Testimony of Assemblymember Deborah J. Glick & State Senator Brad Hoylman
before the New York City Council
Subcommittee on Landmarks, Publie Siting and Maritime Uses
75 Morton Site Selection Hearing

Tuesday, October 22, 2013

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony before you today. We support the proposal to
site a new public middle school and DC 75 school at 75 Morton Street in Manhattan. The middle

school in particular is much needed, and will be a welcome addition to the neighborhood.

As you may know, this site was first identified as a potential focation for a new middle school
over six years ago by elected officials and local members of the community. Since then, our city
has only continued to grow and our existing schools have become more crowded. A new school
at this site will help alleviate overcrowding and provide Greenwich Village with the middle
school that it currently lacks. The site has the advantage of having sufficient space for a large
auditorium for both school and community use, as well as for a wellness center to serve

adolescents.

This lengthy process has been slow; the support for a school at this site has been strong and
continues to grow. We would like to thank Community Board 2, Speaker Christine C. Quinn,
and the many community members who have been steadfast supporters of this project. We are
thrilled that this hearing is taking place, and that we are one step closer to realizing a new school

at 75 Morton Street.

We look forward to continuing to work with the community members to shape a community

school of which we will all be proud.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
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75 Motrton Street Task Force Public Hearing
August 15, 2013, 6:30 pm., Community Board Two office, 3 Washington Square Village

Task Force members Present: Keen Berger (chair), Heather Campbell, Michael Markowitz,
David Gruber

Task Force Members excused: Shino Tanikawa (14 time zones away), Jeannine Kiely

The Board of Education and the School Construction Authority requested that we hold a hearing
regarding the site selection for a new middle school, with a small DC 75 school, at 75 Morton Street. The
hearing was announced and posted on the Community Board Two website. Seven members of the public
attended, five of who testified their enthusiastic support for the school at this site. There was o
opposition. Accordingly, the Task Force unanimously passed the following resolution: '

Whereas Community Board Two has advocated for a school at 75 Morton Street for 6 years, and
has passed several resolutions to that effect, and !

Whereas numerous community groups and organizations have also advocated for a school at 75
Morton Street, and

Whereas parents of children in local elementary schools complain that schools are overcrowded
and that no middle school exists within Community Board Two, and

Whereas the Community Education Council of District Two has unanimously endorsed a
public, non-charter, middle school at 75 Morton Street, and

Whereas a public hearing on August 15, 2013 confirms strong community and parent support
for a middle school at 75 Morton Street, and

Whereas the community also welcomes a small DC 75 school for children who need self-
contained classes within the 75 Morton building and -

Whereas the proposed site selection includes one middle school, one DC 75 school, and no other
co-located school, and



Whereas the School Construction Authority plans to have large windows, a full gym, and other
much needed facilities within 75 Morton Street, and

Whereas a new school needs a large auditorium for students and their families, and

Whereas 75 Morton is also an perfect location for a large auditorium needed by the community
for meetings, concerts, plays and so on, and

Whereas, especially with the closing of St. Vincent’s, a wellness center for adolescents would be
ideally located at 75 Morton Street,

Whereas the ideal size for a public middle school is about 600 students, to meet their education
needs without overburdening the surrounding neighborhood,

Therefore be it resolved that Community Board Two enthusiastically endorses the site selection
of a middle school and a DC75 school at 75 Morton Street te open as soon as possible and

Be it also resolved that Community Board Two advocates a large auditorium and a wellness
-center for a 600-student middle school and a 60-student DC 75 school.



Resolution re 75 Morton Street --
Passed unaﬁimously by the
Community Board Two, Manhattan, on May 23, 2013

Whereas our public schools in Community Board 2 (CB 2) and neighboring communities
to the north and south are overcrowded, with particularly large cohorts now in grades
K-3, and

Whereas there are no public middle schools in CB 2, and only a few small middle schools
on the west side of Community School District 2, and

Whereas charter schools, especially when they are co-located, undercut public
education, and the Community Education Council of District 2 (CECD2} and many local
parents oppose them, and

Whereas the brain maturation of young adolescents allows a deeper mastery of science,
literature, second language fluency, and intellectual collaboration, and

Whereas the creative spirit of middle schoal children allows them to explore the arts,
including music, drama, media, as well as the visual arts, and

Whereas pubescent children need exercise and health care in a safe setting to prevent
eating disorders, obesity, drug use, and high-risk sexual activity, and

Whereas many local institutio;ls, including The Whitney Museum of American Art, The
Children’s Museum of the Arts, Google and others have expressed a desire to enrich the
program at 75 Morton, and

th oth
gt

Whereas the community also needs a small District 75 school for 47-8" grade children

who are diaghosed with Autistic Spectrum Disorders {ASD)}, and

Whereas hundreds of parents, educators, political leaders, community groups, and
others have secured the building at 75 Morton Street as a public, non-charter school,
and wholeheartedly support opening a new middle school in September 2015, and

Whereas the 75 Morton Envisioning Group was formed in January 2013 to develop
community consensus and includes parents, educators and administrators from
elementary school communities from the west side of Community School District 2
above Canal Street, west to Chinatown, north to 59" Street, and

Whereas the community has reached consensus regarding grade configuration, building
design principles, District 75 programming and a community school model, and



Whereas enthusiasm for a middle school at 75 Morton includes CB 1, 4, and 5 and

Whereas the Department of Education and the School Construction Authority continue
to welcome community advice regarding the design and program for 75 Morton.

Therefore be it resolved that 75 Morton be renovated to support one mid-size (600-700
students) public middle school and a small {70-100 students) District 75 school for
children with ASD, and

Be it further resolved that, in addition to classrooms, 75 Morton should have enlarged
windows, improved natural light, and ample space for a full range of schoal activities,
including: a full gymnasium; a half gymnasium/dance/fitness room; a swimming pool; an
outdoor play area; a large cafeteria that can seat half of the student body at once; an
auditorium with a stage; laboratories for science, technology and language; media,
music and sound rooms; a green roof with gardening; a library; resource rooms and
workspaces with alcoves; partitioned areas and small rooms for students to work
together; and a health clinic with private spaces for treatment and advice regarding sex, .
drugs, growth, and nutrition; and

Be it further resolved that, the District 75 school include two state-of-the-art sensory
gyms, private therapy rooms, its own entrance to the building, and adequate shared
facilities with the public middle school to ensure separate scheduling for District 75
students, and

Be it further resolved that the collaboration between the Envisioning Group, CB2,
CECD2, SCA, and the DOE continue with consultation and input from everyone as the

design and program are refined through a Fall 2015 opening. :
' |
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Resolution #69

For a middle school at 75 Morton Street

Co-Sponsors: S. Chu, B. Cirone, M. Markowitz and S. Tanikawa

Whereas, many of our elementary schools in District 2 are overcrowded with relief from
additional capacities coming online behind a “large bubble” of students already in the schools
(currently in grades K-3);

Whereas, there are no public middle schools in Community Board 2, and only a few small
middle schools on the west side of Community School District 2;

Whereas, charter schools, especially when they are co-located, undercut public education, and
the Community Education Council of District 2 (CECD2) and many local parents oppose them;

Whereas, the brain maturation of young adolescents allows a deeper mastery of science,
literature, second language fluency, and intellectual collaboration;

Whereas, the creative spirit of middle school children allows them to explore the arts, including
music, drama, media, as well as the visual arts;

Whereas, pubescent children need exercise and health care in a safe setting to prevent eating
disorders, obesity, drug use, and high risk sexual activity;

Whereas, many local institutions, including The Whitney Museum of American Art, The
Children’s Museum of the Arts, Google and others have expressed a desire to enrich the program
at 75 Morton; ‘

Whereas, the community also needs a small District 75 school for 4-8™ grade children who are
diagnosed with Autistic Spectrum Disorders (ASD);



Whereas, hundreds of parents, educators, political leaders, community groups, and others have
secured the building at 75 Morton Street as a public, non-charter school, and wholeheartedly
support opening a new middle school'iri September 2015;

Whereas, the 75 Morton Envisioning Group was formed in January 2013 to develop community
consensus and includes parents, educators and administrators from elementary school
communities from the west side of Community School District 2 above Canal Street, west to
Chinatown, north to 59™ Street;

Whereas, the community has reached consensus regarding grade configuration, building design
principles, District 75 programming and a community school model;

Whereas, enthusiasm for a middle school at 75 Morton is suppoi‘ted by CB 1, 4, and 5;

Whereas, the Department of Education and the School Construction Authority continue to
welcome community advice regarding the design and program for 75 Morton;

Therefore be it resolved, that 75 Morton be renovated to support one mid-size (600-700
students) public middle school and a small (70-100 students) District 75 school for children with
ASD;

“Be it further resolved, that, in addition to classrooms, 75 Morton should have enlarged
windows, improved natural light, and ample space for a full range of school activities, including:
a full gymnasium; a half gymnasium/dance/fitness room; a swimming pool; an outdoor play
area; a large cafeteria that can seat half of the student body at once; an auditorium with a stage;
laboratories for science, technology and language; media, music and sound rooms; a green roof
with gardening; a library; resource rooms and workspaces with alcoves; partitioned areas and
small rooms for students to work together; and a health clinic with private spaces for treatment
and advice regarding sex, drugs, growth, and nutrition; |

Be it further resolved, that, the District 75 school include two state-of-the-art sehsory gyms,
private therapy rooms, its own entrance to the building, and adequate shared facilities with the
public middle school to ensure separate scheduling for District 75 students;

Be it further resolved, that the collaboration between the Envisioning Group, CB2, CECD2,
SCA, and the DOE continue with consultation and input from everyone as the design and
program are refined through a Fall 2015 opening.

Adopted and approved by CECD2 on May 22, 2013,
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October 11, 2013

The. Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the Council

City Hall

New York, New York 10007

Dear Speaker Quinn:

The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) has undertaken its site
selection process for the following proposed school:

¢ New Public Middle School Facility
+ Block 603, Lots 49 and 53
e 75 Morton Street
.-' Community School District No. 2
. Mgnﬁat'ta;n Community Board No. 2
The project site contains a total of approximately 30, Ooo‘s'quaré feet of lot area
and is located on the block bounded by Morton Street, Greenwich Street, Hudson

Street, arid Barrow Street (Block 603, Lots 49 and 53). The site is an assemblage
of two tax lots currently owned by the State of New York and occupied by the

" New York State Office for People with Developmental Disabilities. It contains an

existing seven-story building containing approximately 180,000 gross square feet
and adjoining accessory- surface parking lot. Under the proposed project, the
SCA would acquire the site and convert the eXIstlng building into a public school
facility accommodating both Comimunity School District No. 2 middle school
students and also District No. 75 special education students. The estimated total
capacity of this facility would be approximately 1,000 seats.

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was publishied in the New York Post and the'
City Record on August 1, 2013. Manhattan Community Board No. 2 was notified
on August 1, 2013, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site
Plan. Manhattan Communlty Board No. 2 held a hearing on the site on August
16, 2013, and submitted written comments recommending in favor of the site for
a school. The City Planning Commission was also notified on August 1, 2013 and
recorfimended ifi favor of the proposed site.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000T
Long Island City, N¥ 11101 718 472 8840 F



The SCA has considered all comments received on the proposed prOject and
affirms the Site Plan pursuant to §1731.4 of the Public Authorities Law. In
accordance with §1732 of the Public-Authorities Law, the SCA is:submitting the

Schoal Construction Authority

3 3 enclosed Site Plan to the Mayor and the Council for consideration. Enclosed also
~ are copies of the Environmental Assessment and Negative Declaration that have
Department of been prepared for this: project.
Education

The SCA looks forward to your favorable consideration of the propdsed Site.
Plan. If you have any questions regarding this Site Plan or would like further
information, please contact me at (718) 472-8001 at your convenience.
Thank you for your attention to this matier.

Sin"cet?lyi é
B /dﬁ (o

_~Lafraine Grillo /

President and CEO
Encl.
c. Hon. Michael R. Bloomberg (w/o attachrents)

Hon. Leroy G. Comrie, Land Use Committee

Hon. Brad Lander, Subcommittee on Landmarks,
Public Siting and Maritime Uses

Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations
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Department of
Education

Qctober 11, 2013

The Honorable Michael R. Bloomberg
Mayor '
City Hall

New York, New York 10007

Dear Mayor Bloomberg:

The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA} has undertaken its site
selection process for the following proposed school:

+ New Pubtic Middle School Facility.
.» Block 603, Lois 49 and 53
"« 75 Morton Street
» Community School District No. 2
. Manhattan Cemmu‘ni‘ty'Board No. 2

The pro;ect sute contains a total of approximately 30, 000 square feet of lot area
and is located on the block bounded by Morton Street, Greenwich Street, Hudson |
Street, and Barrow Street (Block 603, Lots 49 and 53). The site is an assemblage

~of two tax lots currently owned by the State of New York and occupied by the
New York State Office for People with Developmental Disabilities. It contains an
existing seven-story building containing approximately 180, 000 gross square: feet
and adjoining accessory surface parking fot. Under the proposed project, the
SCA wouid acquire the site and convert the existing building into a public school
facility accommodating both Community School District No. 2 middle s¢hool
students and also District No. 75 special education students. The estimated total
capacity of this facility would be approximately 1,000 seats.

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was published in the New York Post and the
City Record on August 1, 2013. Manhattan Community Board No. 2 was notified
on August 1, 2013, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site
Plan. Manhattan Community Board No. 2 held a hearing on the site on August
15, 2013, and submitted written commetits recommending in favor of the site for
a school. The City Planning Commission was also notified on August 1, 2013 and
recommended in favor of the proposed site.

30-30 Thamson Avenu_e‘ 71847280007
Long Island City, NY 11101 718472 8840 F



The SCA has considered all commients received oh the proposed project and
affirms the Site Plan pursuant to §1731.4 of the Public Authorities Law. In
_ _ accorfdance with §1732 of the Public Authorities Law, the SCA is submitting the
- enclosed Site Plan to your Horor and the Council for consideration. Enclosed
' also are copies of the Environmental Assessment and Negative Declaration that
Department of have been prepared for this project.
Education

School Constructich Authorify

The: SCA looks forward to your favorable consideration of the proposed Site
Plan. If you have any questions regarding this Site Plan of would like further
information, please contact me at (718) 472-8001 at your convenience:
Thank you for your aftention to this matter.

i Al
Cl_orram Gn[lo bg(&

President and CEOQ

Slncereiy,

Encl.

C. Hon, Christine C. Quinn (w/o attachments)
Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor



NOTICE OF FILING

NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
has been filed for the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 49 and 53, and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School
District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estimated total capacity of this facility would be approximately
1,000 seats.

The proposed site assemblage contains a total of approximately 30,000 square
feet of lot area (0.69 acres) and is located on the block bounded by Morton
Street, Greenwich Street, Hudson Street and Barrow Street in the West Village
section of Manhattan. “E‘he site consists of the seven-story structure located at 75
Morton Street and an adjoining paved parking area that are currently owned by
the State of New York-and occupied by the New York State Office of People with
Developmental Disabilities. Site plans and a summary thereof for the proposed
action are available at:

" New York Clty School Construcﬂon Authorlty
30-30 Thomson Avenue  ~ . ,
Long Island City, New York 11101

Attention: Ross J. Holden
Comments on the proposed actions are to'be sent to the New York City School

Construction Authority at the above addresss and will be accepted until
September 15, 2013.

For publication in the New York Post {5 Borough Edition) and the City Record on
Thursday, August 1, 2013



> SITE PLAN FOR A NEW, APPROXIMATELY 1,000-SEAT MEQ{‘}LE SCHOOL FACILITY, MANHATTAN
SCA Manhattan Block 603, Lots 49 and 53
= Community School District No. 2

Scbrot Comebrusticn Aubsetty

Copyright TOL3 The City of ey 7DV




ALTERNATE SITES ANALYSES

NEW, APPROXIMATELY
1,000-SEAT MIDDLE SCHOOL FACILITY

75 MORTON STREET, MANHATTAN
BLOCK 603, LOTS 49 AND 53

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 2

The proposed school site is an assemblage of two lots owned by the State of New York
and currently occupied by the New York State Office of People With Developmental
Disabilities (OPWDD) in the West Village section of Manhattan. The assemblage
consists of Lot 49, which contains an existing, approximately 180,000 square foot
structure used as OPWDD offices, and Lot 53, which is an adjoining lot used for surface
parking. : :

~In 2008, the State of New York, acting through the Empire State Development

Corporation, explored the potential relocation of the existing office uses and sale of the
site. Local community residents, advocacy groups, and elected officials proposed that
the State sell the site to the City of New York for-redevelopment into a public school
facility instead of a sale to a pfivate developer. Following the receipt of bids, none of the
bidders was selected and the sale process did not move forward at that time.

In 2012, the City and State preliminarily agreed that OPWDD would vacate the site, and
the City would purchase the site from the State for public school use. Manhattan
Community Board No. 2 and Community Education Council No. 2, which among others
had continued to advocate for the site's acquisition for public school use since 2008,
thereafter convened the 75 Morton Street Taskforce to undertake a community-based
visioning and consensus-building process that resulted in a series of recommendations
in Spring 2013, one of which was that the building be used to serve middle school
students.

