed bedrock blasted so that the area aligned with street level.
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Block 1997, Lot 17 (Photographs 2 and 3) shifted from being part of a colonial farm/estate to
becoming part of the growing real estate investment market as the Village of Manhattanville
was established in 1806 (1795:Liber 54, Pages 405-408; 1807: Liber 76, Page 36 in Tract
Report 33; 1795: Liber 54, Page 405 in Tract 55; Duncan 1795; Longworth 1800-1807). The
early nineteenth-century conveyances for the not-yet-lotted Block 1997 (but, through Tract
Report maps, can be identified as parcels that include Lot 17) site a meadow, a brook, and the
North [Hudson] River as surveying points (1795, Liber 54, Page 405; 1807: Liber 76, Page 36
in Tract Report 33). Thus, the Tract Report maps mirror the conveyance text and substantiate
the map evidence from the later nineteenth-century published maps (Holmes 1878; Bromley
1879; Robinson 1885; Bromley 1897).

Merchants John Barrow and Joseph Byrd, who carried on a business together, lived and worked
downtown on Pearl Street (Longworth’s). They and their wives, Rebecca and Elizabeth,
respectively, after purchasing the property from widow Elizabeth Waldron in 1795, conveyed
their parcels back and forth to each other in the first decade of the nineteenth century. These
parcels, which included Lot 17, were “passed through various conveyances to John Lawrence in
1833 and 1835, respectively” (City Register: General Statemnent of Early Title for Block 1997).
Lawrence had been purchasing property in the area at least as early as 1804.

Druggist John Lawrence, who, like Barrows and Byrd, worked and lived downtown. Yet
Lawrence and other family members maintained country estates in the project area. (Two of the
buildings on Newbold Lawrence’s estate served, for a short time, as a “school house and
dormitories” for the nascent Manhattan College being built in 1853 on Block 1986 [Gabriel
1953:6,7). Comelius E. Lawrence had a house one block north of Lot 17, Block 1997 [Dripps
1852). Another Lawrence estate, which was outside the project area, included substantial
buildings and outbuildings on the crest of the bluff, along with an elaborate roadway system,
encompassing several blocks north of West 134" Strect [Dripps 1852]). The Lawrence kin had
both business and residential addresses downtown (Longworth’s 1804-1807, 1826-1828, 1832,
1833, 1835, 1838; Doggett’s 1849, 1850; Rode’s 1853; Trow’s 1852, 1853, 1854, 1857, 1858).

There were several conveyances among Lawrences in the 1850s for land that included what
would become Lot 17. In 1864, there was a conveyance between John B. Lawrence, M.D. (and
his wife Mary Adeline Lawrence) of the City of Brooklyn and Edward Jones (Liber 914, Page
208-210; Liber 1358, Pages 38-41) for five parcels that included Lot 17, which, as of then, was
not built upon. The five lots conveyed in 1864 sold for a total of $3500.00. Edward Jones,
stationer, had a business address on John Street and a home at the foot of West 130" Street
(Trow’s 1864). Period maps indicate structures at the foot of West 130" Street as well as at the
western end of Block 1997, but not on Lot 17 (Dripps 1867; Perris 1877).

Lot 17 continued to be an absentee-owned parcel of land. In 1877, George H. Peck, agent (later
listed as either storage or clerk), both purchased and sold Lot 17 in fee simple (his business
address was not listed, but his home address was Kingsbridge [Trow’s]). Subsequent directories
put his business address downtown and his home in Brooklyn. The next fee simple owner of
Lot 17 was James Pettit, builder, carpenter, and fireman, who lived in the Manhattanville
neighborhood. Between 1876 and 1889, he lived either on Lawrence (West 126") Street or
Manhattan (West 125™ ) Street (Trow’s).

11
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Finding that the conveyances were providing little detail concerning any of the structures that
might have been conveyed, tax assessment records were reviewed, yielding only a small amount
of information before 1878. In 1856, Lot 17 was one of 12 lots listed under Dr. John B.
Lawrence’s name, and the total assessment was $2000.00 (Tax Assessments Reel 69, Page 165).
Thus, in 1856, the assessed value averaged $166.00 per lot, and, in 1864, the selling price per lot
averaged $700.00. In 1877, even though conveyances listed James Pettit as the owner in fee
simple, John B. Lawrence’s name continued on the tax assessment rolls for Lot 17. That year
Lot 17 was listed as being 25 by 99 feet, with no structure, with a real estate value of $800.00.
The total corrected value of his Lots 15-21 was $4000.00 (Tax Assessments Reel 82, Page 226).

As carly as 1852 the eastern end of the block, near the railroad and the piers along the Hudson,
was being randomly developed (Dripps 1852). Fifieen years later little more in the way of
development occurred anywhere on Block 1997 (Dripps 1867). Yet, surrounding blocks housed
factories, a paint manufactory, lumber and coal yards, as well as stables, all enterprises that were
part of the burgeoning Village of Manhattanville. Ten years later, the eastern half of the block
continued to show little or no development, although immediately to the west of Lot 17, there
was a “planning [sic] mill” (Perris 1877).

In 1878, one house, three stories high, was listed on Lot 17 and valued at $2000.00 (Tax
Assessments Reel 84, Page 226). Throughout its history the 20 by 30 foot house stood on a 25
by 99 foot lot, with an alleyway on the eastern side of the lot leading to the open rear yard
(Bromley 1879, 1897, 1916, 1921, 1927, 1934, 1955; Sanborn 1975, 1985). The tax assessment
for Lot 17 remained the same through 1894, and, from 1879 on, the house was listed as being
brick. After 1890 the tax assessment surname listing for Lot 17 read “unknown” rather then
John B. Lawrence.

At least as carly as 1879 there was a fire hydrant at either end of Block 1997 on the West 130”
Street side (Figure 3). By 1884 there was a hydrant in place between Lots 17 and 16, right in
front of the brick three-story house, single-family house. Public utilities were probably put in
West 130" Street along the south side of Block 1997 in anticipation of the development of the
eastern end of the block, which began at the end of the 1870s. Thus, in all likelihood, there was
little need for the residents of Lot 17 to have a well or cistern or privy or any other shaft feature
into which they could deposit any refuse and other cultural material.

In the second decade of the twentieth century, there was a complete build-out of the block
(Bromley 1916). The buildings on both sides of West 130™ Street between Broadway and
Twelfth Avenue, housed a pencil works, a sawmill, a stable for street-cleaning horses, a dye
works, a worsted mill, and a railway depot (Bromley 1897). Processing and manufacturing
complexes as well as businesses involved with transportation and city services surrounded the
residence and the tenants on Lot 17. The house stood on the lot until 1985, after which time it
became the uneven-surfaced, street-level parking lot it is presently.

12
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V. SENSITIVITY

Both Lot 30 on Block 1986 and Lot 17 on Block 1997 have low sensitivity: Lot 30 for a
potential cemetery and estate dwelling site and Lot 17 for domestic site nineteenth-century
archaeological remains. On Lot 30 of Block 1986, there is low sensitivity for human remains to
be at the location of the former site of the Church of the Annunciation at Manhattanville and its
churchyard to the north, which were constructed in 1853, two years after the New York City
Ordinance against new burial grounds went into effect. There is also low sensitivity for any
residential resources. The churchyard and contiguous Manhattan College campus courtyard,
including the adaptively reused early nineteenth century estate complex’s two buildings, stood
on exposed bedrock, which has subsequently been blasted away.

On Lot 17 of Block 1997, the combination of the initial development of the house lot as a
residence in 1878 with the potential access to public utilities at least as early as 1879 makes it
unlikely that the residents of the dwelling had such shaft features as a cistern, well, or privy in
their open backyard. Historical archaeology relies on subsurface deposits to help in the
understanding of the daily lives of the people living and working on the site. In the absence of
these shaft features, there is no need to consider further archaeological investigation.

Consequently, since both sites possess low sensitivity for historic period resources, no further
archaeological analysis is warranted.

13
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VL CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Historical Perspectives, Inc. concludes that there is very low sensitivity for either nineteenth-
century human- or domestic-site remains on the two lots that the City of New York Landmarks
Preservation Commission flagged for archaeological review as a part of their review process for
the Proposed Project. Therefore, Historical Perspectives, Inc. recommends that no further
documentary research or archaeological field testing be done concerning Lot 30 on Block 1986
and Lot 17 on Block 1997 in Manhattanville.
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Figure 1: USGS 1979, Central Park Quadrangle
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Photograph 1b: Block 1986, Lot 30, looking northwest from Old Broadway
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Photograph 2: Block 1997, Lot 17, looking north from West 130th Street
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DAKRF

Environmental and Planning Consuitants

117 East 25th Street
New York, NY 10016
tel: 212 696-0670
fax; 212 213-3191
www.akrf.com

Fax Cover Sheet

TO: Gina Santucci

COMPANY: NYC LPC

FAX
NUMBER: 212-669-7817

PHONE
NUMBER: 212-669-7822

FROM: Claudia Cooney

DATE: October 27, 2004
PHONE
NUMBER: 212-340-9745

TOTAL NO. OF PAGES, INCLUDING COVER: 4

RE: Manhattanville Rezoning in West Harlem: EDC/LA-CEQR-M

[J URGENT [] PLEASEREVIEW [] PLEASE COMMENT [ PLEASE REPLY

Thank you for your comments of October 20, 2004 providing LPC's determinations of eligibility for

potential resources identified in the Project Area and Study Area. As we discussed, Table 1
should be entitled “Properties within the Project Area.” Table 2 should be entitled “Properties in

the Study Area.”

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Please let me know if you have any questions at

(212) 340-9745.

Regards,

e S —

o

AKRF, inc. - New York City - Hudson Valley Region »

Long Isiand - Baltimore / Washington Area - New Jersey



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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /L A-CEQR-M 08/16/04

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W . HARLEM R

[] No architectural significance

[1 No archaeological significance

Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designéted Historic District
Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[X]  Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Designation 2. m@/ ‘

[X]  May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

COMMENTS See attached comments.
cc: SHPO
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%M/ WG{/) . 10/20/04

SIGMATURE v/ DATE




As per the applicant’'s documents dated 8/13/04, the LPC is in

- receipt of Table 1, a list of properties within the Academic Mixed-
Use project area that appear to meet criteria for listing on the
State/National Registers (S/NR), and Table 2, properties that
appear eligible for the S/NR in the larger rezoning area. LPC
determinations are as follows.

" Table 1, Properties within the Academic Mixed-Use project area

Map Name Address LPC S/NR
Ref. # eligible | eligible
1 Studebaker 615 W. 131 St. X X
Building |
A Claremont 3338 Broadway | X X
Theater
Building ,
B Former Lee | at Riverside Drive | X X
Brothers Viaduct
Storage
Building
Table 2, Properties in the larger rezoning area
Map  |Name Address LPC S/NR
Ref. # eligible |eligible
1 Former 632 W.125St. | X X
Sheffield Farms
Dairy
4 Former Engine [509 W. 126 St. | X X
Co. No. 37
[/ 2=



New York Public
Library, George
Bruce Branch

518 W. 125 St.

P.S.43,
Manhattanville
JHS

509 W. 129 St.

11

Riverside Drive
& Riverside
Park Scenic
Landmark North

North of 135 St.

12

Riverside

| Drive/135

through 136 Sts.

| Historic District

G:\CEQRER\manhattanville rezoning.at.wpd
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PROJECT

COMMENTS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /LA-CEQR-M 09/03/04
PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED

MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

N No architectural significance

[1 No archaeological significance

Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
Listed on National Register of Historic Places

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

May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

*Table 1, Subdistrict A:Academic Mixed Use Area, Properties that do not
appear to meet NR listing and NYCL designation in the Project Area®,
received 9/3/04. The LPC concurs with these findings of no significance.

“Table 2, Subdistricts B, C, and Other Area Properties that do not appear
to meet criteria for NR listing and NYCL designation®, received 9/3/04.
The LPC concurs with these findings of no significance.

cc: SHPO

/%M W 10/19/04

SIGNKFURE DATE
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* § New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation

Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643
Bemadetts Castro
Commissioner

October 7, 2004

Claudia Cooney

Technical Director

Allee King Rosen & Fleming

117 East 29" Street

New York, New York 10016-8022

RE:  Proposed Manhattanville Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Development
Historic Resource Evaluations
New York County, NY
04PR0O4734

Dear Ms. Cooney:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office conceming your project’s
potential effect upon historic resources. My site visit of August 18" was most helpful.in evaluating the properties.
I have reviewed the documentation which you provided in your submissions in accordance with the provisions of

Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980.

We concur with the Area of Potential Effect (Historic Resources Study Area) for this project.
It is our understanding that you are seeking our opinion on the National Register eligibility of the potential historic
resources within the area of potential effect.

Properties in Academic Mixed-Use Area - Subdistrict A
The following properties in Subdistrict A (Table 1 “List of Potential Historic Resources in Project Area: Academic
Mixed-Use Area,” August 12th submission) appear to be National Register-cligible. Resource Evaluations for
these properties are enclosed. .
e Studebaker Building, 615 West 131 Street
Former Warren Nash Service Center Building, 3280 Broadway
West Market Diner, 659 West 131 Street
Hudson Moving & Storage Building, 3229 Broadway
Riverside Drive Viaduct, above Twelfth Ave. from St. Claire Place to West 135" St.

e & & o

While the following properties in Subdistrict A (Table 1 “List of Potential Historic Resources in Project Area:
Academic Mixed-Use Area,” August 12th submission) are of local historic interest they do not appear to meet the
National Register criteria.
e Former Glidden Buick Company Service Station, 3261-3275 Broadway
Former Chevrolet Building, 3300-3318 Broadway
Despatch Moving & Storage Building, 3243-3247 Broadway
Factory building at 3251-3255 Broadway
Former Third Avenue Railway Company Car House, 637-643 West 125" Street
e Remnants of the original Manhattanville street pattern at West 125" Street
In addition, the State Historic Preservation Office concurs with your “List of Properties That Do Not Appear to
Meet the Criteria for NR Listing - Subdistrict A: Academic Mixed-Use Area™ (T able 1 of
September 2™ submission).

s & ¢ @
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operties in Subdistricts B, C, and Other Area

e three following buildings in Subdistricts B, C, Other Area (Table 2, August 12* submission) appear to meet the
National Register criteria. Resource Evaluations for these properties are enclosed.

¢ Claremont Theater, 3338 Broadway

e Former Lee Bros. Storage Building, 571 Riverside Drive

e Former NY Central Railroad Substation, 2350-2362 12thAvenue/700 West 134 St.

The following historic resources (Table 2, August 12 submission) are of local historical interest do not appear to
meet the National Register criteria.

e Meat packing buildings, 2284-2286 Twelfth Avenue

e Third Avenue Railway Co. turn around tracks, Twelfth Avenue south of 125" Street

e Remnants of the original Manhattanville street pattern, 125" Street west of Twelfth Avenue.

In addition, we concur with your “List of Properties That Do Not Appear to Meet the Criteria for NR Listing -
Subdistricts B, C, and Other Area” (Table 2 of September 2° submission).

Potential Resources in the Study Area
We have reviewed the documentation for the Potential Historic Resources in the Study Area. (These are propertles
that fall outside Subdistricts A, B, C, and Other Area but within the Study Area Boundary.)
Based on the documentation provided the following properties appear to meet the National Register criteria.
Resource Bvaluations for these properties are enclosed.
¢  Whitestone Apartments, 45 Tiemann Place
Former Sheffield Farms, 632, West 125" Street
Two apartment buildings at 189 and 191 Claremont Avenue
Former Engine Co. No. 37, 509 West 126" Street
Former McDermott-Bunger Dairy, 527-535 West 125™ Street
New York Public Library, George Bruce Branch, 518 West 125® Street
P.S. 43/Manbhattanville JHS, 509 West 129tth Street
Seven residential buildings, 505-517 West 135" Street
Riverside Drive and Riverside Park Boundary Increase
Riverside Drive/135-136" Streets Historic District

¢ & & o ¢ & & 0 0

The former stable at 508 West 126™ Street and the former NY Central Railroad Freight House at 701 West 135
Street are of historic interest but do not meet the National Register criteria.

Comments on Archaeology
Doug Mackey of our Archaeology Unit concurs with LPC’s comments concerning the archaeological potential for
Lots Block 1997 Lot 17 and Block 1986 Lot 30.

If you have any questions regarding this review, please call me at (518) 237-8643, ext. 3266. Please refer to the
Project Review (PR) number noted above in any correspondence.

Sincerely,

KW/@,%W

Kathleen A. Howe
Historic Preservation Specialist

enc: Resource Evaluations

" cc: Rachel Shatz, ESDC
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Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau

5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 121 88-0189 518-237-8643
Bernadette Castro

er

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Studebaker Building MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 615 West 131° Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015089

1. [] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

I. [ Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: [[] Post SRB: [] SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [X Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [ Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [ Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The Studebaker Building at 615 West 131" Street in Manhattanville is a Moderne style industrial building designed
by W.S. Ferguson and erected in 1923. The six-story brick building with white terra cotta ornament meets Criterion
C as an outstanding example of 20™ century Moderne design. The building appears to retain a high degree of
integrity of design, materials, and craftsmanship. Many of the original multi-light industrial steel sash remain
providing profuse light to the interior spaces.

The Studebaker Building was one of many auto-related businesses that sprang up in Manhattanville prior to World
War Il. It meets Criterion A at the local leve! for its association with the industrial history of New York. The
building originally served as a large-scale automobile service station by the Studebaker Corporation and was later
used as a sales and service headquarters. The historical signiticance of the building continued after 1937 when it

was altered to house a Borden’s Farm Products Milk Plant.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
% Histonc Preservation Field Services Bureau
E new vorcstate 2 Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bemadette Castro
Commissioner

ICE OF
A/

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Warren Nash Service Center Building MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 3280 Broadway COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015090

I [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

i (X1 Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB:[] Post SRB: [} SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [J Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattems
of our history;

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. X Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The former Warren Nash Service Center Building at 3280 Broadway in Manhattanviite was built in 1927 to the
designs of Frank S. Parker as an automobile service station for the Warran Nash Motor Corporation. The six-story
reinforced concrete building meets Criterion C as an intact example of early 20™ century industrial design. Itis
historically significant under Criterion A for its association with Manhattanville’s “Automobile Row.” Warren-Nash
occupied the building up until the early 1940s.

The building is historically significant at the national level for housing one of the laboratories for the Manhattan
Project which developed the atomic bomb. Columbia University's SAM Laboratory, which was contracted by the
National Research Defense Committee, conducted research in this building from at least 1943 to 1945. The offices
of J. Robert Oppenheimer and Brigadier Leslie Grove are believed to have been located on the upper floor.
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g New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau

NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bemadette Castro
Commissioner

OFFICE OF PARKg

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: West Market Diner MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 659 West 131% Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015093

L [] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

[] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

" [X] Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to mest eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [] Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; .

B. [ Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The West Market Diner at the corner of West 131* Street and Twelfth Avenue is comprised of two connected diner
buildings. The original diner car, now at the east end, was installed on the site in 1921 by the P.J. Tiemey
Company of New Jersey. The westemn diner car was placed here by the Mountain View Diner Company in 1948.
The 1921 diner car was converted for use as a kitchen after the installation of the 1948 diner. The diner was in
operation up until recently. It meets Criterion C as an example of streamlined metal diner design typical of the
period.