Because this site is owned and would bé acquired from the State of New York, and has
been the specific subject of sustained local interest and advocacy, alternative sites for
this proposed middle school facility have not been considered. '



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE CHAIR

September 13,2013

Lorraine Grillo

President and CEO

New York City School Construction Authority
30-30 Thomson Avenue

Long Istand City, NY 11101-3045

Dear Ms. Grillo,

This is in response to your letter of August 1, 2013 in which notice was given to the City .
Planning Commission of the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 42 and 53 in the borough
of Manhattan (Community District 2) for the consttuction of an approximately 1,000-seat
Intermediate School facility for Community School District 2.

In view of the need for additional primary school capacity in this scheol district, the City
Planning Commission recommends in favor of the proposed site for 2 new school facility for
. C8D2. . : - S - :

“\_/cry sincerely,

A_mandé M. Burden

C: Kathleen Grimm
Ross Holden
Sarah J. Goldwyn
Edith Hsu-Chen

Amanda M. Burden, FAICE Chair
22 Raadg Straet, New York, NY 10007-1216
(212) 720-3200 FAX (212) 720-3219
nye.goviplanning
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August 28, 2013

Lorraine Grillo

President & CEO

School Construction Authority
30-30 Thomson Avenue

Long Island City, NY 11101

Dear Ms. Grillo,

Thank you very-much for meeting with the 75 Morton Street Task Force on July 29, 2013 and
for confirming that we will have a wonderful public middle school at 75 Morton Strest. We are
particularly grateful for the collaboration between the Departruent of Education, the School
Construction Authority, our elected representatives, the Community Education Council,
hundreds of parents and cSmmunity members, and, of course, Community Board 2.

On August 15, we held the required public hearing on site selection at our community board -
office. At our Executive Committee meeting on August 19, 2013, Community Board 2
Manhattan adopted the following resolution which will be confirmed by the full board in
September: .

Whereas Community Board 2 has advocated for a school at 75 Morton Street for 6 years, and has
passed several resolutions to that effect, and

Whereas numerous community groups and organizations have also advocated for a school at 75
Morton Street, and

Whereas parents of children in local elementary schools complain that schools are overcrowded |
and that no middle school exists within Community Board 2, and

Whereas the Community Education Council of District 2 has unanimously endorsed a public,
non-charter, middle school at 75 Morton Street, and

Whereas a public hearing on August 15, 2013 confirms strong community and parent support for
a middle school at 75 Morton Street, and

‘Whereas the community also welcomes a small DC 75 school for children who need self-
contained classes within the 75 Morton building, and



Whereas the proposed site selection includes one middle school, one DC 75 school, and no other
co-located school, and

Whereas the School Construction Authority plans to have large windows, a full gym, and other
much needed facilities within 75 Morton Street, and

Whereas a new school needs a large auditorium for students and their families, and

Whereas 75 Morton is also an perfect location for a large auditorium needed by the community
for meetings, concerts, plays and so on, and

Whereas, especially with the.closing of St. Vincent’s, a wellness center for adolescents would be
ideally located at 75 Morton Street,

“Whereas the ideal size for a public middle school is about-600 students, to meet their education
needs without overburdening the surrounding neighborhood,

Therefore be it resolved that Communfty Board 2 enthusiastically endorses the site selection of a
middle school and a DC73 school at 75 'Morton Street to open as soon as possible, and

Beitalso resolved that Community Board 2 advocates a large auditotium and a wellness center
_ for a 600-student middle school and a 60-student DC 75 school. -

Vote: Unanimous, witﬁ_ 15 C_(menjtfee members in favor.

Please advise us of any decision or action taken in xesponse to this resolution.

Sincerely, :

. e g
. w
David Gruber Keen Berger
Chair Chair
Community Board 2, Manhattan 75 Morton Task Force
c: Hon. Jerrold L. Nadler, Congressman

Hon. Brad Hoylman, NY State Senator

Hon. Deborah J. Glick, Assembly Member

Hon. Scott M. Stringer, Man. Borough Président

Hon. Christine C. Quinn, Council Speaker

Kathleen Grimam, Deputy Chancellor for Operations, DOE



August 1, 2013

Kathleen Grimm

Deputy Chancelior for Operations

= New York City Department of Education
Departsnt of 52 Chambers Street -

Education New YOTk, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Fagcility
Community School District No. 2

Dear Kathleen;

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection and acquisition of Block 803, Lots
49 and 53, located in the Berough of Manhattan, for the development of a new
_public school facility that would accommodate both Community School District
No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education students. The -
estimated total capaclty of this faeility would be approximately 1,000 seats

- By statute the SCA is réquired to complete the site select:on process before

“acquiring real property or starting construction of new schools. This-process
begins with formal-notifications to the Depariment of Education, City Planning
Commission, and the affected Community Board. The nofification initiates a thirty
(30) day period within which the Community Board is required to hold a public
hearing, after which it has an additional fifteen (15) days o submit written
comments. Following completion of this 45:day period, the, SCA can submit the

" proposed site for approval by the City Council and Mayor Only after the City

Council and Mayor approve the site can the SCA acquire the site.

Aftached are copies of the Notice of Filing, the Site Plan, and the Alternate Sites
Analyses for the proposed action. The SCA will accept pubhc comments on this
propesed action until September 15, 2013. All comments will be taken into
consideration in the SCA’s final decision regarding this matter. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross at {718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

SVl
orraine Grillo
President & CEO

Attachments

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island Cily, WY 11101 7184728340 F



Bepartment of
Education

August 1, 2013

Amanda M. Burden, FAICP
Chairperson

City Planning Commission
22 Reade Street

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility
Coemmunity School District No. 2

Dear Ms. Burden:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice’
is hereby given of the propesed site selection of Block 603, Lots 49 and 53 and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School

. District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special'-education

students. The estimated total capamty of this facility would be approx:mately
1,000 seats 3

Attached please find copies of the Notice of Flhng, Site Plan, and Alternate Sttes
Analyses for the proposed action. The Authority will accept public comments on’ _
this proposed action until September 15, 2013. All comments will be taken into
consideration in the Authority’s final decision regarding this matter. '

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross

J. Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel, at (718) 472-8220.

Sinc

Rtry 4
Lorraine Grillo
President & CEO
Attachments
c Kathlesn Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations

Sarah Goldwyn, NYC Department of City Planning

30-30 Thomson Avenus 71247280007
Long Istand City, NY 11101 7i8 472 8820 F



==  August 1, 2013

Mr. David Gruber

Chairperson

- < #@ad  Manhattan Community Board No. 2
Dgpartment of 3 Washington Square Village, #1A
Education New York, New York 10012

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility
Community School District No. 2

Dear Mr. Gruber:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 803, Lots 49 and 53 and
-any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School

~ District No, 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estlmated total capacity of this facility would be.approximately
1,000 seats. . : .

Section 1731.2 states that thhm thirty (30) days of this notlce ‘a pubhc hearlng

- with sufficient public notice shall be-held by each affected community board on -
any or all aspects of the Site Plan. You may request the aftendange of
representatives of the Authority or Department of Educatzon at this hearing.

in addmon §1731.3 states that within forty-five. (45) days of this notice each
affected community board shall prepare and submit to the Authority written
comments on the Site Plan. Attached please find copies of the Notice of Fl!mg,
Site Plan, and Alternate Sites Analyses for the proposed action. The Authority
will accept public comments on this proposed action until September 15, 2013.
All comments will be taken into consideration in the Authority’s final dec;smn
regarding th]S matter. . :

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross
J. Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel, at (718) 472-8220.

Sin rely, Q
p s

L.orraine Gn] o
President & CEO

Attachments

c: Kathleen Grimm, Beputy Chancellor for Operations

Bob Gormley, District Manager, Manhattan Community District No. 2
30-30 Themson Avenue 7184728000 T

long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8340 F
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August 1, 2013

The Honorable Scoit M. Siringer
President, Borough of Manhattan
1 Centre Street, 19" Floor

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility
Community School District No. 2

Dear Borodgh President Stringer:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 803, Lots 49 and 53, and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhatian, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School
District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estimated total capac:ty of this famlity would be approximately
1,000 seats. '

This no’uf cation was sent to IVIanhattan Communlty Board No. 2 and the City

- Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing fot this site selection will be published
_in the New York Post and City Record on August 1, 2013, and the SCA will

continue to accept public commente untif September 15, 2013.
| have also attached the Sute Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for your review. If

you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross J.
Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

Sincegely,

N
hLr e, ‘L&ﬁ

Lorraine Grillo

President & CEO

Attachments

o3 Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations
30-30 Thomson Avenue Ti6 47280007

Long fsland Gity, NY 11101 718 472 8B40 F
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August 1, 2013

The Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the City Council

City Hall

New York, New York 10007

epartment of
Education

Re:  New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Famllty
Community School Dlstnct No.2

Dear Speaker Quinn:

Pursuan to §1731 of the New York C:ty School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 49 and 53 and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located iri the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School

' DIStI'ECt No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estimated total capacnty of this facmty would be approxrmately
1 ODO seats o , .

This notlf[catlon was sent to Manhattan Communlty Board No. 2 and the Clty

Planning Commission. The Notice of ang for this site selection will be published

in the New York Postand City Record on August 1, 2013, and the SCA will
contmue to acoep‘t publlc comments unnl September 15, 2013 o

| have also attached the Site Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for your review. If
- you require any additional information; please do not hesitate to contact Ross J. -
Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220. -

Sincgrely,

Wetoe I LD
Lorraine Grill
President & CEO

Attachments

c: Kathieen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations
Hon. Leroy G, Comiie, Jr. Land Use Committee
Hon. Brad Lander, Subcommitiee on Landmarks,
Public Siting and Maritime Uses
Gail Benjamin, Director, Land Use Division
Alonzo Carr, Land Use Division

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718472 8840 F
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August 1, 2013

School Construction Zuthorfty

The Honorable Deborah J. Glick
New York State Assembly, 66" District

. : District Office
Departn;gnt of 853 Broadway, Suite 1518
Education New York, New York 10003

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility
Community Schooel District No. 2

Dear Assemblymember Glick:

Pursuant to §1731 of the-New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 49 and 53, and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School
District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estimated total capacity of this facility would be approximately
1,000 seats. .

~ This notification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 2 and the City
Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post and City Record on August 1,.2013, and the SCA will
continue to accept public comments until September 15, 2013,

I have also attached the Site Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for your review. If

you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross J.
Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

AL /)
Lorraine Grill .
President & CEO
Attachments

c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations

30-30 Thomson Avenue 71847280007
Lonyg Island City, NY 11101 TIB &ET2 8340 F
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August 1, 2013

School censln.-ctlnn Aathority

The Honorable Brad Hoylman
New York State Senate, 27" District

: e 2 District Office
Department of 322 Eighth Avenue, Suite 1700
Education New York, New York 10001

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility -
Community School District No. 2

Dear State Senator Hoylman:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 48 and 53, and -
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the™
‘proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development.of a
new public school facility that would accommodate both Community School
District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education’
students. The estimated total capacﬁy of thls facnllty would be approxnmate[y
1L 000 seats

This notifi catlon was sent to Manhattan Communlty Board No. 2 and the City
_Planning Commission.. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post and City Record on August 1, 2013,-and the SCA wnil
: contmue to accept public comments until September 15, 2013

| have also attached the Site Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for your review. |If

you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross J.
Holden, Executive Vice President and Gerieral Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

$inc rely,

Y
Whieie fIekld -
Lorraine Grill

President & CEO

Aitachments
c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations
30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 7i8 4728840 F



August 1, 2013

School Construction Aoty

Ms. Shine Tanikawa

President

Community Education Council No. 2
Department of 333 7" Avenue
Education New York, New York 10001

Re: New, Approximately 1,000-Seat Middle School Facility
Community School District No. 2

Dear Ms. Tanikawa;

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 603, Lots 49 and 53, and
any other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the
proposed project, located in the Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a
new public scheol facility that would accommodate both Community School
District No. 2 middle school students and District No. 75 special education
students. The estimated total capacity of this facility would be approximately
1,000 seats.

This notification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 2 and the City
Planning Commission. We have requested that Brooklyn Community Beard No. 1
hold a public hearing on the proposed site selection within thirty (30) days of this
notice, and the SCA will continue to accept public comments until September 15,
2013.

I have also atiached the Site Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for your review. If
you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Ross J.
Holden, Executive Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

Singeyely, :
RBexe. /@Z&éé@

Lorraine Grillo

Praesident & CEQ

Attachments

o Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Operations
30-30 Thomson Avenue 7i8 472-8000 T

Leng Island City, NV 11101 F18 472 8B40 F
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STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

.DATE: October 9, 2013
SEQR PROJECT NO.: 14-002
LEAD AGENCY: New York City School Construction Authority

30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, New York 11101-3045

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations
pertaining to Article 8 (State Environmental Quality Review Act) of the
Environmental Conservation Law. Pursuant to §1730.2 of the Public Authorities
Law, the New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) is SEQR Lead
Agency.

The SCA, as Lead Agency, has determined that the proposed action described
below will not have a significant effect on the quality of the environment, and a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will not be prepared.

NAME OF ACTION: Proposed Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan

LOCATION: 75 Morton Street, Manhattan
Tax Block 603, Tax Lots 49 and 53

SEQR STATUS: Type I, Coordinated Review
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Description of Action:

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York
City School Construction Authority (SCA) proposes the site selection, acquisition,
and development of a new public school facility in the West Village section of
Manhattan serving middle school students in Community School District No. 2.

The proposed site contains a total of approximately 30,000 square feet of lot area
and is located on the block bounded by Morton Street, Greenwich Street, Hudson
Street and Barrow Street. The site is an assemblage of two tax lots currently
owned by the State of New York and occupied by the New York State Office for
People with Developmental Disabilities (OPWDD). It contains an existing seven-
story building containing approximately 180,000 gross square feet and adjoining
accessory surface parking lot (Block 603, Lots 49 & 53). OPWDD is in the
process of vacating the site, and expects to complete the relocation process by
late 2013.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8B40 F
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New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

The proposed project is intended to provide additional long-term public school
capacity at the middle school level in Community School District No. 2 and also
for District 75 special education students. Under the proposed project, the SCA
would renovate the existing on-site structure into a public school facility that
would accommodate approximately 900 District No. 2 middle school students
and approximately 100 District 75 special education students. The proposed
building conversion wouid create general education classrooms, special
education classrooms, specialty art and music classrooms, a gymatorium,
auxiliary exercise room, library, guidance and medical spaces, kitchen and
cafeteria, and administrative spaces within the existing building. The existing
accessory parking lot would be converted to use as an open schoolyard. The
SCA expects to acquire the site from the State of New York in late 2013, and
student occupancy of the renovated facility is anticipated o begin in Fall, 20186.

In addition to the final approval of the proposed site by the Mayor and City
Council pursuant to the SCA’s enabling legislation, implementation of the
proposed project is expected to involve additional discretionary actions by the

. City and State of New York, including:

» Zoning override approval for public school use in an area zoned for
manufacturing uses (by Deputy Mayor for Economic Development);

+ Approval of the disposition of State property (by the Interagency Council,
including OPWDD, New York State Office of Mental Health, New York
State Office of Alcohol and Substance Abuses Services, New York State
Office of General Services, New York State Division of Budget, Empire
State Development Corporation, and Dormitory Authority of the State of
New York (DASNY), and other approvals for the sale of State property by
DASNY and the New York State Division of Budget);

¢ Declaration of property as surpius (by OPWDD);

* Negotiation of telecommunications easements prior to sale and their
conveyance to the SCA, and approval to convey State property to the
SCA (by DASNY); and, '

» Approval of the contract of sale for State property (hy New York State
Attorney General}. '

Reasons Supporting This Determination:

A comprehensive Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and Supplemental
Environmental Studies for this action were completed and issued on October 9,
2013. Based upon those documents (which are appended hereto), the SCA has
determined that the proposed project will have no significant adverse impacts on
environmental conditions related to the following areas: land use, zoning and
public policy; socioeconomic conditions; community facilities and services; open
space; shadows; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual
resources; natural resources; hazardous materials; water and sewer

Page 2 of 7
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New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

infrastructure, energy; solid waste and sanitation services; transportation; air
quality; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public health; neighborhood character,
and construction-related impacts.

The key findings related to the analysis of the following three environmental
impact areas in the Environmental Assessment are discussed in greater detail
below: :

Historic and Cultural Resources

As part of the environmental assessment process and as required by its enabling
legislation, the SCA initiated consultation with the New York State Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) regarding the proposed
project’s potential impacts to resources listed or eligible for listing on the State
and National Registers of Historic Places. By leiter dated April 4, 2013, OPRHP
indicated that the existing on-site structure located at 75 Morton Street was
previously determined not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places. However, because the proposed school site adjoins the
boundary of the Greenwich Village Historic District, OPRHP requested that the
SCA continue consultation as the project design advances in order to avoid
potential impacts to the Historic District. Since the SCA will, as the design for
renovations {o the existing building at 75 Morton Street is developed, continue
the requested consultation with OPRHP, no adverse impacts to the Historic
District or other historic resources would occur.

Furthermore, a Phase 1A study that was prepared as part of the envircnmental
assessment process determined that portions of the existing on-site accessory
parking lot (i.e., Lot 53) may contain archaeoclogical remains. As such, in the
event that any disturbance of the archaeoclogically sensitive areas is required as
part of the project’s construction, the SCA will conduct the recommended Phase
1B archaeological testing and continue to consult with OPRHP to avoid
significant adverse impacts to potential on-site archaeological resources.

Transportation

The analysis of potential transportation impacts indicated the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts to traffic operations at nearby intersections.
An analysis of the project’s impacits to local pedesfrian voiumes was also
conducted. That analysis indicated that the proposed project would increase local
pedestrian volumes in both the AM and PM peak periods, and could result in a
significant adverse impact at the west crosswalk of the intersection of Morton
Street and Hudson Street. During the AM peak, the operations of that crosswalk
would deteriorate from Level of Service (LOS) B, with an average of 49 square
feet per pedestrian in the future without the project, to LOS D with 23 square feet
per pedestrian in the future with the project. The widening of this crosswalk by
one foot, from a width of 14 feet to a width of 15 feet, would create additional
pedestrian space at the crosswalk that would alleviate congestion and would
avoid the pedestrian impact.

Page 30of 7



New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

The analysis of potential public transportation impacts identified the potential for
the project to increase ridership along the M20 bus route, which is operated by
New York City Transit (NYCT) and runs north along Hudson Street and south
along Seventh Avenue. Under current conditions, three buses per hour run in the
southbound direction during the AM peak hour and four buses per hour run in the
northbound direction during the PM peak hour.

T T

P e e e BT s
School Construction Authority

Department of

Education In the future with the proposed project, the M20 bus route is anticipated to
experience an increase in ridership during the AM peak hour in the southbound
direction and during the PM peak hour in the northbound direction. More
specifically, it is anticipated that the proposed project would add 211 passengers
in the AM peak southbound direction, which would require 134 additional seats,
or three additional standard-sized buses (i.e., with a maximum capacity of 54
passengers} in that direction. In the PM northbound direction, the project is
anticipated to add approximately 195 passengers, which would result in a
shortfall of 128 seats, which would require three additionai standard-sized buses.

The projected impacts to southbound service on the M20 bus route during the
AM peak hour and to northbound service on that route during the PM peak hour
could be avoided either by increasing the frequency of bus service during those
times (i.e., adding three buses in the impacted direction during the peak hours),
and/or by increasing the capacity of the buses (such as utilizing articulated buses
which provide greater passenger capacity than standard-sized buses) on that
route.

‘The general policy of NYCT is to provide additional bus service where demand
warrants, taking into account financial and operational constraints. Based on
NYCT’s ongoing passenger monitoring program and as new development occurs
throughout the study area, NYCT would create a comprehensive service plan to
respond to specific, known needs with capital and/or operational improvements
where fiscally feasible and operationally practicable. Therefore, in order to avoid
potential impacts to public transit, the SCA shall notify NYCT at least one year
prior to student occupancy of the proposed public school facility so NYCT can
incorporate the projected increase in ridership into its planning and operational
processes.

Hazardous Materials

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), Phase Il Environmental Site
Investigation (ESI}, and Supplemental Site Investigation were completed by TRC
Engineers, Inc. (TRC) for the proposed project site between July 2012 and June
2013.

The Phase | ESA was prepared in July 2012 and identified on-site Recognized
Environmental Conditions (RECs) associated with the historic use of the site by a
drug and chemical company, and a motor freight station; the prior ownership of
the site by the “Fisher Scientific Company” and the potential presence of fill
material from demolition of structures formerly present on the site. Additionally,
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New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

the site is listed as a hazardous waste generator for tetrachloroethene (in 2009)
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) containing oils (in 1998). The Phase [ ESA
identified off-Site RECs associated with the historic presence of laundries, an
automobile garage, parking facilities, automobile repair facilities, motor freight
stations, a depot with a gasoline underground storage tank, a solid waste facility,
a machining company, a glass finishing company, welding facilities, chemical
facilities, druggists, paint and dyeing facilities, and iron, metal and ink
manufacturers on adjoining and nearby properties; four nearby spills sites; one -
“E"- designated site, and four nearby hazardous waste generators (one of which
is a current dry cleaner). Additionally, the Phase | ESA revealed environmental
concerns associated with suspect asbestos-containing materials (ACM), suspect
interior and exterior lead-based paint (LBP), lead-shieided walls and mercury-
containing equipment and/or residues associated with a former dental office,
suspect PCB-containing ballasts, exterior caulk, and hydrauiic cil, and potential
elevated radon concentrations.

A Phase Il ESI was completed in November 2012 to assess whether the RECs
identified in the Phase | ESA have affected the suitability of the site for use as a
public school facility. Phase |l ESI field activities consisted of a geophysical
survey; the advancement of soil borings; installation of one temporary monitoring
well as well as five permanent monitoring wells; surveying and gauging of
permanent monitoring wells; mercury vapor testing; and, the collection and
laboratory analysis of sub-slab soil vapor, soil vapor, mdoor air, amb|ent air, soil,
groundwatier and radon samples.

The geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of utilities or buried structures in
the vicinity of the soil borings, and there were no significant geophysical
anomalies noted. There were no visual or olfactory indications of contamination
observed in the soil borings. The results of the analyses of soil samples revealed
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and metals at concentrations
exceeding comparison levels for unrestricted use, which were attributed to the
characteristics of fill material at the site. Groundwater sampling analytical data
revealed that volatile organic compounds (VOCs), specifically, tetrachloroethene
(PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE), and metals were detected above or equal to
comparison criteria. The groundwater sampling results indicated that treatment of
dewatering effluent is required prior to discharge to the sewer system due to the
concentrations of total suspended solids and PCE.

Petroleum-related VOCs were detected in sub-slab soil vapor and were attributed
to an off-site source in the surrounding area. Two chlorinated solvent refated
VOCs, PCE and TCE, were detected at concentrations above the New York
State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Values (AGVSs) in one or
more of the soil vapor samples. The NYSDOH Soil Vapor Guidance matrices
indicate that, based on the detected concentrations of PCE and TCE, mitigation
is the recommended action. PCE and TCE were not detected in indoor air above
the range of anticipated background concentrations or NYSDOH AGVs,
indicating that there is no immediate health risk to building occupants. The
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New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

chlorinated solvent related VOCs detected in soil vapor were attributable to the
concentrations of chlorinated solvents found in on-site groundwater.

Additionally, the results of the mercury vapor testing performed in the former
dentist’s office in the 4th floor of the on-site building indicate that the
concentrations of mercury vapor in indoor air did not exceed the detection limit of
the instrument (0.000 milligrams per cubic meter). Finally, three (3) radon
samples were collected from the lowest occupied level of the site building. The
results of the analyses did not identify radon concentrations approaching the
United States Environmental Protection Agency-recommended Action Level.

A Supplemental Site Investigation was completed June 2013 to further evaluate
the source of VOCs in the groundwater. The investigation field activities included
a geophysical survey, the advancement of soil borings, installation of six
permanent monitoring wells, surveying and gauging of permanent monitoring
wells, and collection and laboratory analysis of groundwater and soil samples.

The geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of utilities or buried structures in
the vicinity of the soil borings. There were no visual or olfactory indications of
contamination observed in any of the soil borings. The results of the analyses of
soil samples did not indicate the presence of VOCs in any of the samples.
Eleven groundwater samples were collected from the existing and newly installed
wells. The VOCs PCE, TCE and/or chloroform were found in 10 of the 11
samples collected at concentrations exceeding their corresponding Class GA
values. The concentration of PCE in the sample collected upgradient of the site
was approximately three orders of magnitude greater than the corresponding
Class GA value and between one and two orders of magnitude greater than the
PCE concentrations in samples coliected from the other monitoring wells. TCE
was detected above the Class GA value in one well located cross gradient of the
site.

The elevated concentration of PCE in groundwater, upgradient of the site and
adjacent to a dry cleaning facility, as well as historic use of properties upgradient
of the site as a paint shop and machine shop, and the absence of PCE or TCE
detections in the soil samples collected below the basement slab of the site
building indicates the detected PCE concentrations in on-site groundwater can
be attributed to an off-site source. Due to the absence of detectable TCE
concentrations in on-site soil, the elevated TCE concentration in one
groundwater sample is atiributed to an off-site release located south of the site.
The concentration of chloroform detected in the wells may be attributable fo an
off-site source since it was not detected in elevated concentrations during prior
sampling events and its'presence in groundwateris commonly associated with
the discharge of chlorinated drinking water.

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and

building materials. To prevent VOCs in soll vapor from entering the building, a
sub-slab depressurization system would be designed and retrofitted in the
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New Public Middle School Facility, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 14-002

Negative Declaration

October 9, 2013

existing building as part of the project. All soil excavated during building
renovations would be properly managed in accordance with all applicable focal,
State and Federal regulations. In addition, a minimum of two feet of
environmentally clean fill would be placed over existing soil in all landscaped
areas. Finally, suspect ACM, LBP, and/or PCB containing materials would be
properly managed during construction or renovation activities. in addition, to
minimize the potential for exposure by construction workers and the surrounding
public, standard industry practices, including appropriate heaith and safety
measures, would be utilized. With the implementation of the measures described
above, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts
related to hazardous materials.

The proposed project would have the beneficial impact of providing
approximately 900 additional seats of permanent public school capacity at the
middle school level in Community School District No. 2, and approximately 100
additional seats for District 75 special education students.

For further information contact:
Contact: Ross J. Holden

Executive Vice President and General Counsel
Address; New York City School Construction Authority

30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, New York 11101-3045

Telephone: (718} 472-8220
r / ~ (,f/f
) \—ﬂ-"ﬂ‘ . ) / ,f
)V e P s October 9, 2013
Lofraine Grillo Date

President & CEQO
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Proposed Public Middle School Facility
75 Morton Street, Manhattan

SEQR Environmental Assessment Form.
and |
Supplemental Environmental Studies

Lead Agency:

New York City School Construction Authority
. +30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, New York 11101 .

Prepared by:

Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.
One Penn Plaza
New York, NY 10119
(212) 465-5000

In Association with:

Historical Perspectives, Inc.
P.0. Box 529
Woestport, CT 06881
(203) 223-7654

October 9, 2013
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Appendix A
State Environmental Quality Review
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action may
be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer. Frequently, there are aspects of
a project that are subjective or unmeasurable. 1t is also understood that those who determine significance may have little or no formal
knowledge of the envifonment or may not be technically expert in environmental analysis. [n addition, many who have knowledge
in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concems aifeciing the question of significance.

The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination praocess
has been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible encugh to allow introduction of information to fit & project or action.

Full EAF Components: The full EAF is comprised of three paris:

Part1: Provides chjective data and information abotut a given project and its site. By identifying basic project data, it assists
a reviewer in the analysis that takes place in Parts 2 and 3.

Part 2: Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action. It provides guidance
as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it is a potentially-large impact. The
form also Identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced.

Part 3: If any irpact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, then Part 3 is used to evatuate whether or not the impactis
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions
ldentify the Portions of EAF completed ior this project: i Part 1 Part 2 E[Part 3

Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate}, and any other supporting information, and
considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determmed by the ledd agency that:

EI A. The project will not result in any large and |mportant impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will not have a
significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

B.  Although the project could have a significant effect on the environmeént, there will not be a significant effect
for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared. ®

ﬁ C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant impact on the
environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions
Proposed Middle School Facility at 73 Morton Street, Manhattan

Name of Action
New York City School Construction Authority

Name of Lead Agency

Kenrick Ou Senior Director, Real Estate Services

Print or Type Name of es;?onsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer

/

N M /CC:Z«?/ ERINCKERHOFF
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signatlre of Preparer (It different from responsible officer)

Qctober 9, 2013
website Date
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PART 1--PROJECT INFORMATION
Prepared by Project Sponsor

NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on the
environment. Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the
application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any additional information you believe
will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.

It is expected that completion of the full EAF wilt be dependent on information currently available and wiil not involve new studies,
research or investigation. [f information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

Name of Action Proposed Middle School Facility at 75 Morton Street, Manhattan

Location of Action (include Street Address, Municipality and County)

75 Morton Street, Manhattan, New York

Name of Applicant/Sponsor New York City School Construction Authority

Address 30-30 Thomson Avenue

City / PO Long Island City State New York Zip Code 11101

Business Telephone (718) 472-8000

Name of Owner (if different) State of New York ¢/o NYS OPWDD

Address 44 Holland Avenue

City / PO Albany : State NY Zip Code 12229

Business Telephone

Description of Action:

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) proposes to
acquire and convert an existing 7-story, approximately 180,000-square-foot (SF) building located at 75 Morton Street (Block 603, Lot 49)
in the West Village neighborhood of Manhattan to a public middle school facility. The new school facility would provide approximately
900 seats for 6th through 8th grade in Community School District 2 (CSD 2) and approximately 100 seats for a District 75 Special
Education program. The proposed project also includes the renovation of the parking lot (Block 603, Lot 53) located adjacent to the
subject building for use as a schoolyard. The project site is owned by the State of New York and the building is occupied by the offices of
the New York State Office for People with Developmental Disabilities (OPWDD). The OPWDD offices are in the process of being
relocated to other locations within the city, and the building is expected to be vacant by the end of 2013.

The proposed project is intended to provide additional public school capacity at the intermediate school level in CSD 2. CSD 2 contains
17 public school facilities that serve intermediate-level students. During the 2011-2012 school year, the district’s existing public
intermediate school and joint primary/intermediate school facilities operated at approximately 82 percent of capacity, with a district-wide
total capacity of 10,301 seats and a total enrollment of 8,362 students. However, based on projections prepared by consultants for the
SCA, growth of the district’s intermediate-school-age population is anticipated to occur, by about 10 percent by 2018. The proposed
project would provide approximately 900 additional seats to accommaodate this anticipated future growth. In addition, the DOE’s Five-
Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014 states that enrollment in District 75 Special Education programs has been increasing in
recent years, and the proposed project would provide approximately 100 additional seats for District 75 students. Constructmn is expected
to begin in 2014 and the proposed school is expected to be ready for occupancy in the 2016-17 school year.
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Please Complete Each Question--Indicate N.A. if not applicable

A. SITE DESCRIPTION

Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.

1.

8.
9.

10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently. exist in the project area? Yes

Present tand.Use: Urban Industrial Commercial Residential {suburban) Rural {non-farm)

JForest  |__JAgriculture Other

Total acreage of project area: 0.69 acres.

APPROXIMATE ACREAGE | PRESENTLY AFTER COMPLETION
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) acres . acres
Forested _ acres acres
Agricultural {Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) acres e ECTES
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL) acres e BCTES
Water Surface Area acres acres
Unvégetated (Rock, earth or fill) acres acres
Roads, buildings and other paved‘ surfaces 0.69 acres 0.69 acres
Other (Indicate type) acres acres

What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? Urban Land

a. Soil drainage: We[l drained % of site v Moderately well drained _100 % of site.
Poorly drained % of site

b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land
Classification System? NA_acres (see T NYCRR 370).

Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? Yes No
a. What is depth to bedrock £33 {in feet)
Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes:

O-‘I-O% 100% ‘EO— 15% % 15% or greater %

Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places? Yes No

Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?
What is the depth of the water table? __ #21-25 (in feet)

Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? Yes No
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. . . . . . L. . i s
11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered? Yes No

According to:

Identify each species:

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations?
Yes No

Describe:

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?
Yes No

If yes, explain:

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? EYes

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area:

NA

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:

NA

b. Size {in acres}:
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No

a. If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? Yes

. Is the site served by existing public utilities?

b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection?

. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and
3047 Yes No

. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL.,
and 6 NYCRR 6172 [_| Yes No

. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? [ ves - [u]no
Project Description

Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate).

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by profect sponsor: 0.69 acres.
b. Project acreage to be developed: 0.69 acres initially; ____ 089 acres uitimately.
c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped: 0 acres.

d. lLength ;)f project, in miles: NA (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed. _ NA %

f.  Number of off-street parking spaces existing 0 ; proposed 0

Fs
g. Maximum vehicutar trips generated per hour: 33 (AM) {upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Number and type of housing units:

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium
Initially NA
Ultimately NA
i. Dimensions {in feet) of largest proposed structure: =75 ft height; . £100 ft width; *172 fi length.
Note: The project involves the renovation
J. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? +100 fi. ofthe existing on-site building, not
- construction of a new structure.
How much natural material {i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? ¢ tons/cubic yards.

N/A

Will disturbed areas be rectaimed Yes No

a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed?

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Yes No
c. Wil upper subsoil be stockpiled for rectamation? Yes No

How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? _ 0 acres.
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10,

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
Yes E] No

If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction: £32__ months, (including demolition)

If multi-phased:

a. Total number of phases anticipated {number)

b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1: month year, (including demolition)

€. Approximate completion date of final phase: month year.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? Yes El No
Will blasting occur during construction? Yes No

Number of jobs generated: during construction TBD after project is complete =110
Number of jobs eliminated by this project 0 .
Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? Yes El No

If yes, explain:

relocation is occurring independent of the proposed project, and is not a result of the proposed project.