The exterior of the entire structure was covered with the present non-historic brick cladding sometime after 1973.
Probes of the exterior of the 1948 dining car recently taken by Building Conservation Associates suggest that the
original painted sheet metal cladding appears to be intact and in good condition. The interior of the 1948 diner car

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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retains a high degree of integrity of design and materials. The plan conforms to that of a typical dining car plan,
featuring booth seating on the front wall, an arched ceiling, a longitudinal center aisle, and long counter with stools
for seating. Behind the counter is the food storage and preparation area and built-in shelves. Finishes include
ceramic tile wainscoting, enameled ceiling panels, and stainless steel equipment and wall panels behind the
counter, all adding to the aesthetic of efficiency typical of diner design.
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Bernadette Castro
Commissioner
RESOURCE EVALUATION
DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Sheffield Farms stable MCD: Manhattan
{present Hudson Moving & Storage Building)
ADDRESS: 3229 Broadway COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015094

L 3 Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

1. B4 Property meets eligibility criteria.
[J Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [] SRB date
Criterla for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high arlistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The six-story brick and stone clad building at 3229 Broadway was built in 1903 to the designs of Frank Rooke.
Research indicates that the building served as a stable for Sheffield Farms, a large milk manufacturer. Sheffield
Farms had a milk plant nearby at 632 West 125" Street, aiso designed by Rooke. The building is historically
significant under Criterion C for its association with the locat milk manufacturing industry which had an important
presence in Manhattanvilie during the early 20™ century. Rooke’s distinctive fagade features rusticated pilasters, a
modillioned cornice, and slate roof.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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E NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Watertord, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643
Bernadette Castro
Cormmissioner

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe

PROPERTY: Riverside Drive Viaduct MCD: Manhattan

ADDRESS: Riverside Dr. above Twelfth Ave. between COUNTY: New York Co.
St. Clair Place and West 135" Street

PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015133

I {0 Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

3 Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

I X Property meets eligibility criteria.
[] Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: ] Post SRB: [} SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [J Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [1 Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [ Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The Riverside Drive Viaduct, designed by engineer F. Stewart Williamson, was completed in 1901. This impressive
engineering structure is designed to carry the Riverside Drive roadway over Manhattanville, which is in a valley.
The 80 foot high viaduct is supported on 130-foot girders and semicircular arches featuring steel filigree work. The
structure was built three years prior to the IRT Viaduct on Broadway (NR-listed). The Riverside Drive Viaduct
meets Criterion C as an important engineering structure in New York City. Its elegant design is also important as
an expression of the City Beautiful movement. While the viaduct underwent a major rehabilitation, completed in
1987, and the original viewing baiconies have been removed it retains sufficient integrity of design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau

1CE OF PARKg

NOLLYAHIE 3MJ

% sewvorcstare 8 Peebles Istand, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188- 0189 518-237-8643
Bernadstie Castro
Cominissioner
RESOURCE EVALUATION
DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Claremont Theater Building MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 3338 Broadway COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015099
I ] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

[[] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

i X} Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: [ ] Post SR8: [] SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [X Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [[] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [[] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The tormer Claremont Theater Building is located on the east side of Broadway between 134" and 135" Streets in
Manhattanville. The two and three-story terra cotta and brick clad building was erected in 1914 to the design of
architect Gaetan Ajello. The multi-purpose building housed a 1,500-seat movie theater, a dance hall, a rooftop
garden, and stores on Broadway. The Claremont displays many of the character-defining features of the italian
Renaissance style including arched window openings, pilasters, and swags. It is historically significant for its
association with the cultural entertainment history of the neighborhood.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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Bernadette Castra
Commissioner

CE OF ©

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Lee Brothers Storage Building MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 571 Riverside Drive COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015100

L [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

1 Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

. [ Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [] SAB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [] Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [[] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may tack individual distinction;

D. [ Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The former Lee Brothers Storage Building at 571 Riverside Drive was built in 1927 to the designs of
Chicago architect George Kingsley. The upper portion of the facade which projects above the Riverside
Drive Viaduct is an elegant neoclassical design done in terra cotta while the lower portion, beneath the
Viaduct, is a functional concrete fagade devoid of ornament.  The temple-fronted building is an
outstanding example of Neoclassical design that conceals its very utilitarian purpose as a storage
warehouse.

An Equal Oppontunity/Atfirmative Action Agency
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Bernadatte Castro
issioner

CENP%E

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe

PROPERTY: New York Central Substation No. 11 MCD: Manhattan

ADDRESS: 2350-2362 Twelfth Avenue COUNTY: New York Co.
(a.k.a. 700 West 134™ Street)

PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015103

8 [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

R B4 Property meets eligibility criteria.
[1 Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [1 PostSRB:[] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [] Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattemns
of our history; ;

B. [[] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [XJ Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [[] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The former New York Central Substation No. 11 at 2350-2362 Twelfth Avenue in Manhattanville was
built in 1931 for the New York Central Railroad as part of its electrification network to power its trains.
This three-story, Art Deco brick building meets Criterion C as an intact example of typical substation
design. Identifying characteristics of substation design include the rectangular plan, masonry
construction, large window openings (now boarded up) for ample ventilation and natural light. It is not

known if original equipment is intact at the interior.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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S New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation

Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
§ Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

ICEOF

S NEW YORK STATE

Bamadette Castro
Commissioner

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Whitestone Apartments MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 45 Tiemann Place COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015132

1. (] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

L & Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ 1 Property contributes to a district which appears {0 meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB:[] Post SRB:[] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [T Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [J Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.
STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The Whitestone Apartments at 45 Tiemann Place meets Criterion C as a distinctive architectural design
by the prolific apartment house architect Emery Roth (1871-1947).  The six-story brick building is
notable for its fine craftsmanship, ornamentation, and use of materials (brick, terra cotta, copper). The
lively fagade is articulated by tall brick piers between the window bays, colorful terra cotta ornament in
geometric shapes, and a fanciful copper parapet.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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ey
RESOURCE EVALUATION
DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Sheffield Farms Dairy Company MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 632 West 125" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015105

I {71 Property is individualrly listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

] property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

" X Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [ SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [ Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information imporiant in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The former Sheftield Farms Dairy Company building was designed by architect Frank Rooke in 1907. In
1934 a three-bay addition, which matches the original design, was built to the west. The building is built
of brick with an elegant classical-inspired white terra cotta facade. Sheffield Farms was one of New
York City’s large milk manufacturers in the early 20" century. This building housed pasteurization and
bottling facilities for milk that was distributed on the Upper West Side and Harlem. Of special note at the
interior of the building is the original showroom with its Guastavino tile vaulted ceiling. Sheffield Farms
Dairy Company meets both Criterion C for its architectural design and Criterion A for its association with

the New York’s dairy industry.
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Bemadette Castro
Commissloner

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: apartment buildings MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 189 and 191 Claremont Avenue COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015109

I [1 Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

[T] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

1L X Property meets eligibility criteria.
{1 Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB:[[] Post SRB: [] SAB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [] Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [ Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
signiticant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The apartment buildings at 189 and 191 Claremont Avenue were designed by Denby & Nute in 1806 for
developer James O’Brien. Like much of this area, they were built in response to the completion of the
IRT subway line. The apartments have limestone bases with brick facades above. Of special note is the
attic story which is ornamented with a geometric pattern of diamonds and squares. The buildings meet
Criterion C for their elegant architectural design and possess a high degree of integrity of materials,
design and craftsmanship.

An Equal Oppontunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
NEW YORK STATE § Peebles island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Barmadette Castro
Commissioner

L
%

OFFICE OF PARX,

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/6/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Engine Co. No. 37 MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 509 West 126" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015106

L [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

iL B4 Property meets eligibility criteria.
[1 Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: ] Post SRB: (] » SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [ Associated with the livas of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or reprosents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [J Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

Former Engine Company No. 37 at 509 West 126™ Street was built in 1881 to the designs of Napoleon
LeBrun, who served as the NYC Fire Department’s chief architect from 1880 to 1895. This three-story,
Romanesque Revival style, red brick building meets Criterion C as a typical example of firehouse design
of the period. It is also historically significant under Criterion A for its association with the history of
firefighting in New York City. Although the ground floor openings have been blocked in and second and
third floor windows partially enclosed, the facade retains many of the original design features including
fluted pilasters and decorative shields at the base, stringcourses of brownstone, and a modillioned
cornice.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
* Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bernadette Castro
Commissioner

ICE OF !

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former McDermott-Bunger Dairy MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 527-535 West 125" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015110

1. [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

1} B Property meets eligibility criteria.
] Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: [[] Post SRB: [] SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. Bd Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

- B. [J Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, pariod or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. (] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The former McDermott-Bunger Dairy at 527-535 West 125™ Street was built in 1904 to the designs of
Joseph H. McGuire. The three-story brick building with rusticated stone base has large door openings to
either side of the main block which provided access to delivery wagons. The building is historically
significant under Criterion A for its association with Manhattanville’s once thriving dairy industry. The
area’s easy access to rail, road, and river transportation made it attractive for the development of
industry.  Sheiffield Farms, another large dairy in the neighborhood, took over the McDermott-Bunger
operation by 1929,

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
O printed on recyclad paper
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bemadette Castro
Commissioner

IGE OF PARKq

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: New York Public Library, George Bruce Branch MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 518 West 125" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015111

1. [] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

[] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district: :

i (X1 Property meets eligibility criteria.
[J Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [] Post SRB:[] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; =

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [J Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The George Bruce Branch of the New York Public Library was designed by Carrere & Hastings and
opened its doors in 1916. The three-story brick building with white marble base meets Criterion C as an
outstanding example of Georgian Revival civic architecture in New York City. This elegant building
displays a high degree of integrity of design, materials, and craftsmanship. Typical characteristics of the
Georgian Revival style used in the design include the entrance with tall fanlight and oculus windows

above, the keystoned lintels, and the dentilled comnice.

An Equal Opportunity/Aftirmative Action Agency
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] g New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
g B Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643
Bemadet'te Castro
ISSIOnNer
RESOURCE EVALUATION
DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Manhattanville Junior High School/P.S. 43 MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 509 West 129" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 . USN: 06101.015113

I ] Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

in. X Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meset eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [J Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattemns
of our history;

B. ] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. (X Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values: or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

0. [ Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The Manhattanville Junior High School (P.S. 43) was designed by Walter C. Martin, Superintendent of
School Buildings at the NYC Board of Education. The four-story red brick building with limestone trim
was built between 1932 and 1937, replacing an earlier school on the site. The school meets Criterion C
as an intact example of 1930s-era institutional design with simplified Collegiate Gothic details including a
central tower, a pointed arch entrance, and stone pinnacles at the parapets.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
O printed on recycled paper
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) Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643
Bemadetie Castro
Commissioner

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Houses at 505-517 West 135" Street MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 505-517 West 135" Street COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 | USN: 06101.015115

I [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

18 X] Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meset eligibility criteria.
Pre SRB: [] Post SRB: [] SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; 2

B. [ Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [ ] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The row of seven tenements at 505-517 West 135™ Street were built in 1906 to the designs of George
Frederick Pelham by builder Louis Cohen. This cohesive row of Beaux-Arts style buildings appears to be
eligible under Criterion C as potential historic district for embodying the distinctive characteristics of
middle-class tenement design in New York City. The buildings are new-law tenements, erected following
the passage of a reform law in 1901. The construction of these buildings reflects the history of
development in this section of Manhattan, especially deveiopment relating to the construction of the city’s
first subway lines which opened in 1904.  The buildings retain a high degree of integrity of materials,

design, and craftsmanship.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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>3 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
4 » Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 New yorcsTATE 2 Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bemadette Castro
Commissioner

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/8/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe

PROPERTY: Riverside Drive and Riverside Park MCD: Manhattan
Boundary Increase (North End)

ADDRESS: Riverside Dr. from W. 135" St. to W. 158™ St. COUNTY: New York Co.

PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015116

1 [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

0 [X] Property meets eligibility criteria.
[] Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.
Pre SBRB: (] Post SRB: [} SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. [[] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

The portion of Riverside Park and Riverside Drive that is listed on the National Register begins at 72™
Street and continues north to St. Clair Place, approximately 129" Street, where it is effectively terminated
by the Manhattanville fault. The northem section of the park and drive was not included in the original
nomination though it appears to meet the NR criteria in the areas of landscape design and recreation.
This section extends from 135" Street up to approximately 158" Street. The original nomination could

be amended to include this section of the park provided the appropriate documentation is prepared.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
E $ Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau .
NEW YORK STATE § Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bernadeite Castro
Commissioner

£ OF PARKg

RESOURCE EVALUATION

DATE: 10/7/04 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: Riverside Drive — West 135" — 136" Streets  MCD: Manhattan

Historic District
ADDRESS: various , COUNTY: New York Co.

PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: various

1 [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:
name of listing:

[ Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

i X Property meets eligibility criteria.
[ Property contributes to a district which appears to meet eligibility criteria.

Pre SRB: ] Post SRB:[] SRB date
Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A. [ Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history,

B. [] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [J Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:

Based on the documentation provided the Riverside Drive — West 135" — 136" Streets Historic District
consists of a cohesive group of buildings on the blocks between Riverside Drive and Broadway. The
potential district meets Criterion C for its collection of high quality residential buildings erected between
1906 and 1909 by many of New York’s prominent architectural firms including Neville & Bagge, Schwartz
& Gross, Emery Roth, and Bernstein & Bernstein. The majority of the buildings are examples of the
Beaux Arts style. The neighborhood is historically significant under Criterion A in the area of community
development as a result of the completion of the IRT subway line.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
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PROJECT

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDCLACEQR-M 09/17/04

PROJECT NUMBER , DATE RECEIVED

MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

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] ! requesting additional materials

The LPC is in receipt of the "Cemetery and Domestic Site Documentary
Study for Manhattanville Rezoning in West Harlem, New York, New York,"
prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc and dated September 2004.

The LPC concurs that there are no further archaeological concerns.
Please submit 2 bound copies for archival distribution. -

\ Z( | 6 sz :: 09/23/04
SIGNATURE v DATE




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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /LA-CEQR-M ' 08/16/04
PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

No architecturat significance
[1 No archaeological significance
[1 Designated New York City'Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
[1 Listed on National Register of Historic Places

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

X1 ‘May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

COMMENTS " The LPC is in receipt of the draft scope of work for EIS dated 8/10/04. The
text is acceptable for architectural resources.
cc: SHPO
SIGNATURE - DATE

lsf 2




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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC/ LA-CEQR-M , 08/19/04

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

No architectural significance
[1 No archaeological significance
1] Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
11 Listed on National Register of Historic Places

 [ ]  Appearstobe eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Designation

- -[X] = May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

COMMENTS

Archeology review only. The EIS Draft Scope of Work appears to be
acceptable. The project was previously reviewed on 6/16/04 and the
following comments still apply. LPC review of archaeological sensitivity
models and historic maps indicates that there is potential for the recovery
of remains from 19th Century occupation on two lots within the study area
(B 1997 L 17 - residential) (B 1986 L30 ? possible burial ground and
residential). Accordingly, the Commission recommends that an
archaeological documentary study be performed for these locations only,
to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level
of review, if such review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual v
2001). There are no further archeological concerns for the other blocks
and lots in the study area.
mOedcOMANHATTANVILLEinWharlemREZONEQS8232004AY z

M} &’VMN/ 08/23/04

SIGNATURE | DATE
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PROJECT

_COMMENTS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC/ LA-CEQR-M 06/04/04

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED

MANHATTANVILLE/W HARLEM R

No architectural significance
[1 No archaeological significance

{1 Designated New York City Landmark or Within Désignated Historic District

— R L T

" [17 Uistedon Naional Register of Historic PIaces . ..~ .~ oo

{ } - vapears to be eligiﬁle for National Rergisie}vl;'iétihg aﬁd/orNew York City Laﬁdmark"‘

Designation

[X]  May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

M«zeo[o? g rvrey 871‘7 :

LPC review of archaeological sensitivity models and historic maps
indicates that there is potential for the recovery of remains from 19th
Century occupation on two lots within the study area (B 1997 L 17 -
residential) (B 1986 L30 - possible burial ground and residential).
Accordingly, the Commission recommends that an archaeological
documentary study be performed for these locations only, to clarify these
initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of review, if
such review is necessary (see CEQR Technical Manual 2001). There are
no further archeological concerns for the other blocks and lots in the study
area.

G:\aaERceqr\mOechMANHATTANV!LLEinWharlemREZON E06072004N
1zFSO.doc '

M /&an C\/\J 06/16/04

SIGNATURE ' DATE




PROJECT

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /06-DCP032M 05/12/06

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED

MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

[] No architectural significance
[X]  No archaeological significance
[X]  Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

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

Designation

[] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials -

The LPCisin receipt of the Historic Resources chapter of the DEIS dated

5/1/06. Regarding the renovation of the former Warren Nash Service
Station (S/NR eligible) and the Studebaker Building (LPC and S/NR

- eligible), please copy LPC on all SHPO documents. In order to complete

the review, a copy of the full DEIS, including the mitigation chapter and
the shadow and contextual analysis, should be provided to LPC for
comment.

cc: SHPO

F%M W : 06/07/06

SIGNATURE DATE



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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC/06-DCP032M , 05/12/06

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

[] No architectural significance

[X]  No archaeological significance
[X]  Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[X] Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark

Designation
[] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials
COMMENTS For archaeological resources only:

Chaydr~ot
The LPC is in receipt of the EfE’l% date«( May 1, 2006. In the agency's
findings of 9/23/2004, the LPC noted that it did not have any
archaeological concerns for the project area as then envisioned which is
noted in the DEIS. In the event that any additional blocks and lots are
added, the LPC should receive the amended block/lot list for review and

comment.
cc: SHPO

Wa/ 05/15/06
SIGNATURE / DATE

/ | Lot



PROJECT

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /06-DCP032M 05/12/06
PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED

MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

[] No architectural significance
[X]  No archaeological significance
[X]  Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

‘[X]  Appears tobe eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark

Designation

[] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials .

The LPC s in receipt of the Historic Resources chapter of the DEIS dated
5/1/06. Regarding the renovation of the former Warren Nash Service
Station (S/NR eligible) and the Studebaker Building (LPC and S/NR

- eligible), please copy LPC on all SHPO documents. In order to complete

the review, a copy of the full DEIS, including the mitigation chapter and
the shadow and contextual analysis, should be provided to LP for
comment.

cc: SHPO
fjjm W : 06/07/06
SIGNATURE ~~ — ) DATE



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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC/06-DCP032M _ 05/12/06

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

[] No architectural significance

[X]  No archaeological significance
[X]  Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[X] Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark

Designation
[] May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials
COMMENTS For archaeological resources only:

s Stistiney §

The LPC is in receipt of the DE| date{ May 1, 2006. In the agency's
findings of 9/23/2004, the LPC noted that it did not have any
archaeological concerns for the project area as then envisioned which is
noted in the DEIS. In the event that any additional blocks and lots are
added, the LPC should receive the amended block/lot list for review and

comment.
cc: SHPO

m 05/15/06
SIGNATURE { DATE
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PROJECT

COMMENTS

12127283495 PAGE b2

212-669~7818 NYC LPC PAGE 91

E OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
I%egg\gt., 8N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 669-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC " Jo8-DCP032M 08/07/06
PROJECT NUMBER DATE REGEIVED
MANHATTANVILLE/AW HARLEM R

No architectuirs) significance
No archaeological significance

]
3
X1 Designated New York Gity Landmark or Within Designatsd Historic District
[X] Listed on Nationa) Register of Historic Places

X

Appaars to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Lanamark
Designation

1 WMay be archagologically significant; requesting addttional materials

The LPC s In raceipt of the PDEIS chapters for: Chapter 21, *Construction”
ga:zg g’;g#gg; Chapter 23, "Mitigation®, dated 8/31/08; and "Alternatives”,
a .

Global changs: the Former Sheffield Farms Dalry no longer appeatrs eligible
for LPC designation,

The revised Shadow study for the 8t. Mary's P.E. Church (LPC listed) is still
og?;tandmg, and possible mitigation needs to be explored In the Mitigation
Ci ar.

* Chapter 23, "Mitigation®: Paragraph 40 regarding conatruction protaotion for

the LPC designated Claremont Theater, please note that TPPN 10/88,
*Procedures for the Avoidance of Damage to Historic Structures”, issued by
the NYG DOB, still provides protection to the landmark, irregardiess of an as-
of-right or project- related action. The text should reflect this.

G\CEQRER\06dCcp032m.0809.7 wpd

66%4 W . 09/07/08

SIGNATURE DATE
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PROJECT

COMMENTS

12127283495 PAGE 23
vy

THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1 Centre St., 9N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 668-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /08-DCP032M 08/23/06
DATE RECEIVED

PROJECT NUMBER

MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

I] No architectural slgnificance

{X] No archaeological significance
X1 Desigriated New York City Landmark or Within Designaied Historic District

[PX]  Listed on National Reglster of Historic Places

[X]  Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Deslgnation

[] May be archaeologlcally significant; requesting additional materials

The LPC is in receipt of the revised historic resources chapter of the DEIS
dated 8/14/06, and the shadows chapter dated 8/15/06. Comments are

as follows.

The Mitigation chapter still needs to be provided for review and comment.
The St. Mary's Protestant Episcopal Church, Parish House, and Sunday
School Complex at 517-523 W, 126 St (LPC and S/NR) should be added
to the shadow study analysis. It is & sun-sensitive historic resource within
area. A construction protection plan should be provided

the project study
for the Claremont Theater (LPC) at 3320 Broadway.

6464 W ‘ 08/30/08
~ B DATE

N
S1GRATURE
3
2o
<
T &
g o= ot
25 3
g X o
= e e
w» =
F'-g x Mo
F o J g
oY 2
=
2 N =
=~ o

Mg




18/16/2806 22:09 212-669-7818 : NYC LPC PAGE @1
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMM!SS%N
1 Centre St,, 9N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 669-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /08-DCPO32M - 10112/06

PROJECT NUMBER ) DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W HARLEM R

[]  Noarchitectural significance

0y ‘No archaeological significance

{X]  Designated New York Gity Landmark or Within Designated Histofic District
04 Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[X]  Appears to be eligihie for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Designation

11 May be archaeologically significant; raquasting additional materials

COMMENTS
Chapter 23, “Mitigation”, dated 10/3/06.