Is surface liquid waste disposal invalved? Yes No

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc) and amount

The OPWDD offices currently occupying the site are in the process of being relocated to other locations within the city. This

b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged

Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved?

' Yes No Type

Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? Dves n No

If yes, explain:

Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? Yes ENO
Will-the project generate solid waste? Yes No

a. If yes, what is the amount per month? £8 tons

b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? Yes No

c. If yes, give name DSNY Services g ; location New York City

d. Wil any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or info a sanitary landfill? El‘(es No
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e. If yes, explain:

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? D\’es I\lo
a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? tons/month.
b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? years.
18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides? Yes No
19. Will project routinely produce odors {more than one hour per day)? _ Yes 3‘ No

20. Wit project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? Yes E No

V Yes No

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use?

If yes, indicate type(s)

Electric and Gas.

22, If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity NA_ gallons/minute,

23, Total anticipated water usage per day _40.600 gallons/day.

24, Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? Yes No

If yes, explain:

Acquisition, design and construction of the proposed school facility would be undertaken with capital funds allocated to the DOE.
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25. Approvals Required:
Type Submittal Date

City, Town, Village Board Yes No

City, Town, Village Planning Board Yes No

City, Town Zoning Board Yes No

City, County Health Department Yes E No

NYC Deputy Mayor for Economic Development -

[ E Approval of Zoning Overide
Other Locat Agencies Yes No

NYC Mayor & City Council - Approval of the proposed
site.

Other Regional Agencies D Yes No

OPWDD: "Declaration of praperty as surplus*

State Agencies Yes No NYS Division of Butget *Approval of the sale of

Interagency Council {OPWDD, Office of Mental health, Cifice of Alcohel and Substance Abuse Services, Office of General Services,  _state property” ——
New York State Divisicn of Budget, Empire State Development Corp. and DASNY): “Approval of the disposition of state property” »

DASNY: "Negotiation of telecommunications gasements prier to sale, and their conveyance to SCA; Approval ta convey the state's interestin NYS Attomey General:*Approval uf the contract of

the subject proparty to SCA™ sale of stale propery”

Federal Agencies Ves o

C. Zoning and Planning Information
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? Yes Na

If Yes, indicate decision required:

Zoning amendment Zoning variance New/revision of master plan Subdivision

D Site plan D Special use permit Resource management plan ] Other

Project will require a zoning override
due to non-conformance with use

reguiations.
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4.

8.

9.

What is the zoning classification(s) of the site?

The project site is located in a M1-5 zoning district.

What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?

Approximately 150,000 square feet of floor area could be developed on the site for a permitted use (5.0 FAR),

What is the proposed zoning of the site?

No change in zoniiig is proposed.

What is the maximum pofential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?

NA

Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? Yes No

Scliool uses are not permitted as-of-right in M1-5 zoning districts.

What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a % mile radius of proposed action?

The predominant land uses within a 1/4-mile radius of the project include a mix of residential, commercial, institutional, and
transportation uses. The zoning classifications within a [/4-mile radius of the project site include M1-5, C6-2, R6, C1-6, C1-6A, |
C1-7, C2-6, and M1-5/R7X, which allow for a wide range of residential, commercial, community facility, and light- ‘
manufacturing uses.

Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses with a ¥ mile? Yes

If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? NA

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?
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10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? Yes No

11, Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, fire protection?

Yes No

a. |If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand?

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? Yes No
a. [f yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic. Yes No

D. Informational Details

Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project. If there are or may be any adverse impacts
associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and the measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them.

E. Verification
| certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name Brad Kieves Date October 9, 2013

Signature MW

Title Senior Envirommental Planner

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this
assessment.

Pama 1N ~f 21



PART 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agency

General Information (Read Carefully)

In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been
reasonable? The reviewer is not expected to be an expert environmental analyst.

The Examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wheraver pessible the threshold of
magnitude that would trigger a response in column 2. The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and for
most situations. But, for any specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate for a
Potential Large Impact response, thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.

The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have been
offered as guidance. They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question.

The number of examples per question does net indicate the importance of each question.

In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects.

Instructions (Read carefully)

a.
b.
c.

bl

Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact.

Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.

If answering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box{column 1 or 2)to indicate the potential size of the impact. [f
impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur but threshold is lower than
example, check column 1.

Identifying that an Impact will be potentially large (column 2} does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. Any
large impact must be evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance. |dentifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it
be looked at further.

If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.

If a potentially large impact checked in column 2 can he mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate
impact, also check the Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This must be
explained in Part 3.

1 2 3
Smallio Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

Impact on Land

1. Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change to the project

site?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

. Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot
rise per 100 foot of length), or where the general slopes
in the project area exceed 10%.

3
O O
n
_<
3
5

. Construction on land where the depth to the water table
is less than 3 feet.

. Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more
vehicles.
. Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or i i Yes No

generally within 3 feet of existing ground surface.

=]
[
~
&
|
=
o

. Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or
involve more than one phase or stage.

]
n
-~
a
|
=
(=}

. Excavation for mining purposes that would remove
more than 1,000 tons of natural material (i.e., rock or
soil) per year.
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+  Construction or expansion of a santary landfill.
+  Construction in a designated floodway.

»  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Maoderate
Impact

[
]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No

Will there be an effect te any unique or unusual land forms found on
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)

NO YES

*  Specific land forms:

Yes No

Impact on Water

Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected?
(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law,
ECL)

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
+  Developable area of site contains a protected water body.

+  Dredging more than 100 ecubic yards of material from channel of
a protected stream.

«  Extension of ufility distribution facilities through a protected water
body.

«  Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.

+  Otherimpacts:

B0

A0

i
i |

Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of
water?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
« A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of
water or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease,

»  Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface
area.

+  Other impacts:

O O O

Yes No
Yes DNO
Yes No
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1 2 3

Small to Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or
quantity?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
»  Proposed Action will require a discharge permit.

Yes ! No
Yes DNO

Yes N.o
Yes
Yes

1Yes

+  Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not
have approval to serve proposed (projeci) action.

«  Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater
than 45 gallons per minute pumping capacity.

.‘4“1

= Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water
supply system.

L]
]

«  Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

T
-

= Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site {o facilities which
presently do not exist or have inadequate capacity.

Yes
Yes - No

+  Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons
per day.

(=]

+  Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into
an existing body of water to the extent that there will be an
obvious visual contrast to natural conditions.

| Yes No
Yes No
Yes No

]
-

- Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or
chemical products greaterthan 1,100 gallons.

1

*  Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without
water and/or sewer services.

+  Proposed Action [ocates commercial and/or industrial uses
which may require new or expansion of existing waste treatment
and/or storage facilities.

«  Otherimpacts:

EYes No
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Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface water
runoff?

NO [jYES

Examples that would apply to column 2
*  Proposed Action would change flood water flows

+  Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion.
+  Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns.

«  Proposed Action will allow development in a designated
floodway.

«  Other impacts:

1

Small {o
Moderate
Impact

HINRNEN

5

2
Potential
Large
Impact

(100 01

[

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

[ lves Idno
[ Ives
[ ]ves
Yes

DYes

IMPACT ON AIR

Will Proposed Action affect air qualify?
NO D YES
Examples that would apply to column 2

*  Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any
given hour.

+  Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton
of refuse per hour,

*  Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 lbs. per hour
or a heat source producing more than 10 million BTU’s per
hour.

+  Proposed Action will allow an increase in the amount of land
committed to industrial use.

«  Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of
indusirial development within existing industrial areas.

+  Other impacts:

O 0O 0O O

EYes DNO
EIYBS No

Yes DNO

_ Yes
Yes
DYes

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

«  Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or
Federal list, using the site, over or near
the site, or found on the site.
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10.

*  Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat.

«  Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year,
other than for agricultural purposes.

¢+ Qther impacis:

1

Small to
Moderate
tmpact

2
Potential
Large
impact

3
Can Impact Be
Mifigated by
Project Change

A Yes

Yes j No

Yes : No

Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-

endangered species?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
+  Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident
or migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species.

+  Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of
mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important
vegetation.

«  Otherimpacts:

Yes No
Yes E [No

Yes

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

+  The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to
agricultural land {includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard,
orchard, efc.)

»  Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.

+  The Proposed Action would irreversibly convert more than 10
acres of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultural District,
more than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.
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The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of
agricultural land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain
lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping); or create a need for such .
measures {e.g. cause a farm field to drain poorly due fo
increased runoff).

Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

]

2

Potential
Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes D No

Yes No

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (If necessary, use
the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.20, Appendix B.)

12.

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different
from or in sharp contrasi to current surrcunding land use
patterns, whether man-made or natural.

Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of
aesthetic resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce
their enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of that resource.

Project components that wiil result in the elimination or
significant screening of scenic views known to be important to
the area.

Other impacts:

=

O

]

DYes E‘No

DYes E No

DYSS El No

. Yes No

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESQURCES

Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic,
prehistoric or paleontological importance?

NO YES

Examples that would apply te column 2

.

Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or
substantially contiguous fo any facility or site listed on the State
or National Register of historic places.

Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within
the project site.

Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive
for archaeologicat sites on the NYS Site Inventory.
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1 2 3

Small to Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

»  Otherimpacts: Yes

Should the final project design involve significant subsurface disturbance of Lot 53, phase 1B archaeological testing would
be conducted to avoid adverse impacts to potential on-site archacological resources.

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

13. Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future

14.

open spaces or recreational opportunities?
NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
» - The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.

Yes No
Yes No

Yes No

= A major reduction of an open space important to the community.

*  Other impacts:

I I ;

IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS

Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique
characteristics of a critical environmental area (CEA) established
pursuant to subdivision BNYCRR 617.14(g)?

NO YES

List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of
the CEA.

Examples that would apply to column 2
= Proposed Action to locate within the CEA?

Yes No
Yes

Yes No

*  Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quantity of the
resource?

«  Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quality of the

resource?

= Proposed Action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the Yes
resource?

+  Other impacts: !
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IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?

16.

17.

NO YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

= Alteration of present patierns of movement of people and/or
goods.

*  Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems.

+  Otherimpacts:

1
Smail to

Moderate
Impact

]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

[l

]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

DYes No

Yes No
Yes No

The impact to pedestrian flow conditions at the west crosswalk of Morton and Hudson Streets could be addressed by increasing the width
of the crosswalk by 1 foot, Impacts to bus service on the M20 bus line could be eliminated by increasing service during peak times.

IMPACT GN ENERGY

Will Proposed Action affect the community’s sources of fuel or
energy supply?

fmjnoO []ves

Examples that would apply to column 2
* Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the
use of any form of energy in the municipality.

* Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an
energy transmission or supply system to serve more than 50
single or two family residences or to serve a major commercial
or industrial use.

«  Otherimpacts:

Yes DND
Yes No

Yes No

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT

Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of
the Proposed Action?

[m]NO []ves

Examples that would apply to column 2
»  Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive
facility.

»  Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day).

+  Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the
local ambient noise levels for neise outside of structures.

» Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would actas a
noise screen.

+  QOtherimpacts:

1

O OO

0 00

1

DYes No

Yes No
DYES E No

Yes No
Yes No




18.

19.

1
Small to
Moderate

impact

IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?
NO YES

»  Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of
hazardous substances (i.e. oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation,
etc.) in the event of accident or upset conditions, or there may be
a chronic low level discharge or emission.

»  Proposed Action may resuit in the burial of “hazardous wastes”
in any form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive,
irritating, infectious, etc.)

»  Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquefied
natural gas or other flammabile liquids.

+  Proposed Action may result in the excavation or other
disturbance within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of
solid or hazardous waste.

+  Other impacts:

2

Potential

Large
Impact

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Yes No

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOCD

Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?
NO D YES .
Examples that would apply to column 2

«  The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the
project is located is likely to grow by more than 5%.

«  The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating
services will increase by more than 5% per year as a result of
this project.

*  Proposed Action will conflict with officially adopted plans or
goals.

+  Proposed Action will cause a change in the density of land use.

= Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities,
structures or areas of historic importance to the community.

+  Development will create a demand for additional community
services (e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.)
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Yes DNO
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+  Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future
projects.

*  Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.

«  Other impacts:

1
Smallto
Moderate
Impact

2
Potential
Large
Impact

L]
||

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No

E Yes No
Yes No

20. Isthere, oris there likely to be, public controversy related to potential
adverse environment impacis?

= |NO | YES
=] ||

If Any Action in Part 2 Is ldentified as a Potential Large Impact or If you Cannot Determine the Magnitude of

Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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Part 3 - EVALUATION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPACTS

Responsibility of Lead Agency

Part 3 must be prepared if one or more impact(s) is considered to be potentially large, even if the impact(s) may
be mitigated.

Instructions (If you need more space, attach additional sheets)

Discuss the following for each impact identified in Column 2 of Part 2:

1. Briefly describe the irﬁpact.

2. Describe (|fappllcab[e) how the impact could be mitigated or reduced to a small to moderate impact by
project change(s).

3. Based on the information available, decide if it is reasonable to conclude that this impact is important.
To answer the question of importance, consider:

! The probability of the impact occurrlng
! The duration of the impact T

1 lts irreversibility, including permanently lost resources ofvalue' .
! Whether the impact gan or, wﬂ[be controfied- -~ . . . . et LR
| The regional consequence ‘of the impact S
1 lts potential dwergence from local needs.and goals _
1 Whether known objéctions to‘.the project relatge to this impact.

Ay
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School
Construction Authority (SCA) proposes to acquire and convert an existing 7-story, approximately
180,000-square-foot (SF) building located at 75 Morton Street (Block 603, Lot 49) in the West
Village neighborhood of Manhattan to a public middle school facility. The new school facility would
provide approximately 900 seats for 6t through 8t grade in Community School District 2 (CSD 2)
and approximately 100 seats for a District 75 Special Education program. The proposed project also
includes the renovation of the parking lot (Block 603, Lot 53) located adjacent to the subject -
building for use as a schoolyard. The project site is owned by the State of New York and the building
is occupied by the offices of the New York State Office for People with Developmental Disabilities
(OPWDD). The OPWDD offices are in the process of being relocated to other locations within the city,
and the building is expected to be vacant by the end of 2013.

The proposed project is intended to provide additional public school capacity at the intermediate
school level in CSD 2. CSD 2 contains 17 public school facilities that serve intermediate-level
students. During the 2011-2012 school year, the district’s existing public intermediate school and
joint primary/intermediate school facilities operated at approximately 82 percent of capacity, with a
district-wide total capacity of 10,301 seats and a total enroliment of 8,362 students. However,
based on projections prepared by consultants for the SCA, growth of the district’s intermediate-
school-age population is anticipated to occur, by about 10 percent by 2018. The proposed project
would provide approximately 900 additional seais to accommodate this anticipated future growth. In
addition, the DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014 states that enrcliment in
District 75 Special Education programs has been increasing in recent years, and the proposed
project would provide approximately 100 additional seats for District 75 students.

The proposed project would require final approval of the proposed site by the Mayor and City Council
pursuant to the SCA's enabling legislation. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would
be expected to involve additional discretionary actions by other city and state agencies. Approvals
that would he required by other city agencies include a zoning override from the Deputy Mayor for
Economic Development. State agency approvals and other discretionary actions that would be
required in connection with the proposed project include the approval of the disposition of state
property from the Interagency Council (OPWDD, New York State Office of Mental Health, New York
State Office of Alcohol and Substance Abuse Services, New York State Office of General Services,
New York State Division of Budget, Empire State Development Corporation, and the Dormitory
Authority of the State of New York [DASNY]); the declaration of property as surplus from OFPWDD; the
negotiation of telecommunication easements prior to sale, and their conveyance to the SCA from
DASNY; approval from DASNY to convey the state’s interest in the subject property to the SCA;
approval of the sale of state property from the New York State Division of Budget; and approval of
the contract of sale of state property from the New York State Attorney General.
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For the purpose of this environmental review, it is assumed that construction of the proposed project
would begin in 2014 and the proposed scheol facility would be ready for student occupancy in the
2016-17 school year. Therefore, 2016 has been selected as the analysis year for the proposed
project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

The proposed project would change land use on the project site from commercial office to school
use. However, the project site is located in a mixed-use area containing many residential uses as
well as several institutional uses; therefore, the proposed new school would be compatible with the
overall mix of land uses in the study area and would not have an adverse land use impact. The
project site is located in @ M1-5 zoning district, which does not permit school uses as-of-right.
Therefore, the SCA would request a zoning override from the Deputy Mayor for Economic
Development to allow the proposed project to be developed despite the school’s non-conformance
with the site’s use regulations. If granted, the zoning override would apply only to.the proposed B
project site and would not affect the site's or surrounding area's underlymg zoning designation.
Furthermore, the current M1-5 zoning is not reflective of the study area’s current mix ef residential,
commercial and institutional uses, and Zoning variances have been granted by the New York Clty
Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) to allow residential useon several sites” [ocated in this M1- 5
zoning district. The proposed project would be consistent with PlaNYC, which, AE {he cltys long: term:

sustainability plan, and the New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Pohcy Act (see DASNY"?-"-"-' -.

Smart Growth Impact Statement Assessment Form in Appendix C). There ate no other public policies -
pertaining to the study area that would be affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a significant adverse impact to land use, zoning, or public policy. .

Socioeconomic Conditions )
The proposed project would not result in any conditions that would meet or ‘exceed the CEQR
Technical Manual screening criteria for w_érranting an analysis of socioeconomic conditions. The
proposed project would not result in the direct displacement of any employees or businesses, and
the development of a new school! facility on the site would not be expected to result in substantial
socioeconomic changes in the surrounding area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in @
significant adverse impacts to socioeconomic conditions. '

Community Facilities and Services .
The proposed project would have a heneficial effect on school services by providing a new public

school facility to serve CSD 2’s intermediate-level student population. The proposed project would
not have any direct effects on community facilities since it would not physically alter a community
facility, nor would it have any indirect effects since it would not add residents to the area who could
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place an additional demand on community services. Therefore, the proposed project would not have
a significant adverse impact on community facilities and services.

Open Space

The proposed school would not place any additional demand on the area’s open space resources as
it would provide adequate on-site recreational facilities to meet the needs of its students. The
proposed school would include an indoor gymnasium and physical education spaces, and the
approximately 8,200-SF open area on the site would be converted to a schoolyard for outdoor
recreation. Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on publicly accessible open space
and would not result in a significant adverse impact.

Shadows

A shadow assessment is required for projects that would result in new incremental shadows of
sufficient length to reach a sunlight-sensitive resource (e.g., a public open space, historic resource
with sunlight-dependent features, or important natural feature). Since the proposed project entails
the conversion of the existing building on the site, it would not result in any new incremental
shadows. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse shadow impacts.

Historic and Archaeological Resources
Historic Architectural Resources

The SCA has initiated consultation with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation (OPRHP) regarding the proposed project’s potential effects on historic resources. In a
letter dated April 4, 2013, the OPRHP stated that the building at 75 Morton Street has been
determined not to be eligible for inclusion on the State and National Registers of Historic Places due
io the many alterations it has undergone. However, because the project site is adjacent to the
southwest boundary of the Greenwich Village Historic District, OPRHP requested continued
consultation with the SCA as the project design is developed. Accordingly, the SCA will continue to
consult with the OPRHP as the project design progresses to avoid a potential adverse impact to the
adjoining historic district. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse
impacts to historic architectural resources.

Archaeological Resources

A Preliminary Archaeological Assessment/Disturbance Record study was completed in January 2013
to assess the archaeclogical sensitivity of the project site. The study concluded that, while the
project site does not retaln precontact archaeological sensitivity, the Lot 53 portion of the project
site is sensitive for historic-period archaeclogical remains. Therefore, the study recommended that a
complete Phase [A Archaeological Documentary Study be conducted for the Lot 53 portion of the
project site. In accordance with the recommendation of the Preliminary Archaeological
Assessment/Disturbance Record study, a Phase |A Archaeological Documentary Study was
completed in February 2013 for the Lot 53 portion of the project site. The Phase 1A Archaeological
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Documentary Study concluded that portions of Lot 53 are sensitive for historic-period archaeclogical
remains, specifically for the recovery of 19%-century shaft features, and recommended that Phase IB
archaeclogical festing be conducted if the proposed project would entail subsurface disturbance of
the archaeologically sensitive portions of the lot. The OPRHP concurred with this recommendation in
its letter of April 4, 2013.

Therefore, if project plans ultimately inciude subsurface disturbance of Lot 53, limited Phase IB
archaeological testing will be conducted within the archaeologically sensitive portions of the lot in
accordance with an OPRHP-approved protocol; this will be done prior to any projectrelated
disturbance in these areas. If the Phase IB field testing confirms the presence of archaeological
resources, the recovery of the resources and information gathered through their analysis as part of
the Phase IB protocol would serve to avoid a significant adverse impact. Therefore, with
implementation of the Phase IB testing program, the proposed project would not result in a
significant adverse impact to archaeological resources.

Urban Design and Visual Resources

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an urban design analysis is not required if a proposed
project would be constructed within existing zoning envelopes and would not resuft in physical
changes beyond the hulk and form permitted “as-of-right.” As the proposed project would not
change the physical form of the existing building on the project site in terms of building scale or bulk,
the proposed project would have no effect on the area’s urban design or visual resources. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact 1o urban design and visual
resources.

Natural Resources

The project site is located in a densely developed area of Manhattan that is substantially devoid of
natural resources. Neither the project site nor its adjacent area contains any natural resources that
could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would result in
no significant adverse impact to natural resources.

Hazardous Materials

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), a Phase Il Environmental Site Investigation (ESI),
and a Supplemental Site Investigation were completed by TRC Engineers, Inc. {TRC) for the proposed
project site between July 2012 and June 2043. The Phase | ESA, Phase Il ESI, and Supplemental Site
Investigation were completed to evaluate the environmental conditions of the site. The site is located
at 75 Morton Street, New York, New York 10014. The legal description for the site is Block 603, Lots
49 and 53. The site encompasses approximately 27,500 square feet in area. Lot 49 is improved
with a seven-story office building with a full basement. Lot 53 is undeveloped, paved and used for
vehicle parking. The seven-story building on Lot 42 occupies an approximately 22,000-square foot
footprint and the total floor space is approximately 177,000 square feet.
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The Phase | ESA was prepared by TRC for the SCA in July 2012. The Phase | ESA identified on-site
RECs associated with the historic use of the site by a drug and chemical company, and a motor
freight station; the prior ownership of the site by the “Fisher Scientific Company” and the potential
presence of fill material from demolition of structures formerly present on the site. Additionally, the
site is listed as a hazardous waste generator for tetrachloroethene (in 2009} and polychlorinated
hiphenyls {PCBs) containing oils (in 1998). The Phase | ESA identified off- site RECs associated with
the historic presence of laundries, an automobile garage, parking facilities, automobile repair
facilities, motor freight stations, a depot with a gasoline underground storage tank, a solid waste
facility, @ machining company, a glass finishing company, welding facilities, chemical facilities,
druggists, paint and dyeing facilities, and iron, metal and ink manufacturers on adjoining and nearby
properties; four nearby spills sites; one “E"- designated site, and four nearby hazardous waste
generators (one of which is a current dry cleaner). Additionally, the Phase | ESA revealed
environmental concerns associated with suspect ésbestos'—containing materials (ACM), suspect
interior and exterior lead-based paint (LBP), lead-shielded walls and mercury-containing equipment
and/or residues associated with a former dental ‘office, suspect PGB-containing ballasts, exterior
caulk, and hydraulic oil, and potential elevated radon concentrations.

A Phase [l ESI was completed by TRC on behalf of the SCA in November 2012 to assess whether the
RECs identified in the Phase | ESA have affected the suitability of the site for‘use as a public school
faculty Phase Il ESI fleld actlwties consisted of a geophysical survey, the advancement of soil
bormgs installation of one temporal’y monltormg well as well as five permanent monitoring wells;
surveying and gauging of permanen‘t monltormg wells mercury vapor testmg, and, the coltection'and -
laboratory analysis of. sub slab- soil vapor, son vapor indoor air, amb[ent air, soil, groundwater and
radon samples -

The geophysical survey did not teveal evidence of utilities or buried strucﬁjres in the vicinity of the
soil borings, and there were no significant geophysical"an'énﬁa]ies noted. There were no visual or
olfactory indications of contamination observed in the soil borings. The results'of the analyses of soil
samples revealed semi-volatile organic. compouhds (SVOCs) and metals-at concentrations exceeding
comparisen levels for unrestricted use, which weré attributed to the characteristics of fill material at
the site. Groundwater sampling analytical data revealed that volatile organic compounds (VOCs), - -
specifically, tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE), and metals were detected above or
equal to comparison criteria. The groundwater sampling resuilts indicated that treatment of
dewatering effluent is required prior to discharge to the sewer system due to the concentrations of
total suspended solids and PCE. -

Petroleum-related VOCs were detected in sub-slab soil vapor and were attributed to an off-site
source in the surrounding area. Two chiorinated solvent related VOCs: PCE and TCE, were detected
at concentrations above the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Values
(AGVs) in one or more of the soil vapor samples. The NYSDOH Soil Vapor Guidance matrices indicate
that, based on the detected concentrations of PCE and TCE, mitigation is the recommended action.
PCE and TCE were not detected in indoor air above the range of anticipated background
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concentrations or NYSDOH AGVs, indicating that there is no immediate health risk to building
occupants. The chlorinated solvent related VOCs detected in soil vapor were atiributable to the
concentrations of chiorinated solvents found in on- site groundwater.

Additionally, the results of the mercury vapor testing performed in the former dentist’s office in the
4th floor of the site building indicate that the concentrations of mercury vapor in indoor air did not
exceed the detection limit of the instrument (0.000 milligrams per cubic meter). Finally, three {3)
radon samples were collected from the lowest occupied level of the site building. The results of the
analyses did not identify radon concentrations approaching the United States Environmental
Protection Agency recommended Action Level.

A Supplemental Site Investigation was completed by TRC on behalf of the SCA in June 2013 to
further evaluate the source of VOCs in the groundwater. The investigation field activities included a
geophysical survey, the advancement of soil borings, installation of six permanent monitoring welis,
surveying and gauging of permanent monitoring wells, and collection and laboratory analysis of
groundwater and soil samples.

The geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of utilities or buried structures in the vicinity of the
soil borings. There were no visual or olfactory indications of contamination observed in any of the soil
borings. The results of the analyses of soil samples did not indicate the presence of VOCs in any of
the samples. Eleven groundwater samples were collected from the existing and newly installed wells.
The VOCs PCE, TCE and/or chloroform were found in 10 of the 11 samples collected at
concentrations exceeding their corresponding Class GA values. The concentration of PCE in the
sample collected upgradient of the site was approximately three orders of magnitude greater than
the corresponding Class GA value and between one and two orders of magnitude greater than the
PCE concentrations in samples collected from the other monitoring wells. TCE was detected above
the Class GA value in one well located cross gradient of the site.

The elevated concentration of PCE in groundwater, upgradient of the site and adjacent to a dry
cleaning facility, as well as historic use of properties upgradient of the site as a paint shop and
machine shop, and the absence of PCE or TCE detections in the soil samples collected helow the
basement slab of the site building indicates the detected PCE concentrations in on-site groundwater
can be attributed to an off-site source. Due to the absence of detectable TCE concentrations in on-
site soil, the elevated TCE concentration in one groundwater sample is attributed to an offsite
release located south of the site. The concentration of chloroform detected in the wells may be
attributable to an off-site source since it was not detected in elevated concentrations during prior
sampling events and its presence in groundwater is commonly associated with the discharge of
chlorinated drinking water.

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and building materials.
To prevent VOCs in soil vapor from entering the building, a sub-slab depressurization system would
be designed and retrofitted in the existing building. All soil excavated during building renovation
would be properly managed in accordance with all applicable local, State and Federal regulations. In
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addition, a minimum of two feet of environmentally clean fill would be placed over existing soil in all
landscaped areas. Finally, suspect ACM, LBP, and/or PCB containing materials would be properly
managed during construction or renovation activities. In addition, to minimize the potential for
exposure by construction workers and the surrounding public, standard industry practices, including
appropriate health and safety measures, would be utilized.

Water and Sewer Infrastructure

The proposed school would contain approximately 180,000 SF of floor area, which falls below the
CEQR threshold of 250,000 SF of community facility space, for which an assessment is warranted of
wastewater and stormwater conveyance and treatment in areas of Manhattan served by a combined
sewer system. In addition, based on a capacity of approximately 1,000 school seats, the proposed
project would result in water usage of approximately 40,600 gallons per day. Since the proposed
project would not result in significantly large water demands (i.e., over 1 million gallons per day), it
would have no significant effect on the city's water supply system or sewer system. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on water and sewer infrastructure.

Energy

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, new construction or substantial renovation of buildings
would not require a detailed energy assessment, as it is subject to the New York State Energy
Conservation Code, which is reflective of state and city energy policy. Additionally, New York City
public schools must follow the SCA's NYC Green Schools Guide (revised 2009) regarding energy
efficiencies. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services

The proposed 1,000-seat school is projected to generate approximately 4,000 pounds per week of
solid waste, based on the rate of 4 pounds per week for each public intermediate school student.
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a generation rate of less than 100,000 pounds (50 tons)
per week is not considered large. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to affect
the delivery of sanitation services or place a significant burden on the city’s solid waste management
system.

Transportation

Based on trip-generation projections for the students and staff associated with the proposed new
school, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to traffic flow, parking
conditions, or subway service.

The pedestrian conditions analysis determined that there would be an impact to pedestrian flow at
the west crosswalk of the intersection of Morton Street and Hudson Street during the AM peak hour.
This impact could he addressed by increasing the width of the crosswalk by 1 foot. ‘

PARSONS Page Vil
BRINCKERHOFF



Proposed Public fiiddle School Facility at 75 Morion Street, Manhaltan
Supplemental Environmental Studies

There would be a significant impact to southbound service on the M20 bus line during the AM peak
hour and to northbound service during the PM peak hour due to additional project-generated
ridership. This impact could be addressed by either increasing the number of standard buses (three
additicnal M20 buses in each impacted direction) or, where feasible, converting the route to
articulated bus service. It is the general policy of New York City Transit (NYCT) to provide additional
bus service where demand warrants, taking into account financial and operational constraints.
Based on NYCT's ongoing passenger monitoring program and as new development occurs
throughout the area, NYCT would generate a comprehensive service plan to respond with capital
and/or operational improvements to address specific, known needs, where fiscally feasible and
operationally practicable. Through this ongeoing program, expanded bus service would be provided as
needs are determined. Therefore, in order to avoid potential impacts to public transit, the SCA shall
notify NYCT at least one year prior to student occupancy of the proposed public school facility so
NYCT can incorporate the projected increase in ridership into its plahning and operational processes.

Air Quality ‘

The number of vehicles generated by the proposed project would not result in significant mobile-

source air quality impacts. Results of stationary-source and air-toxic analyses show that the school’s

heating plant would have no adverse effect on surrounding land uses, and no other existing emission

sources, including toxic pollutants from nearby industrial sources, would have adverse impacts on

the school. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or Indirectly result in exceedances of-
applicable standards and no significant adverse impacts to air quality would occur.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - : _

Since the proposed project would resuit in development that is substantially below the 350,000-SF
threshold cited in the CEQR Technical Manual for warranting a greenhouse gas consistency
assessment, it would not contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emissions nor result in a
significant greenhouse gas emission impact, and no further analysis is warranted.

Noise

The proposed project would not result in any perceptible increases in traffic-generated noise levels,
and no mobile-source noise impacts would occur. Noise generated from the proposed schoolyard
would not exceed the SCA's noise-impact threshold at any sensitive receptors (i.e., residences) near
the project site, and no stationary-source noise impacts would occur.

Public Health

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a public health analysis is not necessary for most projects.
Where no significant unmitigated adverse impact is found in other CEQR analysis areas, such as air
quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise, nc public health analysis is warranted. No
impacts related to hazardous materials, air quality, water quality, or noise are anticipated as a result
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of the proposed project; therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in a
significant adverse impact to public health.

Neighborhood Character

The proposed project would be consistent with the mixed-use character of the immediate
neighborhood, which principally comprises residential, commercial and institutional uses, including
schools. As discussed in each respective section of this report, the proposed project would hot result
in significant adverse impacts to anjr of the various elements that confribute to neighborhood
character, including land use, open space, urban design and visual resources, historic resources,
socioeconomic conditions, traffic, or noise. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a
significant adverse impact to neighborhood character. -

Construction Impacts :
Construction of the proposed project would be expected to take approxrmately 2 Y2 years. During .

construction, there would likely be disruptive effects on the project site and In its immediate environs | .
related primarily to increased. traffic and norse However because the proposed prOJect entails the

conversation of an existing burldrng, it ‘would not mvolve the typlcally most drsruptlve effects "
associated with new building constructron such as excavatlon and’pile driving for new foundations. .
In addition, measures woulld be undertaken 10, mlnlmlze these dlsruptwe effects arid maintain public
safety Therefore the proposed prOJect wou[d not resu[t in S|gn|f|ca nt a.dverse construction impacts.

e

,‘,_.. -

e e
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.1.  INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School
Construction Authority (SCA)} proposes to acquire and convert an existing building located at
75 Morton Street (Block 603, Lot 49) in the West Village neighborhood of Manhattan to a public
middle school facility. The new school facility would provide approximately 900 seats for 6t through
8th grades in Community School District 2 (CSD 2) and approximately 100 seats for a District 75
Special Education program. The proposed project also includes the renovation of the parking lot
(Block 603, Lot 53) located adjacent to the subject building for use as a schoolyard.

The following sections provide descriptions of the project purpose and need, the project site, and the
proposed project. The ensuing sections present the findings of environmental analyses conducted,
using the New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual methodologies.
These subjects include Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Community
Facilities and Services; Open Space; Shadows; Historic and Cultural Resources; Urban Design and
Visual Resources; Hazardous Materials; Water and Sewer Infrasiruciure; Energy; Solid Waste and
Sanitation Services; Transporiation; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Noise; Natural
Resources; Public Health; Neighborhood Character; and Construction Impacts.