Page 23-4. Remove lines 26 through 34. Replace with: “DOB’s “Technical Policy and
Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10-88 will provide protection measures for these structures should
construction oceur on the adjacent soft sites. Therefore, the potential for construction period
darnage to these resources will be climinated, and no adverse impacts are anticipated.”

Chapter 8, “Historic Resourees™,. dated 9/28/06.

Page 8-10. Table 8-1. The Former Sheffield Farms Dairy does not appear eligible for LPC
destgnation, , ' )

Page 8-23. Remove lines 20 through 28. Replace with: T

“DOB's “Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10-88 will provide protection
measures for these structures should construction occur on the adjacent soft sites, Therefore, the
potential for construction period damage to these resources will be eliminated, and no adverse
impacts are anticipated.” . . ’

Page 8-31. Line 19. Please provide the supposting shadow analysis for the statement that the Old
Broadway Synagogue and St. Mury's Episcopal Church are notaffected by incremental praject
- shadows,




18/16/28686 22:09  212-665-7818 NYC LPC : » PAGE 82
2

Page 7-5. Please provide the suPpOfting shadow analysis for the statement that the Old Broadway
$ymagogue and St. Mary's Episcopal Charch are not affected by incremental project shadows.

Chapter 7, “Shadows”, dated 9/19/06.

G:\CEQRER\manhattanville.06 1017.gs.at.doc

, 6@ (}ZMZ‘M(/{ ) 10/17/06

SIGNATURE DATE




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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /06-DCP032M 11/01/06

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLE/W.HARLEM R

[1 No architectural significance

[X] No archaeological significance _
[X]  Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District
[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[X] - Appears to be eliglble for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark

Deslgnation
[]1 May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials
COMMENTS The LPC is in receipt of Chapter 7, "Shadows", Chapter 8, "Historic

Resources” and Chapter 23, "Mitigation®, of the DEIS, all dated 10/26/06.
Comments are as follows.

Chapter 7, "Shadows". Provide Figure 7-2.

Chapter 8, "Historic Resources". Table 8-1. The Former Sheffield Farms
Dairy does not appear eligible for LPC designation.

Chapter 23, "Mitigation®. LPC notes that the text regarding construction
protection for Riverside Drive viaduct, former Central Railroad Substation
#11, and the Claremont Theater, a designated NYC landmark, has been
removed. These properties may be affected by the redevelopment of
projected development sites in Subdistrict B and in the Other Area east of
Broadway. The text should be restored as written in Chapter 8, "Historic
Resources’, lines 25 through 38 on page 8-22.

( i 34@4 Mé&, 11/01/06

SIGNATURE DATE
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12127283495

Proposed Manbattanville in West Harlem Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Deyclopment

Table 8-1

Architectaral Resgurces in the Project Area and Study Area

Raf. Block/ S/NR- NYCL-
No. Name AGAress Lot S/NR | Efigible [ NYCL | Ellnible
Project Area
1 |Manhattan Valley IRT viaduct Broa trom West 122nd to  |[N/A X x
i Waest 135th Streets
2 1125th Streat IRT Subway Statlon and Wast 125th Street| N/A X
3 | Studebgker Building 615 Wast 131at Streat 1998/17 x? X2
4 |Pormer Warren Nash Service Statien| 3280 Broadway 1986/86 xR
bullding
5 |Fosner ShoMald Farms Stable 3229 Broadway 1908/34 X4
8 |Wast Markat Diner 550 Wast 1315t Straat 1998/1 2
7_|Riverside Drive viadust Above Tweifth Avenue A *
8 |Former Naw York Cantral Raiload | 2360-2382 Twalfth Avanue/700 |2005/9 *®
Substation No. 11 West 134th Street
9 |Former Leés Brothers Storaga 571 Riverside Drive 20011 x b
Buitding
10 | Claremornt Thegter building 3320 Broadway 1988/1 x X
Study Area
11 | Former Shetfiald Famms Daiy 532 West 12587 Street 1905/44 xR S0in
12_| Whitestone Apartmants 45 Tiamann Plate 1995/18 X2
13 _| Two six-story apartmert buildings BY and 191 Claramant Avanus | 1954/66, 69 XA
14 |Former MoDermott.Bunger Dalry | 527-536 West 126th Street 1982/10 X3
1% |Naw York Public Lbrary, George | 518 Wast 125th Strest 1980122 X2 xR
Bruce Branch
16 |t Mary's P.E. Church, Parish 517-523 W. 126th Strast 168311 X X
Houss and Sunday Schoot
17_|Speyer Schodl 514 Wast 126th Street 1982136 X
18 | Oid Broadway Synagogue 15 Oid Broatway 1982748 X
18 _|Fommer Englna Co. 37 509 West 126th Street 1583/20 x? X
20 |P.S. 43, Maphsttanvilie Junior Migh | 500 Wes 120th Street 1933737 by
Schoal
21 | Seven five-story residentip) buildings | 505517 Wost 136th Stront 1988/ various| b
23 | Rivorsids Park and Rivarside Drive | Wast 72nd to West 120th Streets] 18971 X X
Scenic Landmark
23 |Rivorzido Park ang Riverside Drive  [North of YWest 135th Street 2101/55 P x?
Bcenic Landmark Noith
24 |Riverside Driva/West 1356th—136th | Ses Table 8-2 Saa Tabk *2 x?
. | Birmots Historc District 52
25 |Tiamann Estate Tiamann Placa and West of Vardous e
Historie District Broadway
Notos:
: Corresponds Yo Figure 8-1
2 SINR sligiblfity deteminations made by SHPO on Ocluber 7, 2004,
j NYCL aiigibillty datarminations made by LPC on Octabar 2, 2004.
= T's.propsarty.has subsaguantiy. bren.isted gu the SINR.
& Elhigibility delarmination mada by SHPO of Juha 20, 2008.
N/A Not applicahle
ER: New York Stala Ragistar of Histotie Places.
NG National Register of Histore Places.,
SINR Eligitte: Sita hae been found eligible for Bsting on tha New York State and Mational Registers of Historic Places.
: Now York City Landmark.
NYCL Eligitile: LPC hag determinad that the site appaars afigible for NYCL deslgnation.
Pending NYCL:  Slte hax been calendared for a public hearing or heard for desigration by LPC.
January 26, 2007 8-10 DRAFT
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Chapter 8: Historic Resources

The portion of the building below the viaduct is functional rather than ornate, built of concrete
with rectangular window openings (see Figure 8-6). The building continues today to serve as a
storage warchouse.

Other Areas

5  The former Claremont Theater building (S/NR-eligible, NYCL [in part]) is a two- and three-
story terra-cotta and brick-clad building designed by Gaetan Ajello in the Ttalian Renaissance
style (see No. 10 in Figures 8-1 and 3-9). Occupying the east blockfront on Broadway between
West 134th and West 135th Streets, it was crected by the Wayside Realty Co., Inc. in 1914 to
house a two-story theater, a dance hall on the second floor of the building, a roof garden, and

10 stores on Broadway. The theater was a very early example of a New York City movie theater;
Thomas Edison is reputed to have screened his On the Stroke of Twelve at the theater In 1915.
Only the original two-story 1914 portion of the building on the southeast corner of West 135th
Strect and Broadway is an NYCL.

The northwest comer of the building has a chamfered comner, resutting in three facades at the

15 interscction of Broadway and West 135th Street. White terra-cotta detafling includes a
combination of shields, swags, finlals, pilasters, and moldings. A tovie camera detail is
depicted in a shicld at the comice. The upper-story fenestration includes palazzo-inspired
groupings of arched window openings with slender columns. Little of its original interior is
believed to have survived intact, largely as a result of its many subgequent uses over time, which

20 included ap auto showroom and roller rink. The three-story brick-clad portion to the south of the
theater is an addition from circa 1939 and Is not an NYCL; the portion of the building south of
the theater was originally one and two stories. It is currently oceupied by a variety of
commmercial uses, including a furniture store.

STUDY AREA

25  There are 15 architectural resources loated in the study area (see Table 8-1 and Figure 8-1). Of
these resources, four—St. Mary’s Protestant Episcopal Church, Speyer School, Old Broadway
Synagogue, and Riverside Park and Riverside Drive Scenic Landmark—were previously known
architectural resources. Ten resources, including a historic district north of West 135th Street,
were determined by OPRHP (October 7, 2004) and/or LPC (October 2, 2004) to meet eligibility

30 criteria for listing on the S/NR and/or designation as NYCLs, respectively, as part of their
review of the Proposed Project. OPRHP determined that the Ticmann Estate Historic District is
eligible for listing on the S/NR on June 20, 2006, based on information submitted by the West
Harlem Community Preservation QOrganization,

——37  Preutis Hall (S/NR-¢ligible, WY2s4gm26), formerly the Sheffield Farms Dairy, is a five-story
35 building at 632 West 125th Street (see No. 11 in Figures 8-1 and 8-10). It was designed by Frank
A. Rooke for the Sheffield Farms-Slawson-Decker Company to house pastourization and
bottling facilitics for the production of milk that was delivered throughout the Upper West Sidc
and Harlem The original building, built in 1907, was about 135 feet wide; a three-bay addition
to the west was built in 1934, The building is clad in glazed white terra-cotta; the color may have
40 been chosen to symbolize the dairy’s sanitary and hygienic conditions. The fagade has classical
ornament, including a dentillated string course above the third story, an egg-and-dart string
course above the fourth story, and fasces framing the two iriple-story openings (the central and
westernmost openings) and the arches of the flanking windows. A showroom with a Guastavino

tile vaulted ceiling, still extant, allowed the public to see the milk being processed.

DRAFT 8-13 January 26, 2007
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THE Clﬁ OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1 Centre St., 9N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 669-7700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC J06-DCPO32M 01/30/07
PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
MANHATTANVILL RLEM

[1 Mo architectural significance

[X}  Noarchasological significance

[X)  Designated Naw York Gity Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[X]  Listed on National Registar of Historic Places

PQ  Appears to be eligible for Nationsl Register Listing andjor New York City Landmark
Designation

{1 May be archasologlcally significant, requesting additional materials

The LPG is in recelpt of the Historic Resources chapter of the DEIS dated
1/28/07. On page 8-10, Table 81, item 11, "Former Sheffield Farms
Dairy™ is not LPC eligible.
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- New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historle Praservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau ,
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

OFFICE OF Paiy
HOUAEIS RS

NEW YORK STATE

January 30, 2007

Rachel Shatz

Empire State Development Corporation
633 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10017

Dear Ms. Shatz:

Re: ESDC
Proposed Manhattanville Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Development
New York County
04PR04734

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) for the proposcd Manhattanville Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Development in
Manhattan. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement information submitted in
accordance with the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law, Section 14.09.

Based upon our review, we offer the foliowing comments/concerns:

1. The historic properties identified in Chapter 8 are correct.

2. 'We understand the National Register listed property known as the Former Sheffield Farms Stable
located at 3229 Broadway is proposed for demolition. Demolition of a National Register listed
property constitutes an Adverse Impact as defined by the State Historic Preservation Act.
Pursuant to Scction 428.8 of the Regulations, Chapter I01, for Historic Preservation, we request a
formal exploration of all prudent and feasible alternatives “to avoid or mitigate any adverse impact
of the undertaking.” The preservation and adaptive reuse of the building is our preferred
alternative to demolition.

3. We understand that the National Register eligible West Market Diner at 659 West 131" Street is
proposed for relocation. [t would be our preference for the dincr to be uncovered and restored in
its current location. If this cannot be accomplished, we request the opportumity to review possible
new locations, the proposed move and the rchabilitation plans for the structurc.

4. As noted, our office has previously reviewed the rchabilitation of the National Register eligible
Studebaker Building and has determined that the Studebaker project, as presented at that tirge,
would have No Adverse Impact upon this historic building. Given the schematics of the proposad
development around the Studebaker building, we would like to review the plans and specifications
for proposed Columbia University Building #8 in Subdistrict A. I appears that Building #8 will
abut the Studebaker building obscuring the Eastern fagade. If this is the case, it is possible that
Building #8 could have an Adverse Impact upon the historic Studebaker building.

5. We request site line studies with regard to the visual impact of the proposed development upon the
Studebaker Tower and cornice linc. At a minimum we would like to see views from the street
beneath the Viaduct at 131% Street and 132 Sreet toward the building,

6. We are pleased (o lcarn that the former Wartren Nash Service Station building at 3280 Broadway is
planned for rehabilitation. Our office would like to review the proposed plans and specifications
for the rehabilitation when they arc available. For your use we have attached the Resource
Evaluation for the Warren Nash Service Station building. We note that the building may be of
national significance for its use as the headquarters of the Association of Manhattan Project
Scientists who worked on the atomic bomb during the Second World War. It scems possible that

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
3 printed on recyciad paper
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interior rernants from this era may still exist within the building and that they should be
considered for preservation.

7. Given the proximity of historic structures to the proposed new construction, construction
protection plans should be developed for properties within 90 feet of any construction. The plan
should be developed in accordance with the requirements stipulated in the New York city
Department of buildings “Technical Policy Procedure Notice #10/88” and the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission guidelines described in “Protection Programs for
Landmarked Buildings™.

8.  Wenote that there are no proposcd plans for Subdistricts B and C at this time. When such plans
become available we request the opportunity to review and comment on such plans. We note that
Subdistrict B is directly adjacent to the National Register eligible Riverside Drive Viaduct and
includes the National Register cligible former New York Central Railroad substation No. 11. We
further note that Subdistrict C includes the National Register eligiblc former Lee Brothers Storage
Building.

9. The proposed Columbia University development building #17 is directly across from National
Register eligible Claremont Theater building. If the proposed development across the street at
building #17 has the potential to impact this historic theater building, we would like to review the
proposed development.

Thank you for your request. If you have any questions, I can be reached at (518) 237-8643, ext. 3282.
Please refer to the SHPQ Project Review (PR) number in any future correspondences regarding this project.

Sincerely,

Beth A, CummingRA.¢,

Historic Preservation Specialist - Technical Uit
e-mail: Beth.comming @oprhp.state.ny.us

enc: Resource Evaluation — former Wirren Nash Service Center Building
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
E Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
5 rewvomksTae £ Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643
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'RESOURCE EVALUATION

N RIS AR o A AR S0 R L T R A, U e S TR AR OO T T IR e 13 b %L B e © T G b

DATE: 1/30/07 STAFF: Kathy Howe
PROPERTY: former Warren Nash Service Center Building MCD: Manhattan
ADDRESS: 3280 Broadway ' COUNTY: New York Co.
PROJECT REF: 04PR04734 USN: 06101.015090

L. [ Property is individually listed on SR/NR:

name of listing:

] Property is a contributing component of a SR/NR district:
name of district:

I B4 Property meets eligibility criteria.
] Property contributes to a distric;t' which appears to meet sligibility criteria.
Pre SRB:[] Post SRB: [ SRB date

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register:

A Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

B. '] Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. [X] Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or methad of construction; or
represents the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

D. [] Have yielded, or may bs likely to yield information important in prehistory or history.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE: A

The former Warren Nash Service Center Building at 3280 Broadway in Manhattanville was built in 1927 to the
designs of Frank 3. Parker as an automobile service station for the Warran Nash Motor Corporation. The six-story
reinforced concrete building meats Criterion C as an intact example of early 20" century industrial design. It is
historically significant under Criterion A for its assocjation with Manhattanville’s “Automobile Row.” Warren-Nash
occupied the building up until the early 1940s,

The building is historically significant at the national leve! for housing one of the laboratories for the Manhattan
Project which developed the atomic bomb. Columbia University's SAM Laboratory, which was contracted by the
National Research Defense Committee, conducted research in this building from at least 1943 to 1945, The offices
of J. Robert Oppenheimer and Brigadier Leslie Grove are believed to have been located on the upper floor.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency
6 printed on recycied paper
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMlSSJON
1 Cenfre St., 8N, New York, NY 10007 (212) 6697700

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EDC /06-DCPO32M ; 01/30/07

PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT MANHATTANVILLEMW HARLEM R
i1 No archiiectural significance

X<i No archaeological significance

[X]1  Deslgnated New York Clty Landmark or Within Deslgnated Historic District
[X]  Listed on National Register of Historic Places ’

X1 Appears to be eligible for Natlonal Register Llstlng and/or New York CIty Landmark

Pesignation )
I1 May be archaeologically significant; - requesting additional materiais
COMMENTS Amended detarmination. The LPC is In recel&t of the Historic Resources
chapter of the DEIS dated 1/26/07. The text Is acceptable.
/,M W ‘ C01/31)07
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AKRF, Inc. - New York City »* Hudson Valley Region * Long Isiand - Baltimore / Washington Area « New Jersey

440 Park Avenue South
New York, NY 10016
tel: 212 696-0670

fax: 212 213-3191
www.akrf.com

April 13, 2007

Ms. Beth Cumming

Historic Preservation Specialist — Technical Unit »

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 189

Waterford, NY 12188-0189

Re: Manhattanvllle in West Harlem Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Development
New York County
04PR04734

Dear Beth:

Further to your letter to Rachel Shatz of ESDC dated January 30, 2007 and as discussed on February 6,
2007, please find information on a number of the concerns you raised:

1. West Market Diner at 659 West 131st Street

Columbia University is studying potential locations for the diner to be relocated and exploring options for
its restoration. As was discussed on February 6th and as described in Chapter 8, “Historic Resources” of
the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS), the diner is composed of three distinct
structures. These consist of the original 1921 wood diner at the north end of the site, the 1948 car fronting
on West 131st Street, and a cinderblock addition to the east. The older wood car (on the north) has been
substantially altered, with little left of its original fabric. It most recently served as the kitchen for the diner
and possesses little historic integrity. The cinderblock addition does not contain significant interior
architectural elements and its fagade, as that of the 1948 Mountain View dining car, has been extensively
remodeled through its recladding in brick In the 1970’s. Unlike the 1921 car, however, the 1948 dining car
appears to retain many original interior features, and it is possible that the 1948 diner’s original metal
cladding may still be present beneath the brick cladding. Therefore, Columbia proposes to relocate and to
restore to the extent practicable the 1948 diner, but not the 1921 car or the cinderblock addition as these
other two structures possess little integrity and architectural significance. Columbia would consult with the

‘New York State Office of Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) regarding potential

relocation sites for the 1948 diner and plans for its rehabilitation.
2. Studebaker Building, 615 West 131st Street

The east fagade of the Studebaker Building is a stucco party wall fagade with some windows cut
into it (see attached Figure 1). A 1909 Sanborn map indicates that the site immediately east of the
Studebaker Building was formerly occupied by a two-story stable/carriage house, which was built up
against the east fagade of the Studebaker Building. This site is now occupied by a one-story industrial
building. Since the east fagade of the Studebaker Building does not contain any significant architectural
elements and is essentially a blank wall, construction of the academic research building on Site 8 would
not obstruct views to significant elements of the Studebaker Building. As such, development of Site 8
would not result in significant adverse visual or contextual impacts on the Studebaker Building.
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3. Sightlines to the Studebaker Building

As described in Chapter 8 of the PDEIS, views of the west fagade of the Studebaker Bullding, including
its cornice and tower, would be obstructed from 12th Avenue beneath the viaduct by the proposed new
building to be located on 12th Avenue between West 131st and West 132nd Streets. However, views of
the Studebakers north (West 132nd Street) and south (West 131st Street) facades, including the
terracotta cornice lines, would remalin visible from 12th Avenue at West 131st and 132nd Streets, as
shown in Figure 2. These facades would also remain visible in views west from Broadway (see Figure 9-
48 of Chapter 9, “Urban Design and Visual Resources” of the PDEIS).

The project has been designed to respect the historic and architectural character of the Studebaker
Building. As described in Chapter 8, the proposed zoning text for the Academic Mixed-Use Area would
waive the mandatory setbacks at grade for the West 131st/West 132nd Street block to preserve the
streetwall established by the Studebaker Building. In addition, the proposed project would create new
open spaces In the Academic Mixed-Use Area that would provide new publicly accessible locations to
view the Studebaker Building and its tower. As shown in Figure 3, the proposed new midblock open area,
which would traverse the blocks between West 133rd and West 125th Streets, would provide views of the
west fagade of the Studebaker Bullding and its tower. Views north from the proposed open area between
West 129th and West 130th Streets would be especially dramatic, as views would terminate at the
westernmost bay of the Studebaker Building’s south (West 131st Street) fagade, which Includes the
Studebaker logo at the terracotta-clad parapet, the two-story decorative terracotta entrance surround, and
the Studebaker tower visible above the cornice line (see Figure 8-24 of Chapter 8).