A.2. PURPOSE AND NEED

The proposed project is intended to provide additional public school capacity at the intermediate
school level in CSD 2. As shown in Table A-1, CSD 2 contains 17 public school facilities that serve
intermediate-level students. During the 2011-2012 school year, the district's existing public
intermediate school and joint primary/intermediate school facilities operated at approximately 82
percent of capacity, with a district-wide total capacity of 10,301 seats and a total enrollment of
8,362 students. However, based on projections prepared by consuitanis for the SCA, growth of the
district’s intermediate-school-age population is anticipated to occur, by about 10 percent by 2018.
The proposed project would provide approximately 900 additional seats to accommodate this
anticipated future growth. In addition, the DOE’s Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014
states that enrollment in District 75 Special Education programs has been increasing in recent years,
and the proposed project would provide approximately 100 additional seats for District 75 students.
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TABLE A-1: ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR INTERMEDIATE SCHOOLS AND JOINT PRIMARY/INTERMEDIATE
ScHOOLS IN CSD 2 (2011-2012)

School Capacity Enrollment Utilization

J.H.S 104 Simon Baruch Middle School 1,201 1,057 88%
P.S. 111 Adolph S. Ochs Academy* 789 586 74%
1.S. 114 East Side Middle School 460 448 97%
P.S. 126 Manhattan Academy of Technology* 886 785 89%
1.5. 131 Sun Yat Sen Middle Scheol 704 556 79%
J.H.5. 167 Robert . Wagner 167 1,444 1,243 86%
P.S./1.5. 217 Roosevelt Island School* 708 416 59%
P.S. 225 Ella Baker School* 335 321 96%
1.S. 255 Salk School of Science 369 386 105%
1.S. 260 Clinton School for Writers & Artists 484 256 53%
P.5.1.S. 276 Battery Park City School* 761 551 2%
1.S. 89 Hudson River Middle School 3N 292 94%
NYC Lab Middle School for Collaberative Studies 660 575 87%
P.S. 347 American Sign Language and English Lower School* 411 215 52%
1.S. 422 Quest to Learn™ 204 232 114%
NYC Public School for Dance*™* 220 154 70%
1.S. 896 Lower Manhattan Community Middle School 354 289 82%

TOTAL 10,301 8,362 82%

Source: New York City Department of Education (2011-2012): Enroliment, Capacity, & Utilization Report.

* School contains Kindergarten through Grade 8.
#*% School contains Grades 6 through 10.
*#* School containg Grades 4 through 8.

A.3. PROJECT SITE

The project site is located at 75 Morton Street (Block 603, Lots 49 and 53) in the Greenwich Village
neighborhood of Manhattan. It consisis of an approximately 30,200-square-foot (SF) (0.69 acre)
property that occupies the majority of the western portion of the block bounded by Morton Street to
the south, Greenwich Street to the west, Barrow Street to the north, and Hudson Street to the east
(Figures A-1 and A-2).

The project site contains a 7-story, approximately 180,000-SF building (Lot 49), which was buiit circa
1920 and occupies the entirety of its approximately 22,000-SF lot. The building fronts on Morton
Street with a narrow section extending back to Barrow Street, forming an L-shape. The project site
also contains an approximately 8,200-SF paved parking [ot (Lot 53) located at the corner of Barrow
and Greenwich Streets, which is used as accessory parking for the building. The project site is owned
by the State of New York and the building is occupied by the offices of the New York State Office for
People with Developmental Disabilities (OPWDD). The OPWDD offices are in the process of being
relocated fo other locations within the city, and the building is expected to be vacant by the end of
2013.
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A.4. PROPOSED PROJEGCT

The proposed project would entail the renovation of the existing building on the site into an
approximately 1,000-seat public intermediate school facility. The final program for the proposed
school has not yet been developed. Therefore, for the purpose of this environmental review, the
project has been defined at a conceptual level, based on the DOE’s programmatic requirements for
the proposed project.

Based on the DOE's programmatic requirements, the new school facility would be expected to
include general-instruction and special-education (District 75) classrooms, as well as specialty
classrooms for science, art, and music. It would also be expected to provide a cafeteria, library,
auditorium, and a gymnasium for physical education. The proposed project would also entail the
renovation of the existing parking lot on the site (Lot 53) into a schoolyard for outdoor recreation.

For the purpose of this environmental review, it is assumed that construction of the proposed project
wouid begin in 2014 and the proposed school facility would be ready for student occupancy in the
2016-17 school year. Therefore, 2016 has been selected as the analysis year for the proposed
project.

A.5. REQUIRED ACTIONS AND APPROVALS

The proposed project would require final approval of the proposed site by the Mayorand City Council
pursuant to the SCA’s enabling legislation. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would
be expected to involve additional discretionary actions by other city and state agencies. Approvals
that would be required by other city agencies include a zoning override from the Deputy Mayor for
Economic Development. State agency approvals and other discretionary actions that would be
required in connection with the proposed project include the approval of the disposition of state
property from the Interagency Council (OPWDD, New York State Office of Mental Health, New York
State Office of Alcohol and Substance Abuse Services, New York State Office of General Services,
New York State Division of Budget, Empire State Development Corporation, and the Dormitory
Authority of the State of New York [DASNY]); the declaration of property as surplus from OPWDD; the
negotiation of telecommunication easements prior to sale, and their conveyance to the SCA from
DASNY; approval from DASNY to convey the state’s interest in the subject property to the SCA;
approval of the sale of state property from the New York State Division of Budget; and approval of
the contract of sale of state property from the New York State Attorney General.

A.6. PROJECT STATUS

The action is subject to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), as mandated
in Part 617 6NYCRR. The project site adjoins the Greenwich Village Historic District, which is listed
on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. Therefore, the proposed project is a SEQR
Type | Action. Guidelines described in the CEQR Technical Manual were followed in the impact
assessments conducied for the Supplemental Environmental Studies.
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FIGURE A-1: PROJECT LOCATION
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FIGURE A-2:
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B. EXISTING CONDITIONS AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

B.1. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

B.1.1. Existing Land Use in the Study Area

Project Site

The project site is located at 75 Morton Street (Block 603, Lots 49 and 53) in the Greenwich Village
neighberhood of Manhattan Community District 2. As detailed above in Section A.3, Project Site, the
existing 7-story, approximately 180,000-5F building on the project site is occupied by the offices of
the OPWDD, and the undeveloped portion of the project site is used as an accessory parking lot.
However, the OPWDD is in the process of being relocated to other locations within the city, and the
huilding is expected to he vacant by the end of 2013.

Study Area }
The land use study area includes the area within a 400-foot radius of the project site {Figure B-1). As
described below, the study area principally comprises a mix of residential, commercial, and
institutional uses.

As noted in Section A.3. Project Site, the project site occupies the majority of the western portion of
the block bounded by Morton, Greenwich, Barrow, and Hudson Streets. The only other building on
the western side of the block is a former warehouse building that has been converted to residential
use fronting on Greenwich Street, which is jocated between the 75 Morton Street building and the
parking lot area of the project site. There is also a 1-story commercial building located adjacent to
the east side of the project site on Morton Street. The remainder of the block to the east of the
project site comprises low- and mid-rise residential buildings, some of which inciude ground-floor
retail uses along Hudson Street.

The portion of the study area to the east of Hudson Streel is principally residential, with some of the
buildings along HMudson Street containing ground-floor commercial uses. This area includes a few
mid-rise apartment buildings on Hudson Street, and the side streets are mostly occupied by rows of
single-family brownstones. A public primary school, PS 3, is located on Grove Street between Hudson
and Bedford Streets. Land use in this portion of the study area has a distinct character from that to
the west of Hudson Street, which, as described below, contains a more varied mix of land uses.
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The portion of the study area west and south of the project site contains a mix of primarily
commercial and residential uses. Most of the residential and commercial uses within this area are
housed in former warehouse buildings, ranging between 8 to 10 stories in height, which have been
convertad to their present uses. Since most of these residential building conversions are located in a
M1-5 zoning district, which does not aliow residential use as-of-right, they were permitted by zoning
variances granted by the New York Cét'y Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA). There are also
several mid-rise apartment buildings interspersed among these former warehouse buildings along
Greenwich and Washington Streets. Across the street from the project site, at the southwest corner
of Morton and Greenwich Streets, is a vacant warehouse building that had been planned to be
converted to residential use, but the development did not occur and there are no known
development plans for the site. Also across the street from the project site, at the southeast corner
of Greenwich and Morton Sireets, is a former warghouse building that has been converted to a
dormitory facility for New York University. At the southern edge of the study area along Greenwich
Street is a FedEx distribution facility.

The portion of the study north of the project site is occupied principaily by The Church of St. Luke in
the Fields and its associated parochial school, which serves Pre-K through 8t-grade students. The
church property aiso contains landscaped grounds with gardens and seating areas that are open to
the public. .

B.1.2. Existing Zoning and Pubilic Policies in the Project Area

Project Site

The project site is located in 2 M1-5 zoning district (Figure B-2), which is a medium-density
manufacturing district that allows light industrial uses, subject to performance standards, and most
commercial uses as-of-right. Schools are not permitted as-of-right in M1-5 zoning districts.

Public policies that would be applicable 1o the proposed project include PlaNYC and the New York
State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act.

PlaNYC, the City's long-term sustainability plan, was adopted in 2007 and updated in April 2011, A
PlaNYC consistency assessment is warranted under CEQR for large, publicly sponsored projects. The
following PlaNYC initiatives are identified in the CEQR Technical Manual as most relevant to a CEQR
assessment.

Land Use

A project is generally considered consistent with PlaNYC's land use goals if it includes one or more of
the following elements: pursue transit-oriented development; preserve and upgrade current housing;
promote walkable destinations for retail and other services; reclaim underutilized waterfronts; adapt
outdated buildings to new uses; develop underused areas 1o knit neighborhoods together; deck over
rait yards, rail lines and highways; extend the Inclusionary Housing program in a manner consistent
with such policy; preserve existing affordable housing; and redevelop brownfields,
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Oper Space

A project is generally considered consistent with PlaNYC's open space goals if It includes one or
more of the following elements: complete underdeveloped destination parks; provide more muiti-
purpose fields; install new lighting at fields: create or enhance public plazas; plant trees and other
vagetation; upgrade flagship parks; convert landfills into park land; increase opportunities for water-
based recreation; and conserve natural areas.

Water Quality

A project is generally considerad consistent with PlaNYC's water quality goals if it includes one or
more of the following efements: expand and improve wastewater treatment plants; protect and
restore wetlands, aquatic systems, and ecofogical habitats; expand and optimize the sewer network;
build high fevel storm sewers; expand the amount of green, permeable surfaces across the City;
expand the Bluebelt system; use “green” infrastruciure to manage stormwater; are consistent with
the Sustainable Stormwater Management Plan; build systems for on-site management of stormwater
runoff; incorporate planting and stormwater management within parking lots; build green roofs;
protect wetlands; use water efficient fixtures; and adopt a water conservation program.

Transportation
A project is generally considerad consistent with PlaNYC's {ransporiation goals if it includes one or

more of the foliowing slemenis: promote ransit-orlented devetopment; promote cycling and other
sustainable modes of transportation; improve ferry services; make bicycling safer and more
convenient; enhance pedestrian access and safety, facilitate and improve freight movement;
maintain and improve roads and bridges; manage roads more efficiently; increase capacity of mass
fransit; provide new commuter rail access to Manhattan, improve and expand bus service, improve
local commuter rail service; and improve access to existing transit.

Air Quality

A project is generally considered consistent with PlaNYC's air quality goals if it maximizes ils use of
one or more of the following elements: promote mass transit; use alternative fuel vehicles; install
anti-idling technology; use retrofitted diesel trucks; use biodigsel in vehicles and in heating oll; use
ultra-low sulfur diesel and retrofitted construction vehicles; use cleaner-burning heating fuels; and

plant street trees and other vegetation.

Energy
A project is generally considered consistent with PlaNYC's energy goals if includes one or more of the

following elemeants: exceed the energy code; improve energy efficiency in historic buildings; use
energy efficient appliances, fixtures, and building systems; participate in peak locad management
systems, including smart metering; repower or replace inefficlent and costly incity power plants;
huild distributed generation power units; expand the natural gas infrastructure; use renewahle
energy; use natural gas; install solar panels; use digester gas from sewage itreatment plants; use
energy from sclid waste; and reinforce the electrical grid.
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Natural Resources

A project is generally considered consistent with PlaNYC's natural resources protection goals if i
inciudes one or more of the following elements: plant street trees and other vegetation; protect
wetlands; create open space: minimize or capture stormwater runoff; and redevelop brownfields.

Solid Waste

A project would further PlaNYC's solid waste goals if includes one or more of the following elements
and does not significantly impede other listed elements: promote waste prevention opportunities;
increase the reuse of materials; improve the convenience and ease of recycling; create opportunities
to recover organic material; identify additional markets for recycled materials; reduce the impact of
the waste sysiem on communities; or remcve toxic materials from the general waste system.

New York State enacted the State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (SSGPIPA) in 2010,
intended to minimize the “unnecessary cost of sprawl development...facilitated by the funding or
development of new or expanded transportation, sewer and waste water treatment, water,
education, housing and other publicly supporied infrastructure inconsistent with smart growth public
infrastructure criteria”. This law requires state infrastructure agencies to ensure public infrastructure
projects undergo a consistency evaluation and attestation using the 10 smart growth criteria
established by the legislation:

e Toadvance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure;
o To advance projects located in municipal centers,

e To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development
in a municipally-approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan
and/or brownfield opportunity area plan;

» To protect, preserve and enhance the stale’s rescurces, including agricultural land, forests,
surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and significant
historic and archaeological resources;

o To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization, brownfield
redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, diversity and affordability of
housing in proximity to places of employment recreation and commercial development and the
integration of all income and age groups,

o To provide mobility through transpaortation choices including improved public transportation and
reduced automobile dependency;

s To coordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and regional planning;
e To participate in community-hbased planning and collaboration;
s To ensure predictability in building and land use codes; and

¢ To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities which reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations, by among
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other means encouraging broad-based public invelvermnent in developing and implementing a
community plan and ensuring the governance structure is adequete to sustsin its
impfementation.

Most state agencies and authorities, including DASNY, are subject to SSGPIPA when they consider
whether to underiake, approve, support or finance the construction or reconstruction of new or
expanded public infrastructure. To the extent practicable, projects must align with the 10 smart
growth criteria. If the project does not meet the relevant ¢riteria or “compliance is considered to be
impracticable”, a statement of Justification of such noncompliance should be prepared by the state

agency or authority.

Study Area
The 400-footradius study area contains portions of several zoning districts, including M1-58, C6-2,
RG, C1-6,and a Mi»ﬁ/i??x Special Mixed Use District (Figure B-2).

North of the project site are portions of a C8-2 and R zoning district. €6-2 zoning districts are
medium-density commercial districts that allow a wide range of commercial uses as well as
residential and community facility uses as-of-right, and R6 zoning districts are medium-density
residential districts that also allow community facility uses as-of-right. The project site is bordered to
the east by a pottion of a C1-6 zoning district, which is a medium-densily commercial district that
allows local-serving retail and service establishments as well as residential and community facility
uses as-of-right. The M1-b zoning district covers most of the study area west and south of the project
site, with the exception of portions of the two blocks located south of the project site, which are
located in a ML-5/R7X Special Mixed Use District {(MX-6). The MX-6 Special Mixed Use District is a
medium-density zoning district that allows both residential and non-residential uses {commercial,
community facitity and light industrial) 1o be located sither side-by-side or within the same building.
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FIGURE B-2: ZONING
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B.41.3. Future No-Action Conditions

Profect Site

[ the future without the proposed project, the OPWDD would vacate the 75 Morton Street building. It
s expected that the building would be reoccupied for office use, which would be permitied as-of-right
under the site’s current M1-5 zoning and would be consistent with developmeant trends in the area. It
is assumed that the adjacent parking lot would continue to be used as accessory parking for the
building's new office tenants.

Study Area

Based on field visits and discussions with the New York City Department of City Planning's
Manhattan Office, there are no new developments under construction or planned to be built in the
land use study area, nor are any zoning changes anticipated. Therefore, future No-Action conditions
in the study area would be expected to resemble existing conditions, and there would be no
significant changes in overall land use patterns or development trends.

B.1.4. Potential Impacts of the Project

Potential Land Use Impacts of the Project

The proposed project would change the land use of the project site from commercial office to school
use. However, as discussed above, the project site is located in a mixed-use area that contains a
large presence of residential uses as well as several inslitutional uses. The proposad new school
would be compatible with the overall mix of land uses in the study area, including its residentfal and
institutionat uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on
land use. ‘

Potential Zoning and Public Policy Impacts of the Project

Schools are not permitted as-of-right in M1-5 zoning districts; therefore, the proposed project would
not conform 1o the use regulations of the site's M1-5 zoning designation. The SCA would request a
zoning override from the Depuly Mayor for Economic Development to allow the proposed project to
be developed despite the school's non-conformance with the site's use regulations. If granted, the
zoning override would apply only to the proposed project site and would not affect the site’s or
surrounding area’s underlying zoning designation. In addition, as discussed above, the proposed
schooi would be compatible with the general mixed-use land use character of the study area and
would not have an adverse impact on land use. Furthermore, the current M1-5 zoning is not
reflective of the study area’s current mix of residential, commerciat and institutional uses, and
zoning variances have been granted by the BSA to allow residential use on several sites located in
this M1-5 zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse
impact to zoning.

The proposed project's consistency with PlaNYC is evaluated below, in conformance with the
guidance provided in the CEQR Technical Manual. This assessment finds that the proposed project
would be consistent with the relevant sustainability policies outlined in PlaNYC, as discussed below.
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Land Use. The proposed project would entall the adaptive reuse of the existing building on the
project site into a new public school Tacility, which would serve the needs of the area’s intermediate-
school-age population. In addition, the proposed project is located in an area of Manhattan that is
well served by public transportation, and it is anticipated that the vast majority of student and faculty
trips 1o the site would be by either walking or public transit service. As such, the proposed project
would be consistent with PlaNYC's tand use goals.

Open Space. The proposed school would include an indoor gymnasium and physical education
spaces, and the existing approximately 8,200-8F parking lot on the site would be converted 0 a
schoolyard for outdoor recreation. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with PlaNYC's
open space goals.

Water Quality. The proposed project would be developed in compliance with the SCA's NYC Green
Schools Guide (revised 2008), which was developed to guide the sustainable design, construction
and operation of new schools, modernization projects and schooi renovations, and to achieve
compliance with Local Law 86 of 2005 {(New York City's Green Building Law). In accordance with
Local Law 88, the proposed scheol facility would be designed and construgted to comply with green
building standards not less stringent than standards to achieve a LEED certified or higher rating. As
such, the proposed project would comply with the Local Law 86 water reduction requirements,
including the use of low-flow, water-efficient, fixtures. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with PlaNYC's water quality goals.

Transportation. As discussed above, the proposed project is located in an area of Manhattan that is
weil served by public transportation, and it is anticipated that the vast majority of student and faculty
trips to the site would be by either walking or pubiic transit service. Therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with PlaNYC's transportation goals.

Air Quality. As discussed above, the project would be developed in compliance with the SCA's NYC
Green Schools Guide, which includes energy cost reduction reguirements for projects involving boiler
replacements. As per SCA standards, the proposed school's boiler system would use cleaner-burning
naturai gas as opposed to fuel oil. Therefore, the proposed proiect would be consistent with PlaNYC's
air quality goals.

Energy. In accordance with the requirements of the SCA's NYC Green Schools Guide, the proposed
project would use energy efficient fixtures and building systems, and would be required to meet
higher energy efficiency standards than required under the New York City Building Code. As such, the
proposed project is consistent with PlaNYC's energy goals.

Solid Waste. As described in section B.12, “Solid Waste and Sanitation Services,” the proposed
nroject would not result in any significant impacts to the City's solid waste system. In addition, the
proposed project wouid entail the adaptive reuse of the existing building on the project site, thereby
reducing the use of new building materials that would be asscciated with new building construction.
As such, the proposed project would be consistent with PlaNYC's solid waste management goals.
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Since certain approvals and other discretionary actions would be required from the Dormitory
Authority of the State of New York (DASNY) and other state agencies in connection with the proposed
project, the proposed project has been assessed for its consistency with the State Smart Growth
Public Infrastructure Policy Act {SSGPIPA) of 2010. This assessment finds that the proposed project
would be consistent with the SSGPIPA and would generally support the smart growth critersia
established by the legisiation, The compatibility of the proposed project with the ten criteria of the
S5GPIPA is discussed below. '

To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure. The
proposed project would utilize existing water, sewer, and energy infrastructure. In addition, the
proposed project involves the conversion of the existing building on the project site into a new pubtic
scheol facifity, Therefore, the proposed project wouid be supportive of this criterion.

To advance projects located in municipai centers. The proposed project is located in the West Village
neighborhood of Manhattan, which is a densely developed area of New York City that is well served
by public transportation, Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development in a
municipally-approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan and/or
brownfield opportunity area plan. The proposed project is located in a densely developed area of
Manhattan; therefore, it would be supportive of this criterion,

To protect, preserve, and enhance the State's resources, including agricultural land, forests, surface
and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and significant historic and
archeological resources. The potential effects of the proposed project on natural resources, air
quality, open space, and historic and archaeological resources are analyzed in sections B.8, “Natural
Resources;” B.14, "Air Quality;” B.4, “"Open Space;” and B.6, “Historic and Cultural Resources” of this
report, respectively, These assessments find that the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse impacts on these resources. Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this
criterion.

To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization, brownfield
redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity and affordability of
housing in proximity to places of employment, recreation and commercial development, and the
integration of all income and age groups. The proposed project would foster mixed land uses and
compact development by adaptively reusing the existing building on the project site as a new public
school facility that would serve the area’s intermediate-school-age population. Therefore, the
proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

To provide mobility through fransportation choices including improved public transportation and
reduced automobile dependency. The proposed project is located in an area that is well served hy
public transportation, and it is anticipated that the vast majority of student and facully trips to the
site would be by either walking or public transit service. Therefore, the proposed project would be
supportive of this criterion.

Mage B-10 PARSONS
BRINCRERHOFF



Proposed Public Middle School Facility at 75 Morton Streel, Manhattan
Supplemental Environmental Studies

To coordinate betwesn state and local government and inter-municipal and regional planning. The
planning for, and approval of, the proposed project would require coordination among local and state
agencies. The SCA, as SEQR lead agency, has included as involved or interested agencies in the
SEQR review numerous local and state agencies, including the New York City Department of
Transportation, DASNY, and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation. Therefore, the propesed project would be supportive of this criterion.

To participate in community-based planning and collaboration. The decision to site a new public
intermediate schoo! facility on the project site was undertaken by the New York City Department of
Education through a community-based planning process. Therefore, the proposed project wouid be
supportive of this criterion.

To ensure predictability in building and land use codes. The proposed building renovation would
comply with the New York City Building Code. Although the existing manufacturing zoning of the
project site does not permit school uses as-of-right, the proposed use of the site for a public school
facility would be compatible with the mixed-use character of the surrounding neighborhood.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion,

To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities which reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations, by among other
means encouraging broad based public involvement in developing and implementing a community
plan and ensuring the governance structure is adequate to sustain its implementation. The proposed
project would be developed in compliance with the SCA's NYC Green Schools Guide (revised 2009)
regarding energy efficiencies, which was developed to guide the sustainable design, construction
and operation of new schools, modernization projects and school renovations, and to achieve
compliance with Lecal Law 86 of 2005 {(New York City's Green Building Law). In accordance with
Local Law 86, the proposed school facility would be designed and constructed to comply with green
building standards not less stringent than standards to achieve a LEED certified or higher rating.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

A DASNY Smart Growth Impact Statement Assessment Form is ingluded as Appendix C.

There are no other public policies pertaining to the study area that would be affected by the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts
with respect to public policies.
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B.2.  SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

B.2.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed project would not result in any conditions that weuld mest or exceed the CEQR
Technical Manual screening criteria {see above) for warranting an analysis of sociveconomic
conditions. The relocation of the CPWDD offices would occur in the future absent the proposed
project and, therefore, wouid not be a consequence of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed
nroject would not result in the direct displacement of any employees or businesses. The potential for
indirect socioeconomic effects is typically assessed for projects that would result in substantial new
residential or commercial development (i.e., residential development of more than 200 units or
commercial development of more than 200,000 SF). Development of a new school facility on the
site would not be expected to result in substantial socioeconomic changes in the surrounding area.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to sociogconomic

conditions,
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B.3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

B.3.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed project wouid have a heneficial effect on school services by providing a new public
school facifijty 10 serve CSD 2's intermediate-level student population, and would not cause any of
the conditions cited above as warranting an analysis of community facilities and services. The
proposed project would not have any direct effects on community facilities since it would not
physically alter a community facility, nor would it have any indirect effects since it would not add
residents 1o the area who could place an additional demand on community services. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on community facilities and services.
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B.4. OPEN SPACE

B.4.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed school would not place any additional demand on the area’s open space resources as
i would provide adequate on-site recreational facilities 1o meet the needs of its students, The
proposed school would include an indoor gymnasium and physical education spaces, and the
approximately 8,200-5F open area of the site would be converted to a schoolyard for outdoor
racreation. Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on publicly accessible open space
and would not result in a significant adverse impact.
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B.5. SHADOWS

B.5.1. Screening Assessment

A shadow assessment is required for projects that result in new incremental shadows of sufficient
fength to reach a sunlight-sensitive resource (e.g., a public open space, historic resource with
sunlight-dependent features, or important natural feature). Since the proposed project entails the
conversion of the existing building on the site, it would not result in any new incremental shadows.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse shadow impact.
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B.6.  HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

B.6.1. Existing Conditions

Historic Architectural Resources

A 400-foot-radius study area was defined to assess the polential for the proposed project to affect
historic architectural resources within the vicinity of the proiect site. Within the study area, there is
one individual New York City-designated landmark {the United State’s Appraiser’s Store building) and
a portion of one designated historic district (the Greenwich Village Historic District) (Figure B-3), The
United State’s Appraiser's Store building is located catty-corner to the northwest of the project site.
The 10-story, Romanesque Revival building, which was completed in 1899, was historically used as
a warehouse but has since been converled o apariments, The Greenwich Village Historic District,
New York City designated in 1969 and included on the State and National Registers of Historic
Places in 1978, borders the project site to the north and east. According to the New York City
Landmark Preservation Commission’s designation report, the historic district is significant as one of
the city's oldest and most architecturally diverse residential ﬂeighbofhoads, and reflects the physical
growth and continuing change that has occurred in Greenwich Village since the original small rural
community of Greenwich began to urbanize in the 1820s.

Archaeological Resources

A Pretiminary Archaeological Assessment/Disturbance Record study was completed in January 2013
for the project site to 1) identify categories of potential archaeological resources on the project site:
2} examine the construction history of the project site to determine the probability that any potential
archaeclogical resources have survived post-depositional disturbances and remain on the sife; and
3} determine whether additional research, in the form of a Phase 1A study, is necessary. The study
conciuded that the project site does not contain preconiact archaeological sensitivity. The study also
concluded that the development of the existing 7-story building with a basement that covers the
entire footprint of Lot 49 would have eliminated any potential histeric-period archaeological remains
on this portion of the project site. However, the study concluded that the Lot 53 portion of the project
site, which contains a surface parking lot that is planned to be renovated as a schoolyard as part of
the proposed project, contains historic-period archaeological sensitivity associated with the former
19ncentury structures on the lot. Therefore, the study recommended that s complete Phase 1A
Archaeological Documentary Study be conducted for the Lot 53 portion of the project site. In
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accordance with the recommendation of the Preliminary Archaeological Assessment/Disturbance
Record study, a Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was completed in February 2013 for the
Lot 53 portion of the project site. The Phase 1A Archagological Documentary Study included a
comprehensive review of all available archival materials, such as deed and tax records, which would
reveal the earliest buildings and occupations on the lot, as well as city directory and census records,
which would help identify 19%-century occupanis and identify more specific past uses of the lot. The
Phase A Archaeological Documentary Study was also intended to clarify any additional disturbance
issues for Lot 53 that were not reveaied as part of the Preliminary Archaesological
Assessmenti/Disturhance Record study.

The Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study found that the historic lots that comprised Lot 53
were occupied by a variety of tenants during the 19%-century, with the first development on the lots
in 1828, and that it is possible that portions of shaft features, such as privies, wells, and cisterns
associated with the former 190-century structures on Lot 53 could still bhe present beneath the
current paved parking lot. The study identified specific areas of archaeological sensitivity within
portions of Lot 53 where archaeological resources (i.e., 19"-century shaft features) may still be
present. The study recommended that Phase |IB archaeological testing be conducted if the proposed
project would entail subsurface disturbance of the archaeologically sensitive portions of the site.

B.6.2. Future No-Action Conditions

In the future without the proposed project, it is expected that the 75 Morton Street building would be
reoccupied for office use and the adjacent parking lot would continue to be used as accessory
parking for the new offices. There are no new developments under construction or planned to be
huilt in the study area. Therefore, future No-Action conditions on the project site and its vicinity would
resemble existing conditions with respect to historic rescurces.

B.6.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

Historic Architectural Resources

The SCA has initiated consultation with the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation {OPRHP) regarding the proposed project's potential effects on historic resources. In a
letter dated April 4, 2013, the OPRHP stated that the building at 75 Morton Street has been
determined not to be eligihle for inclusion on the State and National Regislers of Historic Places due
to the many alterations it has undergone. However, because the project site is adjacent to the
southwest boundary of the Greenwich Village Historic District, OPRHP requested continued
consuitation with the SCA as the project design is developed {Appendix B). Accordingly, the SCA will
continue to consult with the OPRHP as the project design progresses to avoid a potential adverse
impact to the adjoining historic district. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse impacts to historic architectural resources.

Archaeologlcal Resources
As discussed in Section B.6.1, Existing Conditions, the Phase 1A Archaeclogical Documentary Study
concluded that portions of Lot 53 are sensitive for historic-period archaeoclogical remains, specifically
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for the recovery of 19%-century shaft features, and recommended that Phase 1B archaeological
iesting be conducted if the proposed project would entall subsurface disturbance of these areas. The
OPRHP concurred with this recommendation in its letter of April 4, 2013 (Appendix B}.

Therefore, if project plans ultimately include subsurface disturbance of Lot 53, limited Phase B
archaeological testing will be conducted within the archaeologically sensitive portions of the lot prior
10 any project-related disturbance. The testing, which would be done in accordance with an OPRHP-
approved protocol, would involve using a backhoe 1o remove the existing pavement and any
underlying modern fill or debris to expose potential archaeological resources; If such resources are
found to be present, the testing would include procedures for the recovery and analysis of the
resources. Upon completion of the Phase IB archaeological testing program, a report detailing its
findings would be prepared and submitted to the OPRHP.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant adverse impact to an archaeological resource
results from the physical destruction of the resource, and the value or significance of an
archaeological resource relates to its potential to provide important information. Therefore, if
archaeological resources are found to be present during the Phase IB figld testing, the recovery of
the resources and information gathered through thelr analysis as part of the Phase IB testing
program would serve to avoid a significant adverse impact. Therefore, with implementation of the
Phase [B testing program, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact to
archasological resources.
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FIGURE B-3: HISTORIC RESOURCES
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B.7. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

B.7.1. Screening Assessment

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an urban design analysis is not required if a proposed
project would be constructed within existing zoning envelopes and would not result in physicsl
changes beyond the bulk and form permitted “as-of-right.” The proposed project would not change
the physical form of the existing building on the project site in terms of its scale or bulk, and would
have no effect on the area’s urban design or visual resources, Therefore, the proposed project would
nof result in a significant adverse impact to urban design and visual resources.
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B.8. NATURAL RESOURCES

B.8.1. Screening Assessment

The project site is located in a densely developed area of Manhattan that is substantially devoid of
natural resources, and neither the project site nor adjacent area coniain any natural resources that
could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would result in
no significant adverse impact to natural resources.
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B.9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This section addresses environmental conditions at the location of the proposed public school
located at 75 Morton Street, New York, New York 10014 hereafter referred to as the proposed
project site. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the propossd project site was
completed by TRC Engineers, Inc. (TRC) on behalf of the SCA In July 2042, The main ¢bjective of the
Phase | ESA was to identify the presence or likely presence, use, or release of hazardous substances
or petroleum products, which are defined in American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
Standard Practice £ 1527-05 as recognized environmental conditions (RECs). In addition, other
environmental issues or conditions such as radon, ashestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based
paint (LBP), and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing equipment were evaluated. The Phase |
ESA included a site inspection, a review of the existing data on geology and hydrology of the area,
and a review of historical maps, federal, state, and local agency records, and other documents to
assass past and current uses of the site and adjacent areas.

The Phase | ESA ideniified on-site RECs associated with the historic use of the site by a drug and
chemical company, and a motor freight siation; the prior ownership of the site by the “Fisher
Scientific Company” and the polential presence of fill material from demolition of structures formerly
present on the site. Additionally, the site was listed as a hazardous waste generator for halogenated
solvenis (2008) and PCBs containing oils (1998). The Phase | ESA identified off-site RECs associated
with the historic presence of laundries, an automobile garage, parking facilities, automobile repair
facilities, motor freight stations, a depol with a gasoline underground storage tank, a solid waste
facility, a machining company, a glass finishing company, welding facilities, chemical facilities,
druggists, paint and dyeing facilities, and iron, metal and ink manufacturers on adjoining and nearby
properties; four nearby spills sites; one "E'- designated site, and four nearby hazardous waste
generators (one of which is a current dry cleaner). Additionally, the Phase | ESA revealed
environmental concerns associgted with suspect ACM, suspect interior and exterior LBP, lead-
shielded walls and mercury-containing equipment and/or residues associated with a former dental
office, suspect PCB-containing light ballasts, exterior caulk, and hydraulic cil, and potential for
elevated radon concentrations.