Furthermore, the south and west facades of the Studebaker Building, including its cornice with the
Studebaker logo and its tower would be visible from the proposed new square to be built between West
130th and West 131st Streets. The building’s south fagade would be visible from West 131st Street
between Broadway and 12th Avenue, the north fagade visible from West 132nd Street between
Broadway and 12th Avenue, with a portion of the west fagade visible from these streets in proximity to the
proposed mlidblock open area. Figure 3 depicts the locations where it is expected that the Studebaker
tower would be visible, in addition to the facades. Therefore, while views from under the viaduct on 12th
Avenue would not Include the west fagade of the Studebaker Building and its tower, its primary north and
south facades would remain visible on West 132nd and West 131st Streets and new publicly accessible
open areas would be created where the public would enjoy views of this important resource and tower.
Therefore, it is not expected that the proposed Academic Mixed-Use Development would result in
significant adverse visual or contextual impacts on the Studebaker Building.

4, Subdistricts B, C and Other Areas are subject to the New York City Department of City Planning’s
proposed rezoning for Manhattanville. Columbia’s proposed Academic Mixed-Use Development, which is
subject to the General Project Plan (GPP) to be issued by ESDC and other state actions, would only
occur in Subdistrict A. Therefore, the PDEIS has identified a reasonable worst-case development
scenario that could result in the rezoning areas (Subdistricts B, C, and Other Areas) which included the
identification of projected development sites, and assessed what the effects of that redevelopment could
be. Since Columbla has no proposed development plans in Subdistricts B, C, and Other Areas, and
ESDC's GPP will not include any redevelopment plans for these areas, there are no state-sponsored
development plans in Subdistricts B, C, and Other Areas at this time that would require review by
OPRHP.

5. Claremont Theater Building, 3320 Broadway

The academic research building proposed on Site 17 would be located across West 134th Street from the
Claremont Theater. Since it is located within 90 feet of proposed construction, the Claremont Theater
would be included in the Construction Protection Plan to be prepared for historic buildings as described in
the PDEIS. Site 17 is presently occupied by a three story building. Development on Block 17 wouid result
in a taller building with a larger footprint. However, it would not block views to the Claremont Theater that
are not already obstructed by the existing three-story building on the site. Furthermore, the primary
terracotta facade of the Claremont Theater is located at the chamfered corner of Broadway and 135th
Street, which faces north/northwest away from Site 17 (which is located to the south). Views of this
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decorative portion of the fagade would remain unchanged in views south on Broadway, views north on
Broadway in proximity to West 135th Street, and on 135th Street. Therefore, development of the
proposed academic research building on Site 17 would not result in any significant adverse visual or
contextual impacts to the Claremont Theater.

Please let us know if you require any further information or have any questions at (646) 388-9745,

AKRF, INC.

Claudia Cooney
Vice President \

cc: Rachel Shatz ESDC
Geoffrey Wiener, Columbia Unlversity
Richard G. Leland, Esq., Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP
Mark Chertok, Esq., Sive, Paget & Rlesel, P.C.
David Karnovsky, Esq., New York City Department of City Planning
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Ellot Spitzer
Govermnor

- New York state Office of Parks, Carol A
n - - sh
Recreation and Historic Preservation Commissioner
Historic Presarvati »n Flold Sorvives » Peebles island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 ‘
51 8-237-8643
WWWw.nysparks.cor

May 11, 2007

Claudia Cooney

Vice President

ARRF

440 Park Avenue ! outh
New York, NY 10116

Re: ESDC i
Proposed M anhattanvills Rezoning and Academic Mixéd-Use Development
New York (lounty }
O4PR04734 ‘ N

Dear Ms. Cooney:

Thark ; you for pro: dding the: additional information requested for teview by the Office of Parks Recreation and Historic
Preservation (OPR HP) for the proposed Manhattanville Rezoning and Academlc Mixed-Use Development in Machattan, We
have reviewed the nformahon submitted in accordance with the New York State Parks, Recreation and Higtoric Presarvation
Law, Section 14.0.

Based upon our r¢ iew we offer the following comments:

1. West Mark Din - at 659 West 131" Street ' We concur that the cinderblock addition and the original 1921 wood diner car
possess little histos lc integrity and as such, we would not advocate for thelr restoration. 'We understand that the 1948 Mountain
View dining car re alns much of its original interior features and that the original exterior metal cladding is stll present bencath
the brick exterior. As such, we concur that relocating and restoring the 1948 diner would be appropriate. We would lke to be
consulted on the pr sposed new location and rehabilitation of this structure. In this case, it is our opinion that moving the structure
“would not necessu Uy result an adverse impact to the 1948 diner car smcc dincr cars were desigued to b relocated us needed.

2. Swmdebaker Bui ding, 615 West 131™ Sweet ' We concur that there would not be sxgnlﬂcant adverse visual or contextual
impacts on the St lebaker building duc to the proposed new construction. v

3. Claremont Thet ter Building, 3320 Broadway We concur that the redevelopment of site 17 would not result in significant
adverse visual or ¢ mtextual lpacts to the Claremont Theater.

Thank you for you request, If you have any questions, I can be reached at (518) 237-8643, ext. 3282, Plcase refer 1o the SHPO
Project Review (P1.) number in any Future correspondences regarding this project.

Sincerely,

Lt

Beth A. Cumming P&/
Historic Preservath m Specialist — Technical Unit
e-mall: Beth.curag ing@oprhp state. ny.us

cc: Rachel Shatz - BSDC

L3

An Equal Opportunity Ei wployer/Affirmative Action Agency
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View of east facade of the Studebaker Building from West 131st Street 1

View of east facade of the Studebaker Building from West 132nd Street 2

Figure 1
MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST HARLEM REZONING . oo
AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT Views of Studebaker Building
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Figure 2
MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST HARLEM REZONING . .
AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT Rendering of view east on West 131st Street
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Figure 9-48

View West on West 131st Street

From Broadway

MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST HARLEM REZONING
AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT
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MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST HARLEM REZONING
AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Figure 3.

Studebaker Building and Tower -
Viewing Locations in the Academic Mixed-Use Area
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Figure 8-24
View from Open Space Between
West 129th and West 130th Streets

MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST HARLEM REZONING

AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Toward Studebaker Tower
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Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

A. INTRODUCTION

This appendix (prepared by HydroQual, Inc.) describes existing water quality conditions within
the Project Area and evaluates the potential impacts on this resource by the Proposed Actions. In
addition to assessing potential impacts from the Proposed Actions for the two analysis years of
2015 and 2030, it also assesses future water quality without the Proposed Actions.

The Proposed Actions would result in new nstitutional, commercial, and residential
development within the Project Area. Potential increased discharges of treated effluent from the
North River Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) and combined sewer overflows (CSOs) from
the Proposed Actions are evaluated to assess potential impacts to water quality.

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

The Proposed Actions involve activities that may affect water quality in the Hudson Rijver.
Potential concerns would be increased discharge of treated effluent from the North River WPCP
and increases in the number and intensity of CSOs.

The increased flow of domestic sewage to the North River WPCP from the Proposed Actions in
2015 is expected to be about 0.2 million gallons per day (mgd) and about 0.95 mgd in 2030.
These volumes would not affect the ability of the North River WPCP to properly treat sewage
and would not be expected to result in adverse impacts to Hudson River water quality.

As part of the Proposed Actions, new separate stormwater sewer lines are proposed for West
130th, West 131st and West 132nd Streets, between Broadway and Twelfth Avenue. This
Separate stormwater system would be fully operational by 2030. Although it is likely that the
installation of all of the stormwater sewer lines would occur after 2015, it is possible that the
stormwater line under West 130th Street could be installed before 2015. Therefore, for the 2015
future with the Proposed Actions, two scenarios were analyzed: the Proposed Actions with a
partial stormwater system in place in 2015, and the Proposed Actions with no separate
stormwater system in place in 2015. As mentioned earlier, the 2030 analysis accounts for a fully
operational separate stormwater system.

In 2015, with a partial separate stormwater system in place, the number of CSO events would
remain unchanged, and CSO volume would decrease by approximately 0.6 million gallons per
year when compared with the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions conditions. The
decrease in CSO volume would be a result of the proposed separate stormwater system, which
would divert stormwater from the combined sewer system. The mass loadings of pollutants
during CSO events would decrease slightly and the water quality in the Hudson and Harlem
Rivers would not be adversely affected due to the Proposed Actions.

If by 2015 the separate stormwater system is not installed or operational, the number of CSO
events would increase by one, and CSO volume would increase by approximately 0.3 million
gallons per year when compared with the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions condition.
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The increase in mass loadings of pollutants during CSO events would be extremely small. The
water quality in the Hudson and Harlem Rivers would be essentially identical to those projected
for 2015 future without the Proposed Actions.

In 2030, the proposed separate stormwater system would be fully operational. The separate
stormwater system with the Proposed Actions would result in a decrease of CSO volume of 1.6
million gallons per year and therefore a decrease in associated pollutant loadings. The CSO
volume would decrease by approximately 0.4 percent. The number of CSO events would remain
unchanged. These changes would not result in significant adverse impacts to water quality in
either 2015 or 2030.

B. METHODOLOGY

The methodology outlined in the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual
was used to characterize existing conditions and assess potential impacts to surface water
quality. Current water quality conditions were compared with anticipated conditions for the
analysis years 2015 and 2030 both with and without the Proposed Actions.

To assess the water quality impacts due to the Proposed Actions, baseline water quality data
were obtained from several sources, including the New York City Department of Environmental
Protection’s (DEP) Harbor Survey, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, 1991).
Harbor Survey data collected in 2004 for stations located in the Hudson and Harlem Rivers
within the North River WPCP service area were obtained. Effluent data for wastewater flows
and pollutant loadings from the North River WPCP for Fiscal Year 2005 (July 1-June 30) were
also obtained from DEP to establish the baseline loadings from the plant. In addition, CSO
pollutant loadings were calculated for CSOs in the Hudson and Harlem Rivers within the North
River WPCP service area. Loadings for constituents of concern were calculated and the impacts
assessed for the average annual flow scenarios for both 2015 and 2030. A new separate
stormwater system that would discharge into the Hudson River through a new outfall at the foot
of West 125th Street (as described in Chapter 14, “Infrastructure”) would service the Academic
Mixed-Use Area. This separate stormwater system would be fully operational by 2030. Although
it is likely that the installation of all of the stormwater sewer lines would occur after 2015, it 1s
possible that the stormwater line under West 130th Street (between- Broadway and Twelfth
Avenue) could be installed and operational before 2015, draining an area (encompassing the
southern half of the block to the north, and the northern half of the block to the south) of
approximately 3.9 acres. Therefore, for the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions, two scenarios
were analyzed: the Proposed Actions with a partial stormwater system in place in 2015, and the
Proposed Actions with no separate stormwater system in place in 2015. The 2030 analysis
accounts for a fully operational separate stormwater system.

The percent imperviousness, infiltration, evaporation, and physical features of the drainage area
(slope, sewer layout, and surface roughness) were used to compute the volume of runoff that
would be discharged to the new stormwater sewer and that would not reach the combined sewer
system. Pollutant loadings from the operation of the new separate stormwater sewer were
estimated from historical concentrations of pollutants in stormwater runoff in the New York
metropolitan area, and the estimated volume of stormwater diverted to the new stormwater
system.

Two flow rates were used for the analyses. The average daily flow was used for the evaluation of the
potential impact of proposed changes to the North River WPCP on water quality within the Hudson
River. The average daily flow includes sanitary flows and also wet weather flows received by the

E.1-2




Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

WPCP. For the analysis of potential effects associated with CSOs within the North River WPCP
service area, the average dry weather flow was used. The dry weather flow only includes sanitary
flows received under dry weather conditions and was used as a baseline for the analysis of potential
CSO effects on the Hudson and Harlem Rivers. Likewise, the assessment of potential effects due to
CSOs was also based on the North River WPCP operating at close to 340 mgd during wet weather
events. The North River WPCP has been designed to accept two times the 170 mgd dry weather
flow, or 340 mgd. Table E.1-1 presents the flows used in the analyses.

Table E.1-1
Average Daily Flow Conditions at North River WPCP Used in Modeling
Average Daily Flow Average Daily Dry Weather Flow
Existing Conditions—2005 129.0 mgd 121.0 mgd
2015
Future Without Proposed Actions 133.0 mgd 125.0 mgd
Future with Proposed Actions 133.2 mgd 125.2 mgd
2030
Future Without Proposed Actions 140.0 mgd 132.0 mgd
Future with Proposed Actions 141.0 mgd 133.0 mgd

The analysis of potential impacts was based on the effects of the Proposed Actions on the
number of CSO events within the North River service area, the CSO volume that could enter the
Hudson and Harlem Rivers, and the amount of additional pollutant mass loadings for the 2015
and 2030 future with the Proposed Actions conditions.

WASTEWATER FLOW RATES IN 2015
FLOW RATES USED IN NORTH RIVER WPCP ANALYSIS

The possible water quality impacts with and without the Proposed Actions were calculated for
the 2015 analysis year. The 2015 projected North River WPCP effluent flows were calculated
based on the DEP projection of future average daily dry weather flow (sanitary flows received
under dry weather conditions) for 2015, and wet weather flow estimates (using actual 2005
average daily and average daily dry weather flow data) from DEP’s Process Engineering Report
(Fiscal Year 2005) (DEP 2005). The dry weather flow projections were developed using New
York City Department of City Planning (DCP) population projections for 2015 (DCP 2006). The
dry weather flow only includes sanitary flows received under dry weather conditions. DEP
projections indicate a future WPCP average dry weather flow of 125 mgd in 2015 due to general
background growth within the North River WPCP service area. For the purposes of the water
quality analysis, this projected dry weather flow is conservative when used in the assessment of
the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions, because it is based on DCP’s population projections
for 2015 (DCP 2006), which took into consideration the increased population attributable to the
Columbia Manhattanville project.

DEP calculates the current average daily flow (see Table E.1-1) as the total volume of
wastewater treated at the North River WPCP in a year received during both wet and dry weather
periods, divided by the number of days in that year. As presented in DEP’s Process Engineering
Report (Fiscal Year 2005) (DEP 2005), the difference between the average daily flow and
average daily dry weather flow is approximately 8 mgd (the average dry weather flow based on
the flows received during days typically preceded by 48 hours of no rainfall). Because the
impervious area within the North River WPCP service area is not expected to materially change,
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this wet weather increment of 8 mgd would not change, and was assumed as the wet weather
flow for the future 2015 analysis year.

To calculate projected average daily flow, the projected dry weather flow of 125 mgd was added to the
estimated wet weather flow of 8 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected average daily
flow to the North River WPCP in 2015 without the Proposed Actions is 133.0 mgd.

As discussed in Chapter 14, “Infrastructure,” the incremental flows due to the Proposed Actions in
2015 would be approximately 0.2 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected average
daily flow to the North River WPCP in 2015 with the Proposed Actions would be 133.2 mgd.

FLOW RATES USED IN CSO ANALYSIS

In addition to an assessment of the potential water quality impacts due to treated effluent
from the North River WPCP, potential water quality impacts due to CSOs within the WPCP
service area were evaluated with and without the Proposed Actions in 2015. For this
analysis, DEP’s projected future dry weather flow in 2015 (125 mgd) is used to determine
the potential effects associated with CSOs within the North River WPCP service area. As
mentioned above, because DEP’s projection of future dry weather flows in 2015 is based on
DCP’s population projections for 2015 (DCP 2006), which took into consideration the
increased population attributable to the Columbia Manbhattanville project, the 2015 future
with the Proposed Actions analysis is conservative.

As discussed in Chapter 14, the incremental flows due to the Proposed Actions would be
approximately 0.2 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected average daily flow to
the North River WPCP in 2015 with the Proposed Actions would be approximately 125.2 mgd.

These flow projections were used as inputs to the land-side modeling, which estimates the
volume of CSO discharged and the number of CSO events. Details of the land-side modeling are
discussed below.

Columbia University proposes to construct a separate stormwater system and discharge the
stormwater at the foot of West 125th Street into the Hudson River through new outfall. The
flows from the half blocks north and south of West 130th Street may be separated by 2015. This
portion of the new separate stormwater system would remove stormwater discharged into the
combined system from 3.9 acres within the Academic Mixed-Use Area. However, the system for
this area may not be operational by 2015. Therefore, two analyses were prepared, with and
without the partial separate stormwater system in 2015. The pollutant and nutrient loadings in
urban stormwater runoff are low compared with the loadings in CSOs.

For the case with the partial stormwater system, the percent imperviousness, infiltration, evaporation,
and physical features of the drainage area (slope, sewer layout, and surface roughness) were used to
compute the volume of runoff that would not reach the combined sewer system. This volume was
subtracted from the modeling of CSOs. During an average year, the total runoff volume diverted into
the new stormwater system is estimated to be approximately 3.2 million gallons. This diverted
volume of stormwater is not expected to significantly decrease the total flows to the North River
WPCP over the course of a year. For the case without the partial stormwater system, the stormwater
from the 3.9 acres would be conveyed into the combined system.
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WASTEWATER FLOW RATES IN 2030
FLOW RATES USED IN NORTH RIVER WPCP ANALYSIS

Potential water quality impacts with and without the Proposed Actions were also calculated for the
year 2030. The 2030 projected North River WPCP effluent flows were calculated using DEP’s
projection of the future average daily dry weather flow (sanitary flows under dry weather
conditions) in 2030 (132 mgd), developed on the basis of DCP’s population projections for 2030
(DCP 2006), and wet weather flow estimates (using actual 2005 average daily and average daily
dry weather flow data) from DEP’s Process Engineering Report (Fiscal Year 2005) (DEP 2005).
For the purposes of the water quality analysis, this projected dry weather flow is conservative
when used in the assessment of the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions, because it is based on
DCP’s population projections for 2030 (DCP 2006), which took into consideration the increased
population attributable to the Columbia Manhattanville project.

DEP calculates the current average daily flow as the total volume of wastewater treated at the
North River WPCP in a year received during both wet and dry weather periods, divided by the
number of days in that year. As presented in DEP’s Process Engineering Report (Fiscal Year
2005) (DEP 2005), the difference between the average daily flow and average daily dry weather
flow is approximately 8 mgd (the average dry weather flow based on the flows received during
days typically preceded by 48 hours of no rainfall). Because the impervious area in the North
River WPCP service area of 6,030 acres is not expected to change materially, this wet weather
increment of 8 mgd is not expected to materially change, and was assumed as the wet weather
flow for the future 2030 analysis year.

To calculate projected average daily flow, the projected dry weather flow of 132 mgd was added
to the estimated wet weather flow of 8 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected
average daily flow to the North River WPCP in 2030 without the Proposed Actions is 140 mgd.

As discussed in Chapter 14, the incremental flows due to the Proposed Actions in 2030 would be
approximately 0.95 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected average daily flow to
the North River WPCP in 2030 with the Proposed Actions would be approximately 141 mgd.

FLOW RATES USED IN CSO ANALYSIS

In addition to an assessment of the potential water quality impacts due to treated effluent from
the North River WPCP, potential water quality impacts due to CSOs within the WPCP service
area were evaluated with and without the Proposed Actions in 2030. For this analysis, DEP’s
projected future dry weather flow in 2030 (132 mgd) is used to determine the potential effects
associated with CSOs within the North River WPCP service area. For the purposes of the water
quality analysis, this projected dry weather flow is conservative, because it is based on DCP’s
population projections (DCP 2006) within the North River WPCP for 2030, which already
include the Proposed Actions.

As discussed in Chapter 14, the incremental flows due to the Proposed Actions in 2030 would be
approximately 0.95 mgd. Therefore, as shown in Table E.1-1, the projected average daily flow to
the North River WPCP in 2015 with the Proposed Actions would be approximately 133 mgd.

These flow projections were used as inputs to the land-side modeling, which estimates the
volume of CSO discharged and the number of CSO events. Details of the land-side modeling are
discussed below.
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In addition, by 2030, Columbia University proposes to complete the construction of a separate
stormwater system for the blocks between West 130th and West 133rd Streets between Broadway
and Twelfth Avenue, and discharge the stormwater at the foot of West 125th Street into the Hudson
River through a new outfall. The new separate stormwater system would remove stormwater
discharged into the combined system from 12.36 acres within the Academic Mixed-Use Area. The
pollutant and nutrient loadings in urban runoff are low compared with the loadings in CSOs. The
percent imperviousness, infiltration, evaporation, and physical features of the drainage area (slope,
sewer layout, and surface roughness) were used to compute the volume of runoff that would not
reach the combined sewer system. This volume was subtracted from the modeling of CSOs. During
an average year, the total runoff volume diverted into the new stormwater system is estimated to be
about 9.9 million gallons. This diverted volume of stormwater is not expected to significantly
decrease the total flows to the North River WPCP over the course of a year.

POLLUTANT LOADING ESTIMATES
POLLUTANT LOADINGS USED IN NORTH RIVER WPCPANALYSIS

Effluent pollutant loading data to the Hudson River from the North River WPCP for the various
flow scenarios and the 2015 and 2030 future with and without the Proposed Actions were
estimated to allow for an analysis of potential water quality conditions. The monthly average
concentrations from fiscal year 2005, as reported by DEP for the North River WPCP, were used
along with the projected WPCP flows for both the 2015 and 2030 future with and without the
Proposed Actions to calculate the existing and projected future loadings. Table E.1-2 presents the
total nitrogen, total phosphorus, total suspended solids, fecal coliforms, copper, lead, and zinc
concentration monthly average loadings. Based on the average concentration for the fiscal year,
pollutant loadings were calculated for existing conditions, and for the 2015 and 2030 future with
and without the Proposed Actions (see Table E.1-3). These loadings were used as inputs to the
surface water modeling, which estimates the potential impacts on water quality in 2015 and 2030
with and without the Proposed Actions.

POLLUTANT LOADINGS USED IN CSO ANALYSIS

Pollutant loading data to the Hudson and Harlem Rivers within the North River WPCP service
area were developed for the various flow scenarios and 2015 and 2030 future with and without
the Proposed Actions. For the 2015 with the Proposed Actions, two scenarios were analyzed:
one with the partial storm sewer system in place, and one without the partial storm sewer system
in place. Since CSOs are composed of a mixture of both raw sanitary water and stormwater, the
percentage of sanitary sewage and stormwater were computed for each discharge event and for
cach individual CSO. The mixture of sanitary sewage and stormwater was used to calculate the
total CSO discharge. Copper, lead, and zinc concentrations used were based on the maximum
monthly average concentrations measured in the influent of the North River WPCP, and the total
nitrogen, phosphorus, and suspended solids concentrations were the yearly averages from 2005.

The incremental changes in CSO event annual mass discharges for the five scenarios are
presented in Table E.1-4. The five scenarios are:

e 2015 without the Proposed Actions;

e 2015 with the Proposed Actions and with the partial stormwater system;

e 2015 with the Proposed Actions and without the partial stormwater system;

e 2030 without the Proposed Actions; and

e 2030 with the Proposed Actions.
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Table E.1-2
North River WPCP Effluent Parameters

Effluent Concentrations”
Copper Lead Zinc T-N? TP TSS™
Month (g/L) (wgil) (wgiL) {mg/L) (mgil) (mgiL)
October 11.7 1.9 79.5 14.9 2.8 9.0
November 10.7 1.1 45.7 14.3 2.3 10.0
December 14.0 1.1 42.1 13.8 1.9 11.0
January 13.2 1.6 42.2 19.7 34 11.0
February 13.4 1.3 62.8 19.2 2.8 12.0
March 12.9 1.7 64.9 16.6 2.4 12.0
April 13.0 1.0 78.1 18.2 3.8 12.0
May 13.3 14 134.2 18.4 2.7 14.0
June 14.4 1.7 86.1 19.2 2.9 13.0
July 26.8 4.5 84.0 19.9 2.9 19.0
August 175 1.5 70.2 20.2 29 14.0
September 14.1 21 57.2 17.7 3.0 16.0
Average 14.6 1.7 70.6 17.7 2.8 12.8
Notes:
(1)Basis—2005 Simulation Conditions, Non-reactive Substance
(2)Total nitrogen
(3)Total phosphorus
(4)Total suspended solids
Hg/L - micrograms per liter
mg/L - milligrams per liter
Source: "Operating Data, Fiscal Year 2005," DEP - Bureau of Wastewater Treatment, Process Engineering Section.

E1-7



5002 10V LhZ9Z00-AN ‘ON IUU3d S3AAS dOdM JoAld JHON 1EIQ Bunsixe gt Ul palinbai asoL} e1e 0E0Z PUE G10Z J0) Sebeuaoiad [eaowal spioS papuadsng pue sgogo ()
“SHWI UBNT SIAJS Bunsixe ou aie a1ay) sieadde (-) ysep e a1aym ‘900z ‘IUdY :LyZ9Z00-AN "ON HULBd SIS dOdM JoAY ULON Heiq Ul yuoj1es spur (g)

‘uoyag BuLesuIbuT SS800Id ‘WUBWIIESI| IBJEMBISEA JO NBAING - 430 .'S00Z JBSA [BOSI4 ‘Bleq Buyesado, woiy eleq (2)
. ‘obesone Aep-0g (1)

:S8j0N
- 0¢c 61 072 6’1 8 Aep/sq| pea
- 0'€8 7’84 28 £8. 092 Rep/sql oulz
- [ 9l 01 291 L'S) Aep/sq Jaddog
- 986'C Y6’ 6952 ovy'e 19€°¢C Aep/sqi 'Od
- 162'€ L' 692'¢ 90L'e Z10'e Aep/sq| snioydsoud [e10L
- 4 (34 GSy £ey ozy Aep/sq| SN
- GET [444 pee [444 154 Aep/sq S1BJN
- 208'02 £99'61 199'02 £€9'01 £¥0'61 Aep/sq NML
- G1G'LL 28591 1621 12591 0£0'91 Aep/sq| eluowuly
- 162'€ L1L'E 692'€ 901'¢ ZLo'e Rep/sq uabonyN d1eblo
002 29 29 29 29 29 ILUOOL/NdW Lojij0D jeda4
0,
58 o8 58 58 58 196 o epi0s Sinuedsng
000°cy Ly0'GL 61271 GY6'pl 861 vl LLL'E) Aep/sq| Spilog papuedsng
o€ 8¢l 8C1 8'C1 8'¢) 8¢ 7/bw ,SPIIOS papusdsng
G8 g8 S8 S8 a8 €16 % |[BAOWSY SGOED
000'GE AT 9..'0} gze'll 6610l 8G€'81 Aep/sq fefelcle]
14 L6 L6 L6 L6 L6 /bw ‘Qogo
0Ll o'yl [4%3) 001 0'€el 621 [ MO\ Ajleq SDEISAY
(eI Juted jusniy3s juaniyy juaniyy jusnpiy ueniya sjun J9)eweled
uusni3 $3ads aBesony aBeioAy abesoay aBeioAy abeisAy
0£02 §102 0£02 sioe €002

suopoy pesodold oy} YUM eimnd

suoloy pasodoid ay) JNOYIIM eaning

suoyipuod Bunsixa

So3.eyosI(] JUaNp)q 21Ny pajoafoad pue Sunsixy dDdAA 1A YMON Jo Alewruing

:suopoy pasodoad 3Y) JNOIA PUE IAL 2mIng 0€0T PUE ST0T

€-1"H 3lqeL

JuauIdo[aAd(] 3S[1-PAXIA] FMWIPEIY Puk SUIU0ZIY WIILIEH ISIAA Ul d[[laur)jequey pasodoaq




10.3.06

Manhattan

H4
A

Brooklyn

Bronx

QO  NYCDEP Harbor Survey Program
A Battelle’s 1991 Metals Survey

MANHATTANVILLE IN WEST
AND ACADEMIC MIXED-USE

HARLEM REZONING
DEVELOPMENT

] 5,000 10,000 FEET
SI%EE::E:L:j

Figure E.1-2
Water Quality Stations



Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

Table E.1-4
Incremental Changes CSO Annual Loadings
Changes From Current Conditions
2015 with
2015 with Proposed
Proposed | Actions and
2015 Actions and without 2030
without with Partial Partial without 2030 with
. Proposed Stormwater Storm Proposed Proposed
Water Quality Constituent Actions System System Actions Actions
Total Suspended Solids - TSS 3,812 4,180 4,290 10,549 13,524
BODs 2,286 2,507 2,573 6,326 8,110
Total Nitrogen — TN 514 563 578 1,421 1,822
Total Phosphorus — TP 89 97 100 245 314
Total Coliform Bacteria 1.2% 1.3 % 1.3 % 33% 42%
Zinc 16 17 17 44 56
Lead 2.7 3.0 3.0 75 9.7
Copper 5.3 5.8 5.8 15 19
Note: Numbers represent pounds per year of each constituent except for coliform bacteria.

POLLUTANT LOADINGS USED IN STORMWATER OUTFALL ANALYSIS

Pollutant loadings to the Hudson River from the operation of the new separate storm sewer, and

discharge through a new outfall at the foot of West 125th Street, were estimated to assess potential

5 water quality impacts with the Proposed Actions in 2015 and 2030. Table E.1-5 presents estimated

pollutant concentrations in stormwater developed on the basis of historical concentrations

(HydroQual 1991). The estimated pollutant loadings also presented in Table E.1-5 were calculated

from these historical concentrations and the estimated total annual volume of stormwater 3.2

million gallons in 2015 and 9.9 million gallons in 2030) that would be diverted to the new storm

10 sewer system during an average year. This annual loading would be discharged throughout the
year during rainfall events.

Table E.1-5
New Separate Storm Sewer Annual Loadings
Pollutant TN TP TSS Copper Lead Zinc
Concentration (mg/t) 2.40 0.36 27.0 0.596 0.028 0.154
2105 Load (Ibs) 64 9.6 721 15.9 0.75 41
2030 Load (lbs) 198 29.7 2,229 49.2 2.3 12.7
Notes: mg/L — milligrams per liter
Concentration Source: HydroQual (1991)

WATER QUALITY MODELING
LAND-SIDE MODELING

15 InfoWorks is a detailed hydraulic model used to determine runoff flows, water surface
elevations, and flows within sewers for the evaluation of sewer conditions, for the evaluation of
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CSO events and for developing pollutant loadings for the water quality models. The model is
configured with all sewer elements, including regulators, tide gates, outfalls, branch interceptors,
and interceptors. The frequency and volume of CSOs in the North River WPCP service area are
dependent on both regulator/branch interceptor capacities and on the hydraulic gradient line
(HGL) in the interceptors. Sewer separation, therefore, not only results in CSO
frequency/volume reductions within the regulator drainage area where separation is
implemented, but also causes marginal reductions in the adjacent regulator drainage areas. The
InfoWorks model calculates the CSO volumes/frequencies after sewer separation, so that the
incremental effects can be assessed.

The projected dry weather flows for 2015 and 2030 were included in the InfoWorks model of the
North River WPCP service area. The difference in dry weather flow between existing conditions
and the future without the Proposed Actions was distributed uniformly in the entire service area
(assuming equal population increases). However, the Proposed Actions’ dry weather flows were
applied to the specific regulator drainage area where the project is located.

The hydrologic parameters, including the percent imperviousness, are maintained in the future
year analyses. A new separate stormwater system is proposed for the Academic Mixed-Use
Area. This stormwater system would discharge into the Hudson River through a new outfall
located at the foot of West 125th Street.

By 2015, part of the full separate stormwater system may be installed and operational on West
130th Street and would drain stormwater from approximately 3.9 acres, with only sanitary
sewage from this area being discharged into the combined sewers. If operational, it is estimated
that during a typical year, approximately 3.2 million gallons per year would be diverted into the
separate stormwater system. This volume of diversion is not expected to lower the total flows to
the North River WPCP over the course of a year because the area served by the stormwater
system is very small compared with the area served by the North River WPCP.

By 2030, the new separate stormwater system would remove the stormwater discharged into the
combined system from 12.36 acres within the Academic Mixed=Use Area with only sanitary
sewage from this area being discharged into the combined sewers. During a typical year, it is
estimated that the total volume diverted into the new stormwater system would be approximately
9.9 million gallons. Because the diversion of 9.9 million gallons of stormwater is not expected to
significantly decrease the total flows to the North River WPCP over the course of a year, this
reduction was not considered in projecting the average daily flow to the North River WPCP in
the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions. Therefore, the analysis is conservative.

The results of the model simulations were used to estimate the annual overflow volumes and
pollutant loadings for the CSOs in the North River WPCP service area for the 2015 and 2030
future with and without the Proposed Actions.

SURFACE WATER MODELING

A modeling framework was also used to evaluate the potential impacts of the North River
WPCP and the North River CSOs on water quality for 2015 and 2030 future with and without
the Proposed Actions. The System Wide Eutrophication Model (SWEM), a three-dimensional,
time-variable, coupled hydrodynamic/eutrophication model of the New York/New Jersey
Harbor-New York Bight system, was used for this assessment.

Simulations for all parameters utilized a standardized rainfall condition, specifically 1988. 1988
has been chosen as the base year for DEP’s Use and Standards Attainment and the Long Term
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CSO Control Plan projects for all of New York City. In addition, 1988 has been used as the base
year for the Long Island Sound total daily maximum loads (TMDLs), and is being used as the
base year for New York Harbor nutrient and pathogen TMDLs. The New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection requires communities in New Jersey to use 1988 rainfall data to
develop their Phase II Long Term CSO Control Plans.

To provide for a conservative analysis, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, total suspended solids,
copper, lead, and zinc were considered to be nonreactive substances, and this assumed that their
concentrations within the water column would not be reduced by normal chemical, physical, and
biological interactions. As discussed later in this appendix, levels of dissolved mercury in the
Hudson and Harlem Rivers exceed New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC) guidance values. The Proposed Actions are not expected to change the mercury levels
discharged into the sewer system. Columbia University has stringent policies on discharges into
the sewers, and these policies are discussed in Chapter 14. The responses for these conservative
substances and coliforms were calculated using the pathogen model (PATH), which is a model
based on SWEM hydrodynamics, but which has the capability to include coliform kinetics and
trace conservative material. Since the conservative substances and coliform bacteria react
linearly (i.e., responses are directly proportional to the nput pollutant loads), the analysis was
performed by inputting a unit load, calculating the receiving water response, and then
proportioning the responses based on the projected incremental loads and flows for each
scenario. The incremental responses for each scenario were then compared with existing water
quality data.

C. EXISTING WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS OF THE HUDSON AND
HARLEM RIVERS

CSO outfalls receiving sewage and stormwater runoff within the North River WPCP service area
are located along the Hudson and Harlem Rivers (Figure E.1-1). Therefore, sewage and
stormwater generated within the Project Area has the potential to be discharged to the Hudson
River and/or the Harlem River during a CSO event. The following sections describe the ambient
(existing) water quality conditions within both rivers in the vicinity of the CSO outfalls for the
North River WPCP. -

HUDSON RIVER

The Project Area is located along the Manhattan shoreline of the Hudson River, within the
Lower Hudson River Estuary. The Hudson River provides approximately 87 percent of the total
riverine flow into New York Harbor. The approximate freshwater flow in the Lower Hudson
River is between 19,000 and 20,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), while the average tidal flow of
the Hudson River at the Battery is much higher on average, measuring approximately 425,000
cfs. Flushing time, or the length of time it takes for water from the Hudson River to replace
water in the estuary, varies from month to month and location to location in the estuary. Based
on the ratio of water volume to annual freshwater flow, DEC estimates that flushing time in the
Lower Hudson River Estuary ranges from 15 days during the spring to 45 to 60 days during the
sumrmer.

Water quality in the Hudson River is monitored by DEP as part of the New York Harbor Water
Quality Survey. Several indicators of water quality are used to provide information related to
quality, ability to sustain aquatic life, ecosystem productivity, and aesthetics, including levels of
dissolved oxygen (DO—the amount of oxygen dissolved in the water column—needed for
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respiration of oxygen-based forms of aquatic life), water clarity, coliform bacteria levels
(indicative of untreated sewage), plankton concentrations, and the amount of nutrients in the
water (e.g., phosphorus and nitrogen). High levels of nutrients have a detrimental effect on water
quality, because they result in excess plant growth such as phytoplankton and algal blooms,
which adversely affect habitat quality. Illegal connections to the City’s sewer system, equipment
malfunction, and CSOs during and immediately after periods of heavy, sustained rainfall are the
primary regional sources of fecal coliform.

In 2005, the North River WPCP treated an average daily flow of 129 mgd, which included
sanitary and stormwater flows received by the WPCP, and an average dry weather flow of 121
mgd. Table E.1-3 includes a summary of the 2005 effluent discharge. In addition, CSOs located
within the overall North River WPCP service area discharge to the Hudson River and northern
portions of the Harlem River above West 190th Street. The Hudson River has been classified by
DEC as a Class I water, which indicates water suitable for secondary contact recreation (e.g.,
fishing and boating). DEP maintains two sampling stations, N-3B and N-4, in the Hudson River
for conventional pollutants and additional water quality data as part of its annual harbor survey.
Station N-3B is located at West 125th Street, and Station N-4 is located at West 42nd Street. In

‘addition, during 1991 as part of a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) study (the most

recent extensive study of heavy metals in the Hudson), samples for ambient concentrations of
several heavy metals were collected from stations throughout the harbor complex, including the
Hudson River. EPA stations within the Hudson River include H2 at West 42nd Street, H3 at
West 125th Street, and H4 at Spuyten Duyvil. The locations of these Hudson River water quality
stations are shown in Figure E.1-2. Water quality data for the Hudson River are presented in
Table E.1-6. The Harbor Survey data in Table E.1-6 represent average concentrations for
sampling conducted during 2004, the most recent data available, unless otherwise specifically
noted. The EPA 1991 metals data are also presented in Table E.1-6. DEC Class I water quality
standards are also presented for comparison.

The water quality data for the Hudson River indicate that all of the water quality parameters
reported were in compliance with DEC Class I water quality standards and guidance values with
the exception of the minimum DO at station N-3B for both the bottom and surface, and mercury
for EPA stations H2-T, H2-B, H-3T, H-3B, H-4T and H-4B.

HARLEM RIVER

CSOs within the North River WPCP service area are also located within the Harlem River
adjacent to the northernmost portions of upper Manhattan. The Harlem River is also a DEC
Class I water, which is suitable for secondary contact recreation. DEP maintains one sampling
station, H-3, in the Harlem River at East 155th Street for conventional pollutants, and additional
water quality data as part of its annual Harbor Survey. In addition, data concerning ambient
concentrations of several heavy metals were collected from one station in the Harlem River by
EPA in 1991. This station, E3, is also located at East 155th Street. These stations are shown in
Figure E.1-2. Water quality data for the Harlem River are presented in Table E.1-7. The Harbor
Survey data in Table E.1-7 represents average concentrations for sampling conducted during
2005, unless otherwise specifically noted, and metals data for station E-3 from 1991. DEC Class
I water quality standards are also presented for comparison.

Data for the Harlem River indicate that all of the water quality parameters reported were in
compliance with DEC Class I water quality standards and guidance values, with the exception of
the minimum DO at station H3 from both the bottom and surface, and mercury for Station E-3.

E.1-12
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Table E.1-7
Harlem River Water Quality and Metals Data

Average Concentration
Station DEC Class |

Parameter Units H3Y E3™ Standards
Dissolved Oxygen
(surface/minimum) mg/L 52897 3.50" - > 4.0
Dissolved Oxygen
(bottom/minimum) mg/L 5.31% 3,25% -- >4.0
BOD (surface) mg/L 2.3% - —
BOD (bottom) mg/L 21 - -
Total Coliform (surface) MPN/100 ml 1,355 -- < 10,000
Total Coliform (bottom) MPN/100 ml 1,244" -- < 10,000
Fecal Coliform (top) Colonies/100 ml 51 - < 2,000
Fecal Coliform (bottom) Colonies/100 ml 52" - < 2,000
Total Suspended Solids
(surface) mg/L 19.93 -- --
Total Suspended Solids
{(bottom) mg/L 20.65 - -
Arsenic _pgll - - <367
Cadmium ug/L - 0.085" <7.7%°
Chromium _pg/lt - - -
Copper ug/L - 2.63% <56
Lead ug/lL - 0.265" <8.0%”
Mercury ug/L - 0.0036" < 0.0026"7
Nickel ug/L - 1.96" <8.2%Y
Silver pg/L - 0.0025" --
Zinc pg/L - 10.04™ <66°
Cyanide ug/L - -- <1.0%
NHs-N mg/L 0.322 — --
(NO3 + NOy) mg/L 0.503 - -~
Total Phosphorus mg/L 0.171 -- --
Chlorophyll-a ug/L 3.47 -- --
Notes:
Bold - Does not meet water quality standard or Guidance Values N
(1) Average concentrations for 2005 DEP Harbor Survey Station H-3, East 155th Street
(2) Average concentrations for 1991 EPA Station E-3, East 155th Street
(3) Represents average between January and December 2005
(4) Minimum between June 1, 2005 and September 30, 2005
(5) Latest available data 1997
(6) Latest available data 1996
(7) Latest available data 1999
(8) Guidance values and data are for dissolved metals
(9) DEC Guidance Value (DEC TOGS 1.1.1, June 1998 er rata January 1999 and addendum April 2000)
(10) Site specific chronic and acute criteria for dissolved copper in New York/New Jersey Harbor

A review of the most recently available DEC and EPA databases and the April 2006 Draft State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Permit (SPDES Permit No. NY-0026247) for the
North River WPCP indicated that there were 41 permitted CSO outfalls and two permitted industrial
discharges to the Hudson River in the North River WPCP service area. These are shown in Tables
E.1-8 and E.1-9, respectively, and are illustrated in Figure E.1-1. In addition, 13 CSO outfalls are
Jocated within that portion of the Harlem River that is also within the North River WPCP service
area. There are no industrial discharges to the Harlem River in the North River WPCP service area.
The CSOs within the Harlem River are presented in Table E.1-10 and are displayed in Figure E.1-1.
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Table E.1-8

North River WPCP Service Area: CSOs Discharging to the Hudson River

Outfall Location Permit Number County Receiving Water Body
West 152nd Street NY0026247-002 New York Hudson River
West 158th Street NY0026247-003 New York Hudson River
West 171st Street NY0026247-004 New York Hudson River
West 190th Street NY0026247-005 New York Hudson River
Dyckman Street NY0026247-006 New York Hudson River
Dyckman Street NY0026247-015 New York Hudson River
Bank Street NY0026247-019 New York Hudson River
Jane Street NY0026247-020 New York Hudson River
Gansevoort Street NY0026247-021 New York Hudson River
s/o West 17th Street NY0026247-022 New York Hudson River
West 18th Street NY0026247-023 New York Hudson River
West 21st Street NY0026247-024 New York Hudson River
West 23rd Street NY0026247-025 New York Hudson River
n/o West 26th Street NY0026247-026 New York Hudson River
West 30th Street NY0026247-027 New York Hudson River
West 36th Street NY0026247-028 New York Hudson River
West 40th Street NY0026247-029 New York Hudson River
West 43rd Street NY0026247-030 New York Hudson River
West 44th Street NY0026247-031 New York Hudson River
West 46th Street NY0026247-032 New York Hudson River
West 48th Street NY0026247-033 New York Hudson River
West 50th Street NY0026247-034 New York Hudson River
West 56th Street NY0026247-035 New York Hudson River
West 59th Street NY0026247-036 New York Hudson River
West 72nd Street NY0026247-037 New York Hudson River
West 80th Street NY0026247-038 New York Hudson River
West 91st Street NY0026247-039 New York Hudson River
West 96th Street NY0026247-040 New York Hudson River
West 106th Street NY0026247-041 New York Hudson River
West 115th Street NY0026247-042 New York Hudson River
St. Clair Place NY0026247-043 New York Hudson River
West 138th Street NY0026247-044 New York - Hudson River
West 66th Street NY0026247-046 New York Hudson River
West 47th Street NY0026247-047 New York Hudson River
West 42nd Street NY0026247-048 New York Hudson River
West 14th Street NY0026247-049 New York Hudson River
Bloomfield Street NY0026247-050 New York Hudson River
West 49th Street NY0026247-051 New York Hudson River
West 34th Street NY0026247-052 New York Hudson River
West 35th Street NY0026247-053 New York Hudson River
West 33rd Street NY0026247-054 New York Hudson River
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Table E.1-9
North River WPCP Service Area: Industrial Discharges to the Hudson River

Point Sources
Company Name Permit Number County Receiving Water Body
North River WPCP NY0026247 New York Hudson River
59th Street Steam Station NY0005134 New York Hudson River

Table E.1-10
North River WPCP Service Area: CSOs Discharging to the Harlem River

Outfall Location Permit Number County Receiving Water Body
West 128th Street NY0026247-007 New York Harlem River
West 216th Street NY0026247-008 New York Harlem River
West 215th Street NY0026247-009 New York Harlem River
West 211th Street NY0026247-010 New York Harlem River
West 209th Street NY0026247-011 New York Harlem River
West 207th Street NY0026247-012 New York Harlem River
West 206th Street NY0026247-013 New York Harlem River
Waest 205th Street NY0026247-014 New York Harlem River
West 203rd Street NY0026247-016 New York Harlem River
West 201st Street NY0026247-017 New York Harlem River
Highbridge Park NY0026247-018 New York Harlem River
Academy Street NY0026247-045 New York Harlem River
West 207th Street NY0026247-055 New York Harlem River

D. 2015 FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

Chapter 11, “Natural Resources,” provides a detailed description of the 2015 future without the
Proposed Actions condition.

NORTH RIVER WPCP

In the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions, flows to the North River WPCP would
continue to increase due to population increases projected by the DCP. The DEP projected future
dry weather flow in 2015 (125.0 mgd) is based upon the DCP projected population for 2015,
which considered increases associated with the Proposed Actions. An average daily flow of
133.0 mgd, which includes both sanitary and stormwater flows accepted by the WPCP during
wet weather, is projected for the North River WPCP without the Proposed Actions.

The estimated 2015 future without the Proposed Actions condition for the North River WPCP is
presented above in Table E.1-3 for the average effluent. As shown in Table E.1-3, the SPDES
permit limits would continue to be met for the average effluent month in the 2015 future without
the Proposed Actions for those parameters that have a limit under the current SPDES permit.

The potential impact of the increased sewage flows to the North River WPCP on water quality
within the Hudson River was evaluated using the projected pollutant loadings from the North
River WPCP for the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions and SWEM. The predicted
concentrations for the maximum 24-hour condition and the maximum 30-day condition in the
Hudson River for the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions are presented in Table E.1-11.
The maximum 24-hour condition represents the maximum hourly concentration in the North
River WPCP outfall receiving water model segment. The maximum 30-day condition 1s the
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maximum monthly concentration in the North River WPCP outfall receiving water model
segment. These maximum values were selected because they present a conservative assessment
of the potential effects of the WPCP on surface water quality.

Table E.1-11 shows the incremental change in water quality concentrations and the projected
water quality resulting from the projected 2015 future without the Proposed Actions flow of
133.0 mgd. DO levels in both the bottom and surface layers within the Hudson River near the
North River WPCP would be predicted to decrease by an extremely small amount, between
0.009 to 0.007 mg/L for the maximum 24-hour condition and the maximum 30-day condition.
This would constitute a minimal change in DO. Because the absolute minimum DO for the
existing conditions is below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L, it would
continue to be below the water quality standard for the 2015 future without the Proposed
Actions.

The incremental change in total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total suspended solids
concentrations would be minimal. Total nitrogen was calculated to increase by approximately
0.01 mg/L for the maximum 24-hour condition and 0.01 mg/L for the 30-day condition, while
total phosphorus and total suspended solids concentrations would remain the same.

In the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions condition, total coliforms were predicted to
increase by 1 MPN/100mL for both the maximum 24-hour and the maximum 30-day conditions.
Total coliforms would remain below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 10,000
MPN/100ml. Fecal coliforms were predicted to increase by 1 colony per 100 ml for both the
maximum 24-hour and maximum 30-day conditions. Fecal coliforms would continue to meet the
DEC Class I water quality standard of 2,000 colonies/100 m].

Incremental changes in copper, lead, and zinc concentrations within the Hudson River were also
predicted to be minimal, with incremental changes of 0.05 pg/L or less. Projected copper, lead,
and zinc water concentrations would be expected to remain well below the maximum allowable
concentrations for DEC Class I water quality standards.

NORTH RIVER WPCP CSO

In addition to an assessment of the potential effect of increased flows to the WPCP in the 2015
future without the Proposed Actions, an evaluation of the potential changes due to CSOs on water
quality was calculated. The predicted concentrations for the maximum CSO effects to the Hudson
and Harlem Rivers for the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions were calculated through the
SWEM and are presented in Table E.1-12. The maximum CSO change was defined as the
maximum effect in the Hudson and Harlem Rivers within the North River WPCP service area. All
other calculated changes to water quality were less than the value that has been presented in Table
E.1-12. The projected additional CSO volumes in the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions
would be 1.0 million gallons per year. The number and volume of CSO events varies from outfall to
outfall. At regulator NR 43, which includes the Project Area, the number of CSO events is predicted
to be 27 and the volume is predicted to be 74.9 million gallons per year, based on the 1988
precipitation conditions. Overall within the North River service area, the volume of CSO is
estimated to be 493.7 million gallons per year, again based on the 1988 precipitation conditions.
Based on the results of the model analysis, the maximum CSO incremental changes would occur
within the Hudson River, and these results are presented in Table E.1-12. Table E.1-12 shows the
maximum incremental effects of the CSOs resulting from the projected 2015 CSO volumes, and the
projected water quality concentrations based on measured existing conditions.
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Projected DO concentrations in the surface layer and bottom layers within the Hudson River
would be the same as the ambient (existing) concentration. Projected surface and bottom DO
would be above the DEC Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L for the summer averages but
below the standard for the absolute minimum due to the existing conditions being below the
standard. Similarly, incremental changes in total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total suspended
solids concentrations due to CSOs in the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions would also
be minimal. The incremental maximum change in total coliform count was projected to be 3
MPN/100 ml, and the total value would remain below the DEC Class I water quality standard of
10,000 MPN/100ml. The incremental maximum change in fecal coliforms was projected to
increase by 1 colony/100 ml. The total projected concentration would continue to meet the DEC
Class I water quality standard of 2,000 colonies/ 100 ml.

The incremental maximum change in the copper concentration was projected to be 0.02 pg/L,
0.01 pg/L for lead, and 0.045 pg/L for zinc. The total copper, lead, and zinc water quality values
would remain below the maximum allowable concentrations for DEC Class I water quality
standard for the Hudson and Harlem Rivers.

E. 2015 FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

NORTH RIVER WPCP

In the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions, the assessment of potential impacts to the North
River WPCP considered the increased sewage flow from the Proposed Actions and the increased
flows assessed in the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions. Table E.1-3 presents the
average effluent flow for the North River WPCP in the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions
and the pollutant loadings for constituents of concern associated with this effluent flow. As
presented in Table E.1-3, the SPDES permit limits for the North River WPCP would be met for
the average effluent flow in the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions.

For the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions, potential impacts to Hudson River water quality
from the additional effluent flows and pollutant loadings from the North River WPCP presented
in Table E.1-3 were assessed using SWEM. Projected average daily effluent flows for the 2015
future with the Proposed Actions would be 133.2 mgd. This flow includes the DEP projected
future WPCP flow of 133.0 mgd developed on the basis of DCP population projections (DCP
2006) which includes population increases due to the Proposed Actions—and the incremental
flow of 0.2 mgd calculated for the Proposed Actions in accordance with the CEQR Manual, as
presented in Chapter 14, “Infrastructure.” Because the projected 133.2 mgd flow for the 2015
future with the Proposed Actions includes the projected flows from the Proposed Actions twice,
it is considered conservative. Table E.1-13 presents the projected incremental change m water
quality parameter concentrations and projected concentrations of these parameters in the Hudson
River for the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions.

The projected decrease in DO in the Hudson River due to the Proposed Actions for both the
maximum 24-hour impact and maximum 30-day impact would be extremely small. The decrease
would not result in DO concentrations below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L
with the exception of the absolute minimums, where the existing conditions are below the water
quality standard.

Total coliforms were projected to remain constant for both the daily average and maximum
month and would be below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 10,000 MPN/100ml. Fecal
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Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

coliforms were also projected to remain constant for both the daily average and maximum month
and would continue to meet the DEC Class I water quality standard of 2,000 colonies/100 ml.

The incremental changes in total nitrogen, total phosphorus, total suspended solids, copper, lead,
and zinc concentrations in the Hudson River due to the Proposed Actions were projected to be
minimal. The resulting projected concentrations of these metals in the Hudson River would
remain below the maximum allowable concentrations for DEC Class I water quality standards.

NORTH RIVER WPCP CSO

An evaluation of the potential impacts of CSOs within the North River service area for the 2015
future with the Proposed Actions on surface water quality was conducted. The potential effects
were calculated through the SWEM and involved the evaluation of the maximum CSO impact
on water quality within the Hudson and Harlem Rivers adjacent to the North River WPCP
service area. This analysis indicated that the greater change would occur within the Hudson
River.

2015 WITH PARTIAL STORMWATER SYSTEM

In 2015, the Proposed Actions with the partial stormwater system would result in a decrease of
CSO volumes of 0.6 million gallons per year (mgy) (when compared with future conditions in
2015 without the Proposed Actions) at the regulator servicing the block between West 129th and
West 130th Streets (NR 43) and a decrease in the associated pollutant loadings. The resulting
incremental additional pollutant mass loadings (see Table E.1-13) would be extremely small and
would result in projected concentrations of these water quality parameters essentially identical to
those projected for the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions. The number and frequency of
CSO events is not expected to change. Overall, the volume of CSO in the North River service
area is also expected to decrease by approximately 0.6 million gallons per year with the
Proposed Actions and the partial stormwater system. As discussed previously, this decrease in
CSO volume would be a result of the proposed partial separate stormwater system, which would
divert approximately 3.2 million gallons annually from the combined sewer system. The volume
of CSO would decrease by approximately 0.4 percent, and the change in pollutant mass loadings
would be minimal. The factors contributing to this smaller reduction in annual CSO volume 0.6
mgy) compared with the volume of stormwater that would be diverted to the new stormwater
system (3.2 mgy) are presented below.

* Not all of the stormwater currently discharged to the combined sewer system from the 3.9-
acre area is discharged to the Hudson or Harlem Rivers through CSOs. This is because
individual regulators can generally divert between 1.5 and 2-times the peak design dry
weather flow into the interceptor system. It is only when the flow exceeds this amount that
flow is diverted into a CSO outfall. Additionally, the interceptor sewer system in the North
River WPCP has the capacity to hold a significant amount of sanitary waste and stormwater
runoff and convey this flow to the WPCP.

¢ Even though the inflow from a small portion of the drainage area is reduced, the regulator
receiving the stormwater runoff from the 3.9-acre area is also influenced by other factors
(i.e., water level in the interceptor sewers, peak inflow to the regulator with and without the
Proposed Actions, etc.) that affect the reduction in CSOs in that regulator by 0.4 percent.

The change in pollutant mass loadings from CSOs would be minimal. The resulting incremental
additional pollutant mass loadings (see Table E.1-13) would be extremely small and would result
in projected concentrations of these water quality parameters essentially identical to those
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projected for the 2015 future without the Proposed Actions. Therefore, water quality in the
Hudson and Harlem Rivers would continue to meet the Class I water quality standards in the
2015 future with the Proposed Actions with the exception of the absolute minimum DO as a
result of the existing conditions being below the standard. Therefore, the Proposed Actions
would not have a significant adverse impact on the water quality of the Hudson and Harlem
Rivers.

2015 WITHOUT PARTIAL SEPARATE STORMWATER SYSTEM

For the 2015 future with the Proposed Actions and without the partial stormwater system, the
number of CSO events would increase by one at NR 43, and the volume of CSO would increase
by approximately 0.3 million gallons per year at regulator NR 43 when compared with future
conditions in 2015 without the Proposed Actions. The overall increase of CSO in the North
River WPCP service area is predicted to be 0.46 million gallons per year greater than without the
Proposed Actions, out of a total CSO volume (at all regulators in the North River WPCP service
area) of 493.68 million gallons per year. The resulting incremental additional pollutant mass
loadings (see Table E.1-14) would be extremely small and would result in projected
concentrations of these water quality parameters essentially identical to those projected for the
2015 future without the Proposed Actions. The differences (nitrogen, fecal coliform, lead, and
zinc) are extremely small and are not meaningful. Water quality in the Hudson and Harlem
Rivers would continue to meet the Class I water quality standards in the 2015 future with the
Proposed Actions without the separate stormwater system except for the absolute minimum DO
as a result of the existing conditions being below the standard.
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Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

F. 2030 FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

Chapter 11, “Natural Resources,” provides a description of the 2030 future without the Proposed
Actions.

NORTH RIVER WPCP

In the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions, wastewater flows to the North River WPCP
would continue to increase due to DCP projected changes in population and anticipated new
developments, including the Proposed Actions, within the WPCP service area. The projected
average daily dry weather flow to the WPCP would be 132.0 mgd in the 2030 future without the
Proposed Actions. The average daily flow, including wet weather flows, would be 140.0 mgd.

Table E.1-3 presents the projected impact of the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions flows
on average effluent pollutant loadings from the North River WPCP, and the SPDES permit limit
issued for water quality parameters included in the permit. As presented in Table E.1-3, the
average effluent loading for the North River WPCP in the 2030 future without the Proposed
Actions would be within the SPDES permit limits.

For the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions, potential impacts to Hudson River water
quality from the additional effluent flows and pollutant loadings from the North River WPCP
presented in Table E.1-3 were assessed using SWEM. Table E.1-15 presents the projected
incremental change and the maximum 24-hour and maximum 30-day concentrations in the
Hudson River for the water quality parameters in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions.

DO concentrations in both the bottom and surface layers within the Hudson River near the North
River WPCP in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions would decrease by a maximum of
0.04 mg/L. This minimal decrease would not result in DO concentrations below the DEC Class I
water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L with the exception of the absolute minimum, which is below
the water quality standard for existing conditions.

Incremental changes in total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total suspended solids concentrations
from existing conditions would also be minimal. The total nitrogen concentration in the Hudson
River was predicted to increase by 0.02 mg/L for both the maximum 24-hour condition and the
maximum 30-day condition. Total phosphorus and total suspended solid concentrations within the
Hudson River are predicted to remain the same in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions.

Total coliforms are projected to increase by 1 MPN/100ml, and fecal coliforms by 1 colony/100
ml for both the maximum 24-hour and maximum 30-day concentrations. The projected total and
fecal coliform concentrations would continue to meet the DEC Class I water quality standard.

Incremental changes in copper and lead concentrations were projected to be minimal (changes of
0.03 pg/L or less). The zinc concentration was predicted to increase by 0.12 pg/L and 0.16 ug/L
for the maximum 24-hour condition and the maximum 30-day condition, respectively. These
projected metal concentrations are well below the maximum allowable concentrations for DEC
Class I water quality standards.

NORTH RIVER WPCP CSO

Potential changes due to CSOs within the North River WPCP service area on surface water
quality were also evaluated in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions. The potential
changes were analyzed with SWEM and evaluated the maximum CSO effect on water quality
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within the Hudson and Harlem Rivers. The results of the analysis indicated that the maximum
calculated water quality changes would occur in the Hudson River.

Table E.1-16 presents the incremental change in concentrations and projected maximum
concentration within the Hudson River that would result from the projected 2030 future without
the Proposed Actions CSO volumes. The projected additional CSO volume at regulator NR 43 in
the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions would be approximately 2.5 million gallons per year
over the 2015 volume without the Proposed Actions, out of an overall CSO volume (at all
regulators in the North River WPCP service area) of approximately 512.5 million gallons per year.
The number of CSO events at regulator NR 43 is predicted to increase to 29 per year, an increase
of 2 events. The projected decrease in DO concentrations in the surface and bottom layers of the
Hudson River would be minimal and would not cause DO concentrations to fall below the DEC
Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L with the exception of the absolute minimums which
were below the water quality standard for the existing conditions.

The projected maximum incremental changes to total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total
suspended solids concentrations presented in Table E.1-16 are also minimal and would result in
concentrations within the Hudson River similar to the ambient (existing) concentrations.

The maximum incremental change to total coliforms was projected to increase by approximately
§ MPN/100ml in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions. The total coliform count would
be below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 10,000 MPN/100ml. The maximum
incremental change to fecal coliforms was predicted to increase by approximately 2 colonies/100
ml in the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions. The fecal coliform count would continue to
meet the DEC Class I water quality standard of 2,000 colonies/100 ml.

The maximum CSO incremental change in copper concentrations was projected to be 0.044
pg/L. The maximum incremental change for Jead was predicted to be 0.021 pg/L, and for zinc
0.124 pg/L. The project water quality concentrations for copper, lead, and zinc due to the
projected incremental increases in the Hudson River water quality would remain below the
maximum allowable concentrations for DEC Class I water quality standards.

G. 2030 FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

By 2030, it is assumed that the remaining development generated as a result of the Proposed
Actions would be completed.

NORTH RIVER WPCP

In the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions, the projected average daily flow to the WPCP
would increase by 0.95 mgd to 141.0 mgd.

Table E.1-3 presents the projected impact of the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions flows on
average effluent pollutant loadings from the North River WPCP, and the SPDES permit limit
issued for water quality parameters included in the permit. As presented in Table E.1-3, the
average effluent loading for the North River WPCP in the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions
would be within the SPDES permit limits.
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Appendix E.1: Water Quality Modeling

The WPCP effluent pollutant loadings for the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions were used to
assess potential impacts to water quality within the Hudson River. Table E.1-17 presents the
projected incremental changes in the selected water quality parameters and resulting maximum 24-
hour and 30-day concentrations in the Hudson River for the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions.

The projected incremental decrease in DO in the Hudson River due to the Proposed Actions for
both the maximum 24-hour and 30-day impacts would be extremely small, approximately 0.003
mg/L or less. This minimal change in DO concentration would not result in DO concentrations
below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L. The absolute minimum DO would
remain below the water quality standard as it is in the 2005 existing conditions.

Total coliforms and fecal coliforms were also projected to remain the same as the current
ambient condition for the maximum 24-hour impact and for the maximum 30-day impact, and
would continue to meet the DEC Class I water quality standard of 10,000 MPN/100ml and 2,000
colonies/100 ml, respectively.

As shown in Table E.1-17 total nitrogen concentrations in the 2030 future with the Proposed
Actions for the maximum 24-hour and maximum 30-day impact were predicted to increase by
0.003 mg/L or less from the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions incremental change. The
total phosphorus concentrations within the Hudson River were projected to increase by 0.004 mg/L
or less than the 2030 future without the Proposed Actions incremental change. The total suspended
solids within the Hudson River are expected to remain the same as the ambient (existing) condition.

Predicted incremental increases in copper concentrations within the Hudson River for the 2030
future with the Proposed Actions would be 0.002 pg/L for both the maximum 24-hour and the
maximum 30-day impact. Lead concentrations were predicted to remain constant for the maximum
24-hour impact and for the maximum 30-day impact. The increase in zinc concentration due to the
Proposed Actions was predicted to be 0.011 pg/L for the maximum 24-hour period and 0.014 pg/L
for the maximum 30-day period. The projected water quality concentrations for copper, lead, and
zinc due to the projected incremental increases in Hudson River water quality would remain below
the maximum allowable concentrations for DEC Class I water quality standards.

NORTH RIVER WPCP CSO

The Proposed Actions would result in a decrease of CSO volumes of 1.6 million gallons per year
at regulator (mgy) NR 43 and associated pollutant loadings, compared with the 2030 conditions
without the Proposed Actions. The frequency of CSO events is not expected to change. Overall,
the volume of CSO in the North River service area is expected to decrease by about 1.8 million
gallons per year with the Proposed Actions. As discussed previously, this decrease in CSO volume
be would a result of the proposed separate stormwater system, which would divert approximately
9.9 million gallons annually from the combined sewer system. The factors contributing to this
smaller reduction in annual CSO volume (1.8 mgy) compared to the volume of stormwater that
would be diverted to the new stormwater system (9.9 mgy) are as presented below.

* Not all of the stormwater currently discharged to the combined sewer system from the
12.36-acre area is discharged to the Hudson or Harlem Rivers through CS0s. This is because
individual regulators can generally divert between 1.5 and 2-times the peak design dry
weather flow into the interceptor system. It is only when the flow exceeds this amount that
flow is diverted into a CSO outfall. Additionally, the interceptor sewer system in the North
River WPCP has the capacity to hold a significant amount of sanitary waste and stormwater
runoff and convey this flow to the WPCP.
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Proposed Manhattanville in West Harlem Rezoning and Academic Mixed-Use Development

e Even though the inflow from a small portion of the drainage area is reduced, the regulator
receiving the stormwater runoff from the 12.36-acre area is also influenced by other factors
(i.e., water level in the interceptor sewers, peak inflow to the regulator with and without the
Proposed Actions, etc.) that aftect the reduction in CSOs in that regulator.

The change in pollutant mass loadings from CSOs would be minimal, The resulting incremental
change for the water quality parameters described below would be minimal, and would not result
in significant adverse impacts to water quality.

Table E.1-16 presents the projected incremental changes from the existing conditions and the
maximum impact of the CSOs in the Hudson River for the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions.
Although CSOs within the North River WPCP service area are located within the Hudson and

Harlem Rivers, the maximum CSO impact was projected to occur within the Hudson River.

Table E.1-17
2030 Future With the Proposed Actions: Water Quality Predictions in the Hudson River Near

the North River WPCP
2030 Future With the Proposed Actions
Maximum 24-Hour Impact"“ Maximum 30-Day Impact
Incremental”™ ™ Incremental™” DEC
2005"" Change Due to| Projected [Change Due to| Projected Standard
Existing | Incremental™ | Proposed | Water"” Proposed Water’® | Class i
Parameter Units Conditions Change Action Quality Action Quality Waters
Dissolved Oxygen
surface)”
Summer Average®™ mg/L 6.69 - - - -0.002 6.69 4.0
Absolute Minimum mg/L 3.86 -0.027 -0.002 3.83 - - 4.0
Dissolved Oxygen
bottom)?
Summer Average"”’ mg/L 4.65 - - - -0.002 4.65 4.0
Absolute Minimum mg/L 3.73 -0.028 -0.002 3.70 - - 4.0
Total Nitrogen mg/L 1.46 0.041 0.022 1.50 0.002 1.48 —
Total Phosphorus mg/l. 0.14 0.006 0.004 0.15 0.000 0.144 -
Total Suspended Solids mg/L 75 0.026 0.011 75 0.002 75 —
Total Coliform™ MPN/100mi | 1087 1 0 1088 0 1088 10,000
Colonies/
Fecal Coliform 100 mi 29 1 0 29 i 0 29 <2,000
Cogger‘ﬁ"” pg/t 1.95 0.028 0.002 1.98 0.002 1.98 5.6
Lead ™ pg/L 0.147 0.003 0.000 0.150 0.000 0.152 8
Zinc®™ ug/t 4.49 0.133 0.011 4.62 0.014 4.66 66
Notes:
Bold- Does not meet water quality standard
{1) DEP Harbor Survey Station N-3B - West 125th Street
(2) Dissolved oxygen data for 2005
(3) Summer average - June 1 to September 30
{4) Total coliform data for 1996
(5) EPA Survey Station H3; 1991
(6) Existing conditions and standards for metals for dissolved form
(7) Incremental changes were calculated through the use of SWEM
{8) Maximum 24-hour impact represents the maximum hourly impact in the North River WPCP outfall receiving water segment
{(9) Maximum 30-day impact represents the maximum monthly impact in the North River WPCP outfall receiving water segment
(10) Projected water quality due to incremental change represents the projected water quality concentration derived from the increase or
decrease of the calculated incremental change from existing conditions.
(11) Incremental change resulting solely from the implementation of the Proposed Actions in 2030

DO within the Hudson River due to the Proposed Actions as a result of the maximum CSO
impact were projected not to be impacted. The DO in the Hudson River would not result in DO
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concentrations below the DEC Class I water quality standard of 4.0 mg/L with the exception of
the absolute minimums, which were below the standards for the existing conditions.

For the 2030 future with the Proposed Actions, total coliform and fecal coliforms were predicted
to remain unchanged. The predicted incremental increase in total coliforms would not result in
concentrations above the DEC Class I water quality standard of 10,000 MPN/100 ml. For the
2030 future with the Proposed Actions, fecal coliforms would remain unchanged. The projected
fecal coliforms would continue to meet the DEC Class I water quality standard of 2,000
colonies/100 ml.

The incremental changes in the total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total suspended solids
concentrations in the Hudson River due to the Proposed Actions were projected to be extremely
small and would not affect the existing concentrations within the Hudson River.

The incremental change in the concentration of copper in the Hudson River in the 2030 future
with the Proposed Actions was projected to increase by 0.003 ng/L. Lead concentrations were
projected to increase by 0.003 pg/L and zinc was projected to increase by 0.016 png/L. The
incremental changes in the concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc and the projected water
quality within the Hudson River would not result in concentrations above the maximum
allowable concentrations for DEC Class I water quality standard.

STORMWATER OUTFALL

The estimated annual pollutant loads from the operation of the new storm sewer system are
small, particularly in comparison to the daily loadings currently discharged and projected to be
discharged from the North River WPCP (Table E.1-3) in 2030 with or without the Proposed
Actions which would not be expected to result in significant adverse impacts to water quality.
Additionally, with the exception of zinc, the estimated annual loadings from the stormwater
outfall presented in Table E.1-5 are less than the incremental changes in CSO annual loadings in
2015 and 2030 with or without the Proposed Actions, which would also not be expected to result
in significant adverse impacts to water quality. Therefore, the discharge of stormwater from the
new storm sewer would not be expected to result in adverse Impacts to water quality of the
Hudson River.

H. REFERENCES CITED

HydroQual, 1991. Task 7.1 Assessment of Pollutant Loadings to New York-New Jersey Harbor.
Prepared for EPA Region IL

New York City Department of City Planning. December 2006. New York City Population
Projections by Age/Sex & Borough 2000-2030. Department of City Planning, 22 Reade
Street, New York, NY 10007-1216, nyc.gov/planning.

New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), Bureau of Wastewater
Treatment, Process Engineering Section Operating Data Fiscal Year 2005, November
200s5.
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National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division
Milford Field Office, 212 Rogers Avenue

Milford, Connecticut 06460

DATE: 6 October 2004

T0: Ms. Sandra Collins
AKRF
7250 Parkway Drive, Suite 210
Hanover, Maryland 21076

SUBJECT: Information Request for Manhattanville, West Harlem, New York County, New York

Do Py

Diane Rusanowsky
(Reviewing Biologist)

We have reviewed the information provided to us regarding the above subject project. We offer the following preliminary comments
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act:

Endangered and Threatened Species

There are no endangered or threatened species in the project area.
_XX__ The following endangered or threatened species may be present in the general project vicinity as transients:
XX shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) occur in the Hudson River
Sea turtles: loggerhead (Caretta carefta) Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempii)

green (Chelonia mydas) leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea)

Note:  Any necessary ESA consultation should be initiated by the involved federal action agency(ies). Correspondence should be
directed to Ms. Mary Colligan, ARA for Protected Resources, NOAA/F, Protected Resources Division, One Blackburn Drive,
Gloucester, MA 01930-2298.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Species

XX __The following may be present in the project vicinity: Resident fish, forage and benthic species

Please contact the appropriate Regional Office of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation to confirm the presence

of anadromous or resident aguatic populations. Habitat use by some species or life stages may be seasonal (e.g. over-wintering juvenile
striped bass)

Essential Fish Habitat

Upper New York Bay and adjacent waters have been designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for one or more species. When details of
the project are made available and permit applications have been made, conservation recommendations may be given. For alisting of
EFH designations and further information, please go to our website at:

http://iwww.nero.noaa.qov/hcd/




New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources
New York Natural Heritage Program

625 Broadway, 5" floor, Albany, New York 12233-4757
Phone: (618) 402-8935 + FAX: (518) 402-8925

Website: www.dec.state.ny.

Erin M. Crotty
Commissioner

August 24, 2004

Sandra Collins

A K R F Environmental
7250 Parkway Dr, Suite 210
Hanover, MD 21076

Dear Ms. Collins:

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage
Program database with respect to an Environmental Assessment for the proposed 35-acre

Rezoning of Manhattanville in West Harlem, area as indicated on the map you provided, located
in Manhattan. -

Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural
communities, and other significant habitats, which our databases indicate occur, or may
occur, on your site or in the immediate vicinity of your site. The information contained
in this report is considered sensitive and may not be released to the public without
permission from the New York Natural Heritage Program.

The presence of rare species may result in this project requiring additional permits,
permit conditions, or review. For further guidance, and for information regarding other permits
that may be required under state law for regulated areas or activities (e.g., regulated wetlands),
please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of Environmental Permits, at
the enclosed address.

For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed report
only includes records from our databases. We cannot provide a definitive statement on the
presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. This
information should not be substituted for on-site surveys that may be required for environmental

impact assessment.

Our databases are continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again
so that we may update this response with the most current information

.

Aa/,t@?vm/
cham, Information Services

NY Natutdl Heritage Program

Sigcer

cc Reg. 2, Wildlife Mgr.
Peter Nye, Endangered Species Unit, Albany
Shaun Keeler, Bureau of Fisheries, Albany
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USERS GUIDE TO NY NATURAL HERITAGE DATA
New York Natural Heritage Program, 625 Broadway, Albany, NY, 12233-4757 (518) 402-8935

NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM: The Natural Heritage Program is an ongoing,
jta on the rare plants and animals native to New York State, and significant ecolo

anning, conservation, and natural resource management and help to conserve the p
natural heritage.

systematic, scientific inventory whose goal is to compile and maintain
gical communities. The daia provided in the report facilitate sound
lants, animals and ecological communities that represent New York’s

DATA SENSITIVITY: The dataprovided in the report are ecolo

gically sensitive and should be treated in a sensitive manner. The report is for your in-house
use and should not be released, distributed or incorporated in a

public document without prior permission from the Natural Heritage Program.

NATURAL HERITAGE REPORTS (may contain any of the following types of data):

COUNTY NAME: County where the occurrence of a rare
TOWN NAME: Town where the occurrence of a rare
USGS 7 %' TOPOGRAPHIC MAP: Name of 7.5 minu

species or significant ecological commmjity is located.
species or significant ecological community is located.
te US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map (scale 1:24,000).

SIZE (acres): Approximate acres occupied by the rare species or significant ecolo
SCIENTIFIC NAME: Scientific name of the occurrence of a rare species of significant ecological community.
COMMON NAME: Common name of the occurrence of a rare species or significant ecological community.
ELEMENT TYPE: Type of element (i.e. plant, animal, significant ecological community, other, etc.)

gical community at this location. A blank indicates unknown size.

LAST SEEN: Year rare species or significant ecologicél community last observed extant at this location.

EO RANK: Comparative evaluation summarizing the quality, condition, viability and defensibility of this occurrence. Use with LAST SEEN.
A-E = Extant: A=excellent, B=good, C=fair, D=poor, E=extant but with insufficient data to assign a rank of A - D.
F = Failed to find. Did not locate species, but habitat is still there and further field work is justified.

"~ H = Historical. Historical occurrence without any recent field information.

X = Extirpated. Field/other data indicates element/habitat is destroyed and the element no longer exists at this location.
?7 = Unknown. .

Blank = Not assigned.

NEW YORK STATE STATUS (animals): Categories of Endangered and Threatened species are defined in New York Stat
Law section 11-0535. Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern species are listed in regulation 6NYCRR 182.5.

- E = Endangered Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria:
1} Any native species in imminent danger of extirpation or extinction in New York. )
2) Any species listed as endangered by the United States Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.
T= Threatened Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria: .
1) Any native species likely to become an endangered species within the foresecable future in NY.
2) Any species listed as threatened by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code of the Fed
SC = Special Concem Species: those species which are not yet recognized as endangered or threatened, but for wh

their continued welfare in New York. Unlike the first two categories, species of special concern receive no additional legal protection under
Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0535 (Endangered and Threatened Species).

¢ Environmental Conservation

eral Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.

P = Protected Wildlife (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): wild game, protected wild birds, and endangered species of
wildlife. ,
U = Unprotected (defined in Environmental Cons

ervation Law section 11-0103): the species may be taken at any time without limit; however a license
to take may be required.

G = Game (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): any of a variety-of big game or small game species as stated in the
Environmental Conservation Law; many normally have an open season for at Jeast part of the year, and are protected at other times.
NEW YORK STATE STATUS

(plants): The following categories are defined in regulation 6NYCRR part 193.3 and apply to NYS Environmental
Conservation Law section 9-1503,
E = Endangered Species: listed species are those with:
1) 5 or fewer extant sites, or
2) fewer than 1,000 individuals, or
3) restricted to fewer than 4 U.S.G.S. 7 ¥ minute topographical maps, or

4) species listed as endangered by U.S. Department of Interior, as enumerated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.
T = Threatened: listed species are those with:

1) 6 to fewer than 20 extant sites, or

2) 1,000 to fewer than 3,000 individuals, or

3) restricted to not less than 4 or more than 7 U.S.G.S. 7 and Y

4) listed as threatened by U.S. Department of Interior, as enume
R = Rare: listed species have:

1) 20 to 35 extant sites, or

2) 3,000 to 5,000 individuals statewide.

V= Exploigably vulnerable: listed species are likely to become threatened in the near future throughout all or a significant portion of their range within
the state if causal factors continue unchecked. .

U = Unprotected; no state status.

minute topographical maps, or
rated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11.

continued on next page
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NEW YORK STATE STATUS (communities): At this time there are no categories defined for communities.

FEDERAL STATUS (plants and animals): The categories of federal status are defined by the United States Department of the Interior as part of

1974 Endangered Species Act (see Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17). The species listed under this law are enumnerated in the Federal Regi
vol. 50, no. 188, pp. 39526 - 39527.

(blank) = No Federal Endangered Species Act status.

LE = The element is formally listed as endangered.

LT = The element is formally listed as threatened.

E/SA = The element js treated as endangered because of similarity of appearance to other endangered species or subspecies.
PE = The element is proposed as endangered.

PT = The element is proposed as threatened.

C= The element is a candidate for listing.

(LE) = If the element is a full species, all subspecies or varieties are listed as endangered; if the element is a subspecies, the full species is listed as
endangered.

(LE-LT) = The species is formally listed as endangered in part of its range, and as threatened in the other part; or, one or more subspecies or varieties is
listed as endangered and the others are listed as threatened.

(LT-C) = The species is formally listed as threatened in part of its range, and as a candidate for listing in the other part; or, one or more subspecies or
varieties is listed as threatened, and the others are candidates for hshng

(LT-(T/SA)) = One or more subspecies or populations of the species is formally listed as threatened, and the others are treated as threatened because of
similarity of appearance to the listed threatened subspecies or populations.

(PS) = Partial status: the species is listed in parts of its range and not in others; or, one or more subspecies or vanetxes is listed, while the others are not
listed.

GLOBAL AND STATE RANKS (animals, plants, ecological comsnunities and others): Each element has a global and state rank as determined by the
NY Natural Heritage Program. These ranks carry no legal weight. The global rank reflects the rarity of the.element throughout the world and the state
rank reflects the rarity within New York State. Infraspecific taxa are also assigned a taxon rank to reflect the infraspecific taxon's rank throughout the

world. ? = Indicates a question exists about the rank. Range ranks, ¢.g. §1S2, indicate not enough information is available to distinguish between two
ranks.

GLOBAL RANK:

= Cnitically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences), or very few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or especially
vulnerable to extinction because of some factor of its biology.

G2 = Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or very vulnerable to extinction througho
its range because of other factors.

G3 = Either rare and local throughout its range (21 to 100 occurrences), or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locanons) in a restricted
(e.g. a physiographic region), or vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors.

G4 = Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery.

G5 = Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery.

GH = Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered.

GX = Species believed to be extinct.

STATE RANK:

= Typically 5 or fewer occurrences, very few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or some factor of its biology making it especially
vulnerable in New York State.

S2 = Typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or factors demonstrably making it very vulnerable in New
York State.

S3 = Typically 21 to 100 occurrences, limited acreage, or miles of stream in New York State.
S4 = Apparently secure in New York State.

S5 = Demonstrably secure in New York State.

SH = Historically known from New York State, but not seen in the past 15 years.

SX = Apparently extirpated from New York State.

SZ = Present in New York State only as a transient migrant.

SxB and SxN, where Sx is one of the codes above, are used for migratory animals, and refer to the rarity within New York State of the breeding (B)
populations and the non-breeding populations (N), respectively, of the species.

TAXON (T) RANK: The T-ranks (T1 - T5) are defined the same way as the Global ranks (G] - G5), but the T-rank refers only to the rarity of the
subspecific taxon.

T1 through T5 = See Global Rank definitions above.
Q = Indicates a question exists whether or not the taxon is a good taxonomic entity.

OFFICE USE: Information for use by the Natural Heritage Pro’gram‘

c\datareq\system\serguid.new
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045

August 13, 2004

Ms. Sandra Collins

Senior Scientist

AKRF Environmental Planning Consultants
7250 Parkway Drive, Suite 210

Hanover, MD 21076

Dear Ms. Collins:

This responds to your letter of August 4, 2004, requesting information on the presence of
Federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species in the vicinity of the proposed

rezoning of 35 acres associated with Columbia University in Manhattan, New York County,
New York.

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or proposed endangered or
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to existin the project impact area. In
addition, no habitat in the project impact area is currently designated or proposed “critical
habitat” in accordance with provisions of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended;
16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Therefore, no further Endangered Species Act coordination or
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is required. Should project plans
change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species or critical habitat becomes
available, this determination may be reconsidered. The most recent compilation of Federally

listed and proposed endangered and threatened species in New York* is available for your
information.

The above comments pertaining to endangered species under our jurisdiction are provided

pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. This response does not preclude additional Service
comments under other legislation.

For additional information on fish and wildlife resources or State-listed species, we suggest you

contact the appropriate New York State Department of Environmental Conservation regional
office(s),* and:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
New York Natural Heritage Program Information Services
625 Broadway
Albany, NY 12233-4757
(518) 402-8935



Since wetlands may be present, you are advised that National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps
may or may not be available for the project area. However, while the NWI maps are reasonably
accurate, they should not be used in lieu of field surveys for determining the presence of wetlands

or delineating wetland boundaries for Federal regulatory purposes. Copies of specific NWI maps
can be obtained from:

Cormnell Institute for Resource Information Systems
302 Rice Hall
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853-5601
(607) 255-6520
web: http://iris.css.cornell.edu
email: comnell-iris@cornell.edu

Work in certain waters of the United States, including wetlands, may require a permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). If a permit is required, in reviewing the application
pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service may concur, with or without
recommending additional permit conditions, or recommend denial of the permit depending upon
potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources associated with project construction or

implementation. The need for a Corps permit may be determined by contacting the appropriate
Corps office(s).*

If you require additional information or assistance please contact Michael Stoll at
(607) 753-9334.

Sincerely,

N ande W .Y
Acting For

David A. Stilwell
Field Supervisor

* Additional information referred to above may be found on our website at
http://nyfo.fws.gov/es/esdesc.htm.

cc NYSDEC, Long Island City, NY (Environmental Permits)
NYSDEC, Albany, NY (Natural Heritage Program)
COE, New York, NY
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

AKRF, Inc. (AKRF) conducted a Subsurface (Phase II) Investigation at the Columbia-Manhattanville
properties located in Harlem, New York, as shown on Figure 1 (Project Area). The objective of the
subsurface investigation was to characterize the subsurface conditions and determine whether past or
present on-site and/or off-site potential sources of contamination have adversely affected the Project Area.
Results of the Phase II study were also intended to be used to evaluate any potential environmental risks
and/or the need for remedial action at the site prior to future development.

The 35-acre rezoning area has a long history of industrial and manufacturing uses and, therefore, there is
potential for residual contaminants, including soil and/or groundwater contamination associated with
buried storage tanks and the remmnants of two manufactured gas plants. Development within the Project
Area would involve excavation and disturbance of the existing soil, dewatering of groundwater, and
renovation or demolition of existing structures. Consequently, construction activities could temporarily
increase exposure pathways for the surrounding community and construction workers to these potential
contaminants.

Subsurface (Phase II) activities were conducted in accordance with AKRF’s New York City Department
of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP)-approved Sampling Protocol and site-specitic Health and Safety
Plan (HASP) dated February 2005. The Phase II study included the advancement of twenty-two soil
borings, nineteen of which were retrofitted with groundwater monitor wells, and the collection of soil and
groundwater samples for laboratory analysis. This report describes methods and results of the Phase II
investigation conducted by AKRF. All of the soil and groundwater samples were collected from
properties within the Project Area owned or controlled by Columbia University, which comprised
properties within the Academic Mixed-Use Area only (Figures 1 and 2). Properties outside the Academic
Mixed-Use Area (i.e., not controlled by Columbia University) were evaluated for potential assignment of
“e-designations” by the NYCDEP, as discussed further in the following section.

2.0 BACKGROUND

2.1 Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA)

A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) was prepared for the entire Project Area,
including the Academic Mixed-Use Area, to assess the potential for hazardous or contaminated
materials in buildings or the soil and groundwater from past or present uses. The PESA
incorporated: street-level site inspections; a review of historic maps, regulatory records and
existing environmental studies; and 27 individual Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (Phase
I ESAs) conducted for properties within the Academic Mixed-Use Area in accordance with
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E1527-00.

Each lot in the Project Area was studied to determine whether current or historical, known or
potential, hazardous materials conditions may have affected the lot or adjacent lots. Factors that
were considered when making this determination included the severity and probability of the
potential hazardous materials condition, as well as physical, geological, or hydrogeological
(groundwater) conditions that may have affected the migration of hazardous materials.

For the 35-acre Project Area the following research was conducted:

. A visual inspection of each property from sidewalks and public rights-of-way to identify
current uses and assess existing conditions.
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. An evaluation of land use history using available historical maps.

. A review of federal and state databases regarding hazardous materials for sites within the
Project Area and for the surrounding area.

. A review of available geologic, hydrologic, hydrogeologic, and topographic information
from existing data sources.

. A review of available Phase I ESAs and environmental and geotechnical reports
previously conducted by AKRF and others, including historic mapping and boring logs.

. Interior inspections of the 27 sites where individual Phase I ESAs were performed.

At the time of this study, the majority of the Project Area was occupied by commercial,
manufacturing, and light industrial uses, including gas stations and auto repair shops, and the
Manhattanville Bus Depot (Discussed further in Section 2.2). The PESA identified numerous
properties as having past or current auto-related uses. Two large manufactured gas holders were
identified in the Project Area that were originally developed as manufactured gas plant (MGP)
sites before 1909 and were operated as such until sometime before 1939. The areas occupied by
these two MGP sites includes the current Manhattanville Bus Depot property located at 2319-
2329 Twelfth Avenue (605—663 West 132nd Street) and the Columbia University property
located at 611-631 West 131st (610624 West 132nd Street). Based on the results of the PESA,
the following potential classes/sources of contaminated materials at various sites in the Project
Area were identified:

. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs). There are two main kinds of VOCs: aromatic
compounds and chlorinated compounds. Aromatic compounds include benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, xylene (BTEX), and methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), which are found
in petroleum products, especially gasoline. Chlorinated compounds include
tetrachloroethene (also known as perchloroethylene or “perc”) and tricholoroethene,
which are common ingredients in solvents, degreasers, and cleansers, and in chemicals
commonly used in dry cleaning. VOCs present the greatest potential for contamination
since they can generate vapors, as well as contaminate soil and groundwater. Former or
current gasoline tanks are the most likely sources for VOC contamination in the Project
Area.

. Semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs). The most common SVOCs in urban areas
are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are constituents of partially
combusted coal or petroleum-derived products, such as coal ash and fuel oil. PAHs are
commonly found in New York City urban fill material, which likely underlies most of the
Project Area. In addition, petroleum-related SVOCs could be associated with the
numerous tanks currently or formerly located in the Project Area.

. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Commonly used as a dielectric fluid in transformers,
some underground high-voltage electric pipelines, and hydraulically operated machinery
(e.g., hydraulic lifts). PCBs were also used in manufacturing and industrial applications
(e.g., plastic manufacturing).

. Metals (including lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and mercury). Metals
contamination is frequently associated with smelters, platers, foundries, and metalworks
and are found as components in paint, ink, petroleum products, and coal ash. These
metals tend not to migrate far in soil and, therefore, they are of greatest concern at the site
where they are generated. Metals at levels above natural background levels are
frequently present in fill material throughout the New York metropolitan area.




AKREF, Inc. Subsurface (Phase II) Investigation

Columbia Manhattanville — New York, NY

2.2

. Pesticides, herbicides, and rodenticides. These are commonly used to control
pests/rodents and/or insects and vegetation. They can be used both inside of buildings
and outdoors.

. Fuel oil and gasoline storage tanks. Numerous residences and businesses within the
Project Area currently have, or once had, aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) or
underground storage tanks (USTs) for fuels, including heating oil and gasoline. Some of
these tanks may have been removed, and others, although no longer in use, may remain
buried in place or within basements. Some of the tanks are known to have leaked, and
others may have leaked, though the leaks have not been discovered or documented.
Some spills have been cleaned up in accordance with State regulations, but others have
not because cleanup, which can take several years, is ongoing.

. Historic manufactured gas plant (MGP) gas holders. The two primary byproducts of
MGPs are coal tar and purifier bed wastes. As freshly manufactured gas was cooled, less
volatile chemicals condensed from the gas to an oily mixture to create coal tar. Coal tar
is relatively viscous so it can migrate to adjacent properties, and it contains VOCs
(including BTEX) and SVOCs (including PAHs). After the gas cooled, impurities were
removed from the gas by sending it through purifier beds, which usually consisted of
lime or wood chips impregnated with iron filings.

. Fill materials of unknown origin. In the past, waste materials, including coal and
incinerator ash, demolition debris, and industrial wastes, were commonly used as fill in
urban areas. Even fill material consisting primarily of soil may exhibit elevated levels of
PAHs, metals, PCBs, and other contaminants. Such materials are potentially present
throughout the Project Area.

. Asbestos. Asbestos is a common component of building materials, especially insulation,
fireproofing, tile flooring, plaster, sheetrock, tile ceiling, mastic, and roofing materials.
In addition to materials within existing structures, subsurface utility lines may be coated
with asbestos or encased in “transite,” an asbestos-containing material (ACM). Asbestos
was widely used before 1980. Because of the ages of the buildings in the Project Area,
ACMs are likely present.

. Lead-based paint. The use of lead-based paint in New York City residential buildings
was banned in 1960. Its use in other buildings and outdoors was severely restricted by
the Consumer Products Safety Commission in 1977. Lead-based paint that is released (as
dust or otherwise) is potentially hazardous, especially to children. Older buildings in the
Project Area likely contain lead-based paint.

Based on the results of the PESA, in consultation with the New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP), the Phase II Sampling Protocol dated February 2005 was
developed by AKRF to evaluate the nature and prevalence of subsurface contamination at
locations within the Academic Mixed-Use Area.

Manhattanville Bus Depot

As part of the environmental assessment of the Project Area, a Freedom of Information Law
(FOIL) request was sent to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) regarding the ongoing investigation and cleanup of the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) Manhattanville Bus Depot, which is located in the Academic Mixed-Use Area
on the block bounded by West 132nd and 133rd Streets, Twelfth Avenue (Riverside Drive) and
Broadway. The current structure was built in 1991 on the site of the former Manhattan and Bronx
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Surface Transit Operating Authority Depot, which was built in 1918. Prior to that, portions of the
site were used for the production and storage of manufactured gas. The bus depot is listed in the
NYSDEC Petroleum Bulk Storage database as having 18 tanks currently in-service and 15 closed
and removed tanks. The tanks contain (or formerly contained) diesel, No. 2 fuel oil, lube oil,
leaded gasoline, and other products. In August 2002, URS Corporation (URS) completed a
Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, which was submitted to the NYSDEC. Soil and groundwater
beneath the site was found to have been affected by leaks from the site’s tanks and two free
product plumes were delineated. According to the report, leaking petroleum products are being
recovered (approximately 11,705 gallons of product were removed between August 2001 and
June 2002). Product recovery rates have since been reduced. As of May 2004, a total of 14,312
gallons had been recovered, but only 3 gallons were recovered during the final month.

In January 2003, URS completed a fingerprint analysis of petroleum product recovered from on-
site monitoring wells. URS concluded that product detected in two of the monitoring wells
represent a different release from that related to the product removal described above and may
have come from the north-adjacent apartment building (fronting Broadway) or another upgradient
facility. URS requested that NYSDEC investigate the potential source and instruct the
responsible party to implement remedial action. No additional information regarding additional
studies related to this other potential source of contamination was included in the documents
received.

Remediation of the Manhattanville Bus Depot property appears to be on-going. Petroleum
compounds detected in samples from nearby monitoring wells may indicate petroleum releases
from the bus depot, or perhaps from the former MGP operations. It is possible that most of the
former MGP structures (i.e., gas holders, etc.) previously located at the site were removed during
construction of the on-site building. However, residual contamination from both the
Manhattanville Bus Depot and former MGP site are likely present, which will require remediation
as part of, or prior to, proposed future development plans for the site.

e-Designated Properties

Selected lots outside the Academic Mixed-Use Area (i.e., properties not controlled by Columbia
University), where the potential for contamination was identified in the PESA, have been
recommended to receive an “e-designation” to ensure they are properly investigated and
remediated, if necessary. A summary of the potential environmental concerns associated with
each of these lots is provided in Table 2.3, and their locations are provided on Figure 2.

Under the e-designation, the lot owner must prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA) before any redevelopment and, if necessary, implement a testing and sampling protocol,
and remediation where appropriate, to the satisfaction of the NYCDEP before issuance of a
building permit by the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) (pursuant to Section 11-
15 of the Zoning Resolution—Environmental Requirements). The e-designation also requires
mandatory Construction Health and Safety Plans (CHASPs), which must be approved by
NYCDEP.
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Table 2.3
Proposed e-Designation Lots
Block| Lot Environmental Issues
1 Historic auto-related uses - sales and service - one historic 550-gallon gasoline UST. Fuel oil
tank.
1988 8 | Suspect vent pipes - potential fuel oil tanks.
53 Former garage use from circa 1939 through circa 1951 - historically four 550-gallon gasoline
USTs and one 1,500-gallon gasoline UST.
60 | Former garage with four historic 550-gallon gasoline USTs.
100 |Large scale cleaning company (using solvents) circa 1939. Fuel oil storage tank.
2001 | 110 L_arge scale cleaning company containing a solvent tank circa 1939 through at least 1951. Fuel
oil storage tank and spill.
120 | Historic 550-car capacity garage with four 550-gallon gasoline USTs.
8 | Former auto repair. Hydraulic car lifts in parking lot.
12 | Former mercury spill, former auto repair, black staining at side door during site reconnaissance.
40 | Potential former fuel oil tanks associated with historic hotel. Unknown warehouse use.
46 Histgn'c "Independent Electrical Plant" associated with cold storage facility. Former garage or
2004 parking, formerly generated "auto waste".
68 | Garage and parking since sometime between 1951 and 1976. Historic warehouse use.
72 | Chemical manufacturer circa 1951. Fairway cold storage.
1g§ Past use as freight station and parking lot; former fuel oil and gasoline storage.
2005 8 | Potential tanks associated with Fairway cold storage.
12 | Current auto repair use. 1953 gas tank permit.
3.0 FIELD ACTIVITIES
3.1 Sampling Protocol

A Phase II Sampling Protocol was developed in consultation with the NYCDEP to evaluate the
nature and prevalence of subsurface contamination at locations within the Academic Mixed-Use
Area. The Subsurface (Phase II) Investigation consisted of subsurface sampling at 22 locations
spread throughout the Academic Mixed-Use Area, but biased towards locations with a higher
potential for contamination (based on the PESA), encompassing a variety of types of
contamination (e.g., petroleum storage, former manufactured gas facilities and manufacturing
facilities). Sample locations are shown on a site plan provided as Figure 2. Photographic
documentation is provided in Appendix A.

Several sampling locations within Academic Mixed-Use Area sited in the Sampling Protocol
were not accessible by AKRF at the time of this Phase II study. Access to these locations was not
granted by the current property owners for various reasons, primarily because the Phase II
sampling activities would have hindered the operations of the on-site businesses. As such,
sampling at these locations, as noted on Figure 2 will be performed when site access is available.
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3.3

Soil Borings

Between February 15 and March 4, 2005, Subsurface Drilling Solutions, of Canastota, New York,
advanced 22 soil borings (MW/CB-1 through MW/CB-22 and CB-6, CB10 and CB-15)
throughout the Academic Mixed-Use Area. A hollow-stem auger rotary rig was used to advance
the soil borings into the subsurface. Soil samples were collected on a continuous basis by driving
a split-spoon sampler into the subsurface at two-foot intervals. Soil sampling was conducted to
approximately five to six feet below the groundwater table at all locations, except boring
locations CB-6, CB-10 and CB-15, where bedrock refusal was encountered at 8.0, 14.7 and 18.2
feet respectively.  Soil samples were characterized according to the Modified Burmister soil
classification system.

Recovered soil at each boring was transferred from the sampler into a sealable plastic bag. The
headspace of each sample was screened by placing the probe of a photoionization detector (PID)
inside the plastic bag. Up to two soil samples from each of the soil borings were selected for
laboratory analysis based on PID response and other indications of contamination. If no evidence
of contamination (visual, odor or PID readings) was encountered during field screening, one
sample was collected from the interval directly below the asphalt or concrete surface and one
sample was collected from the soil/groundwater interface or bottom of the boring. If evidence of
contamination was noted, one of the two soil samples was collected from the interval with
evidence of the most significant contamination.

Each sample was labeled, sealed, and placed in a chilled cooler for shipment to Alpha Analytical
Laboratories, a New York State Department of Health (DOH)-certified laboratory. Soil samples
were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by EPA Method 8260, semi-volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs) by EPA Method 8270, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) by EPA
Method 8082, pesticides by EPA Method 8081, and target analyte list (TAL) metals. Due to
limited soil sample recovery and/or fill material (brick, concrete, wood, and asphalt) at soil boring
location MW/CB-3, only one soil sample was submitted for laboratory analysis for VOCs,
SVOCs, PCBs, pesticides, and TAL metals. For the same reason, only one soil sample was
submitted for laboratory analysis from soil boring locations MW/CB-4 and CB-6 and analyzed
for VOCs only. No soil samples were able to be submitted from MW/CB-5 due to extremely
limited soil sample recovery throughout the entire soil boring.

For quality assurance/quality control purposes, four field blanks and four trip blanks were
submitted to the laboratory along with the soil samples collected. The field blanks were analyzed
for all the same parameters selected for the soil sample analyses. The trip blanks were analyzed
for VOCs by EPA Method 8260 only.

All drill cuttings not used to backfill the soil borings or that exhibited petroleum-like odors,
staining or elevated PID readings, were containerized in DOT-approved 55-gallon drums.

Groundwater

At 19 of the 22 soil boring locations, groundwater was encountered prior to bedrock in the soil
borings and the soil borings were retrofitted with groundwater monitoring wells. The wells were
constructed of two-inch, Schedule 40, threaded, flush-joint PVC well materials, in accordance
with EPA RCRA monitor well installation procedures. A locking well cap and flush-mount well
cover were installed upon completion of each well. Refusal was encountered on bedrock prior to
encountering groundwater at soil boring locations CB-6, CB-10 and CB-15, therefore, these three
soil borings were not retrofitted with monitor wells. Following the completion of well
construction, each well was developed using a 2-inch submersible pump to remove at least three
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well volumes. All well development water was containerized in 55-gallon drums for off-site
disposal. Soil boring logs and well installation diagrams are provided in Appendix B.

In accordance with EPA protocols, the monitoring wells were allowed to stabilize for at least one
week prior to sampling. Between March 14 and 16, 2005, the groundwater samples were
collected using the low-flow methods into laboratory-supplied containers according to EPA
protocols, as outlined in the Sampling Protocol dated February 2005. Each sample was labeled,
sealed, and placed in a chilled cooler for shipment to Alpha Analytical Laboratories, a New York
State Department of Health (DOH)-certified laboratory. Prior to sampling, an electronic interface
meter was used to measure water levels and thickness of free product, if any. No free phase
product was detected in any of the sampled monitor wells. Temperature, pH, specific
conductivity and turbidity were recorded during the low-flow purging of the wells and allowed to
stabilize in accordance with the Sampling Protocol prior to sampling. Groundwater samples were
analyzed for VOCs by EPA Method 8260, SVOCs by EPA Method 8270, pesticides and PCBs by
EPA Methods 8081/8082, and TAL metals (both filtered and unfiltered samples).

Field Analytical Results

Recovered soil at each boring was transferred from the sampler into sealable plastic bags. The
headspace of each sample was screened for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by placing the
probe of a Model 580B photoionization detector (PID) inside the plastic bags. Headspace
readings ranged from none detected (the majority of the samples) to 27.8 parts per million (ppm)
at soil boring location MW/CB-4 (18°-20°). Soil samples collected from the soil boring locations
throughout the study site area generally consisted of light brown, fine sand and silt, with fine
gravel and fill material (brick, asphalt, wood and/or coal and ash). Petroleum like odors were
noted in soil samples MW/CB-2 (12°-14°), MW/CB-4 (18°-20’), MW/CB-5 (12°-14’), MW/CB-
19 (8°-10°) and MW/CB-20 (20°-24°). Creosote-like odors were noted in soil samples MW/CB-4
(14°-16’) and MW/CB-5 (4°-6), as noted on the boring logs provided in Appendix B.

The depth to water was measured from the top of casing in the monitoring wells during
groundwater sampling on March 14 and 15, 2005. The depth to water ranged from approximately
6.4 feet below grade at MW/CB-17 to 25.9 feet below grade at MW/CB-3. No sheens or odors
were noted in the groundwater sampled.

4.0 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Thirty four (34) discrete soil samples were collected from twenty two (22) soil borings for
laboratory analysis as part of this investigation. Soil sample analytical results were compared to
the Recommended Soil Cleanup Objectives (RSCO) outlined in the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum (TAGM) 4046. Soil sample analytical results are presented in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4.
Soil descriptions, observations, and photoionization detector (PID) readings were recorded on the
soil boring logs provided in Appendix B. The laboratory analytical data sheets are provided in
Appendix C.

VOCs were detected in eight of the soil samples analyzed at concentrations below their respective
TAGM RSCOs. Four