A Phase Hl Environmenial Site Investigation (ES!H was completed by TRC on behalf of the SCA in
November 2012 to assess the RECs identified in the Phase | ESA. A Supplemental Site Investigation
was completed by TRC on behalf of the SCA in June 2013 to further evaluate the source of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in groundwater.
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B.9.1. Existing Conditions

The project site is located at 75 Morton Street, New York, NY 10014, The legat description for the
site is Block 603, Lots 49 and 53. The site encompasses approximately 27,500 square feet in area,
Lot 49 is improved with a seven-story office building with a full basement. Lot 53 is undeveloped,
paved, and used for vehicle parking. The seven-story building on Lot 49 oceupies an approximately
22,000-square foot footprint and the total floor space is approximately 177,000 square feet. The
site was formerly occupied by low-rise residential and commercial structures until approximately
1920. In approximately 1920, the seven-story site building was constructed and later occupied by
various commercial tenants including a drug and chemical company (from at least 1921 to at least
1950) and a motor freight station (1969). Further, the site was historically (in 1966) owned by the
“Fisher Scientific Company”. The Department of Corrections owned the site building in the late
1960's to the early 1970's. The site was then purchased by the New York State Office of Mental
Retardation and Developmental Disabilities (OMRDD). The site is currently the central office site for
the New York State Office for People with Developmental Disabilities (OPDD} (formerly OMRDD).

A Phase |l £SI was conducted 1o determine whether the RECs identified in the Phase | ESA have
affected the suitability of the site for development of a public school facility. The investigation
inciuded a geophysical survey; the advancement of soil borings; installation of one (1) temporary
monitoring well and five (5) permanent monitoring wells; surveying and gauging of permanent
monitoring wells; mercury vapor testing; and, the collection and laboratory analysis of sub-slab soil
vapor, soil vapor, indoor air, ambient air, soil, groundwater and radon samples.

Twelve (12) soil borings were advanced on the site to & maximum depth of 32 feet below ground
surface (bgs). Groundwater was encountered at the site at depths ranging from approximately 21 to
25 feet below grade swiface (bgs). There were no visual or olfactory indications of contamination
observed in any of the soil borings. One (1) soil boring was converted 1o a temporary monitoring well.
Five (5) soil horings were converted to permanent monitoring wells. The measured hydraulic gradient
is to the west-southwest.

The geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of utilities or buried structures in the vicinity of the
soil borings. There were no significant geophysical anomalies noted during the geophysical survey.

The results of the analyses of soil samples revealed that the semiwvolatile organic compounds
(8V0Cs) benzo(ajanthracene, benzo(@)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)flucranthene,
chrysene, dibenzo(a.hlanthracens and indenc{l,2,3-cd)pyrene were detected in one or more 50il
sampies at concentrations above Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives (SCOs} and/or New York
State Deparlment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Commissioner Policy (CP-51) Soil
Cleanup Levels (SCLs). Additionally, the metals copper, zinc, mercury, nickel and lead were detected
in one or more solf samples at concentrations above Unrestricted Use $COs. TRC aitributed the
detected SVOCs and metals concentrations exceeding the regulatory criteria 1o the characteristics of
historic fill material at the site since there was no evidence of contamination observed in these soll
samples. The soil samples containing lead at elevated concentrations were analyzed via the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) and the analyses indicate that the soil would not he
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characterfzed as hazardous waste. No VGCs, PCBs, or pesticides were detected in the soil samples
at concentrations above Unrestricied Use SCOs and/or CP-51 5CLs.

One VOC, PCE, exceeded its corresponding Class GA Value in five of the six groundwater samples
coftected. Trichioroethene (TCE} was detected at the Class GA Value in one well located
downgradient of the site. PCE was not detected above its Class GA Value and TCE was not detected
in the well located upgradient of the site. Considering the groundwater flow direction and the PCE
contaminant concentration distribution, the source of chlorinated VOCs in groundwater couid not be
conclusively determined, which warranted the recommendation for a supplemental investigation.
Additionally, elevated concentrations of metals were detected in groundwater at the site, which are
attributed to the characteristics of the historic fill below the site. A comparison of the groundwater
sampling results 1o the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) Sewer Use
Discharge Limits indicate that treatment of dewatering effluent is required prior 1o discharge to the
sewer system due to the concentrations of total suspended solids and PCE.

The resulis of the analyses of the soil vapor samples indicate that petroleum- and chlorinated
solventrelated compounds were detected in the soil vapor samples at concentrations exceeding
comparison criteria. Two compounds, PCE and TCE, were detected at concentrations above the New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Values (AGVs) in one or more samples. The
resulls of analyses of soil vapor samples were also evaluated with respect to the matrices in the
NYSDOH “Finat Guidance for Evaluating Soil Vapor Intrusion in the State of New York”, dated October
2006 {(NYSDOH Guidance), which indicates that mitigation is the recommended action, regardless of
indoor air concentrations. There were no VOCs detected in indoor or ambient air at concentrations
exceeding the range of published background concentrations, indicating that there {s no immediate
health risk Lo building occupants.

Mercuty vapor testing was performed in the former dentist's office in the 4th floor of the site
building. The concentrations of mercury vapor in indoor air did not exceed the detection limit of the
instrument {0,000 milligrams per cubic meter).

Three {3) radon samples were collected from the lowest occupied level of the site building, The
results of the analyses did not identify radon concentrations approaching the Uniled States
Environmental Protection Agency recommended Action Lavel.

A Supplemental Site Investigation was conducted by TRC on behalf of the SCA in April and May,
2013 to further evaluate the source of VOCs in the groundwater. The investigation included a
geophysical survey, advancement of seven (7) soil borings, installation of six (6) permanent
monitoring wells, surveying and gauging of permanent monitoring wells, and collection and
laboratory anslysis of groundwater and soil samples.

The geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of utilities or buried structures in the vicinity of the
soil horings. Some boring locations had significant cobble-sized geophysical anomalies found during
the geophysical survey, making it difficult to pre-clear each boring location.
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Seven (7) soil borings were advanced on the site to a maximum depth of 35 feet below ground
surface (bgs) in the parking lot and surrounding sidewalks and 21 feet below the top of the
basement floor slab (btos). Groundwater was encountered at the site at depths ranging from
approximately 11 feet btos in the basement of the site building to 27 feet bgs outside of the site
huilding. There were no visual or olfactory indications of contamination observed in any of the soil
borings. Four (4) soil samples were selected from seven (7) soil borings for laboratory analysis (one
from each boring completed inside the existing building). The results of the analyses of soil samples
did not indicate the presence of VOCs in any of the samples.

Six {6) soil borings were converted to permanent monitoring wells. The measured hydraulic gradient
was westerly, Eleven groundwater samples were collected from the existing and newly installed
wells. The VOCs PCE, TCE and/or chloroform were found in 10 of the 11 samples collected at
concentrations exceeding their corresponding Class GA vaiues. The concentration of PCE in the
sample collecied upgradient of the site was approximately three orders of magnitude greater than
the corresponding Ciass GA value and between one and two orders of magnitude greater than the
PCE concentrations in samples collected from the other monitoring wells. TCE was detected above
the Class GA value in one well focated cross gradient of the site.

The elevated concentration of PCE in groundwater, upgradient of the site and adjacent to a dry
cleaning facility, as well as historic use of properties upgradient of the site as a paint shop and
machine shop, and the absence of PCE ¢or TCE detections in the soll samples collected below the
hasement slab of the sile bullding indicates the detected PCE concentrations in on-site groundwater
can be attributed to an off-site source. Due o the absence of detectable TCE concentrations in on-
site soil, the elevated TCE concentration in one groundwater sample is attributed t¢c an off-gite
release located south of the site. The concentration of chloreform detected in the wells may be
attributable to an off-sile source since it was not detected in elevated concentrations during prior
sampling events and its presence in groundwater is commonly associated with the discharge of
chiorinated drinking water.

B.9.2. Future No-Action Conditions
In the future without the proposed project, the existing building on the project site would be expected
to be reoccupied for office use and it wouid not be converted to a public school facility.

B.9.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and building materials.
To prevent VOCs in soil vapor from entering the building, a sub-slab depressurization system would
he designed and retrofitted in the existing building. All soil excavated during building renovation
would be properly managed in accordance with all applicable local, Slate and Federal regulations. In
addition, a minimum of two feet of environmentally clean fill would be placed over existing soil in all
landscaped areas. Finally, suspect ACM, LBP, and/or PCB containing materials would be properly
managed during construction or renovation activities. In addition, to minimize the potentiai for
exposure by construction workers and the surrounding public, standard industry practices, inciuding
appropriate health and safety measures, would be utilized.
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B.10. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

B.10.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed school would contain approximately 180,000 SF of floor area, which falls below the
CEGQR threshold of 250,000 SF of community facility space, for which an assessment is warranted of
wastewater and stormwater conveyance and treatment in areas of Manhattan served by a combined
sewer system.

In addition, based on a capacily of approximately 1,000 school seals, the proposed project would
result in water usage of approximately 40,600 gallons per day. Since the proposed project would not
result in significantly large water demands (i.e., over 1 million gatlons per day), it would have no
significant effects on the city’s water supply system or sewer system. Therefore, the proposed project
would not have a significant adverse impact on water and sewer infrastructure.
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B.11. ENERGY

qene

B.11.1. Screening Assessment

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, new construction or substantial renovation of buildings
would not reguire a detalled energy assessment, as it is subject to the New York State Energy
Conservation Code, which is reflective of state and city energy pelicy. Additionally, New York City
public schools must follow the SCA's NYC Green Schools Guide (revised 2009) regarding energy
efficiencies. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse energy impacts,
and no further evaluation is required.
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B.12. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES

B.12.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed 1,000-seat school is projected to generate approximately 4,000 pounds per week of
solid waste, based on the rate of 4 pounds per week for each public intermediate school student.
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a generation rate of fess than 100,000 pounds (50 tons)
per week is not considered large. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to affect
the delivery of sanitation services or place a significant burden on the city’s solid waste management

system.
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B.13. TRANSPORTATION

The proposed project would convert the existing building located at 75 Morton Street in Manhattan
to a new public middle school facility accommodating approximately 1,000 students and 100 faculty
and staff. The new school facility would provide approximately 200 seats for 6 through 8" grade in
CSD 2 and approximately 100 seats for a District 75 Special Education program. The proposed
school is expected to be ready for student occupancy at the start of the 2016-2017 school year;
therefore, 2016 has been selected as the analysis year for the proposed project.

Since the existing building on the project site would be expected to be reoccupied for office use in
the future without the proposed project {(No-Action condition), the new trips generated at the site by
the proposed project comprise the net increment above the trips that would be generated by the No-
Action condition, taking into consideration potential changes in the peak hours, peaking
characteristics, and modal shares. Based on previous studies for schools in Manhattan, the AM peak
nour for the proposed project is 7:15-8:15 AM and the PM peak hour is 2:45-3:45 PM. As shown in
Figure B-4, the transportation study area was defined to include the facilities and transportation
elements most likely to be used by the majority of new trips traveling 10 and from the new school,
taking into consideration the CEQR vehicular and pedestrian traffic threshold screening volumes to
determine the appropriate limits of the study area.

Because the proposed school would not increase vehicular traffic during the AM and PM peak hours
by B0 or more vehicles at any location {the proposed project would gdenerate fess vehicular traffic
than the office use on the site assumed in the No-Action condition), a traffic and parking analysis is
not required under the CEQR guidelines.

There are several subway stations in the study area; however, the projected volume of additional
subway riders during the peak hours is below the CEQR threshoid of an additional 200 trips at a
subway station or on a subway ling; therefore, an analysis of subway station elements and subway
line-haul service is not required. However, the number of additional bus trips generated by the
project would be expected to exceed the CEQR threshold of 200 trips in the peak hour and,
therefore, a capacity analysis is required for those individuat bus routes that would have an increase
of 50 or more peak-hour passengers,
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FIGURE B-4:  TRANSPORTATION STUDY AREA
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B.13.1. Existing Conditions

The proposed school would primarily generate new travel demand for pedestrian and bus trips,
meeting or exceeding the CEQR threshold of 200 trips and 50 trips, respectively. Therefore, existing
(201.3) pedesirian and bus trips were analyzed in detail. Data on the existing pedestrian conditions
in the study area were developed based on fleld data collected in January 2013, Pedestrian counts
were collected at study area sidewalks, corners and crosswalks. These counts included continuous
counts and 15- or 1.2-minute sample counts at the analyzed locations shown in Figure B-D.

FIGURE B-5:  ANALYZED LOCATIONS

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

Existing Street Network
The project site is located within a block bordered by the foliowing streets:

e Morton Street on the south side of the project site is a ong-way eastbound roadway. It is 35 feet
wide with one travel lane and limited cn-street parking on both sides of the street. The north side
of the street abuis the project site and is assumed 10 serve as the principal pick-up and drop-off
location for the new school, as well as the main access to the site. Crossing pavement markings
are present at the signalized intersection with Hudson Street and at the un-signalized
intersection with Greenwich Street.
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s Hudson Street is a one-way northbound roadway located on the east side of the project site. lt is
52 feet wide with two travel lanes and metered on-street parking on both sides of the street. The
M20 bus stops on the southeast corner of the intersection of Hudson Street and Barrow Street,
There is a bike lane on the west side of Hudson Street, Both intersections at Hudson Street/
Barrow Street and Hudson Street/Meorton Street are signalized,

e Barrow Strest is a one-way weastbound roadway north of the project site. It is 34 fezet wide with
one travel fane. On-sireet parking is permitted on both sides of the street. Barrow Sireet is a
mostly residential street with a Belgian block road surface. Crosswalk pavement markings are
present at the signalized intersection with Hudson Street and at the un-signalized intersection
with Greenwich Streetl.

s Greenwich Street is a one-way northbound roadway west of the project site. it is 46 feet wide
with one travel lane, a bike lane, and parking on both sides of the streel permitied during certain
times.

Vehicular Traffic and Parking

The proposed school would result in fewer than 50 peak-hour vehicle trip ends (Table B-11) and,
therefore, further quantified analysis of traffic and parking is not required in accordance with CEQR
guidelines,

Public Transportation

A detailed transit assessment is needed for bus ridership because there would be 200 or more total
additional bus trips and 50 or more additional bus trips in a single direction on a single route during
the analysis peak hours. However, no detailed analysis Is necessary for subway ridership because
the 200 passenger threshold at any subway station or on a single subway line in & single direction
during any analysis peak hour would not be exceeded. Public transportation services located in the
vicinity of the project area are described below and shown in Figure B-G.

Buses
There are three bus lines providing service within a Ya-mile walking distance of the site of the

proposed school, All of the bus lines are operated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority-New
York City Transit (NYCT):

e The M8 operates along West 101 Street (easthound) and Christopher Street (westbound)
between West Street (Route 9A) and Avenue D during weekdays. it travels at an average
frequency of about 10 minutes during the AM and PM peak hours.

e The M20 travels along Hudson Street northbound and Seventh Avenue southbound as it
approaches the study area. [t operales at an average frequency of 20 minutes during the AM
peak hour and 15 minutes during the PM peak hour on weekdays.

+ The M21 travels along West Houston Street as it approaches the study area. i operates at an
average frequency of 15 minutes during the AM pesak hour and 20 minutes during the PM paak
hour.
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FIcURE B-B:  TRANSIT SERVICES IN THE STUDY AREA
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Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

Subway Stations/Lines

Three subway stations within walking distance of the proposed school at 75 Morton Street serve the
study area. The nearesl subway station, on the # 1 IRT line, is located less than a Yz-mile distance, at
Houston Street and Varick Street. The Christopher Street and Sheridan Sguare subway station, also
on the # 1 IRT line, is approximately /3 mile away. The West 4 Street/Washington Square subway
station, providing access to the A, C, E, B, D, F and M trains, is located less than “-mile from the
project site.

Pedestrians

The analysis of pedestrian flow conditions focuses on those sidewalks in the study area that are
expected 10 be used by concentrations of students and staff as they enter and exit the proposed
schoot, The primary pedestrian facilities most affected by project demand would be the sidewaiks
immediately adjacent to the site. For a school site, the CEQR Technical Manual further states that
the pedestrian study area should include ali pedestrian facilities that are expected to have 200 or
more new trips in any peak hour. In addition, an assessment of pedestrian safety conditions on
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principal pedestrian access paths to/from the project site is also required for a new or expanded
school.

Data on existing pedestrian conditions in the study area were developed based on field counts
conducted in January 2013 during the weekday AM {7:30 AM--9:30 AM) and PM (2:00-4:00 PM)
periods. To address pedestrian safely conditions, accident summary data were oblained from the
New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) along the following streets providing principal
pedestrian access to/from the school:

s Greenwich Street from Morton Street to West 10" Street
¢ Hudson Street from West Houston Street to West 10% Street

s Morton Street from Greenwich Street to Bleecker Street

Pedestrian flow conditions during the AM and PM peak hours were analyzed using spreadsheets
provided by NYCDOT based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) methodology, and applying
appropriate peak-hour factors (PHF) for both the No-Action and With-Action conditions to account for
high 15-minute peak volumes characteristic of a school facilily. For sidewalks, conditions are '
measured in terms of pedestrian flow rate per minute per foot (PMF) of width for that portion of the
sidewalk that can be effectively used for pedestrian flow. The sidewalk analyses determine both the
average flow rate level of service (LOS), as well as the platoon adjusted LOS, which more accurately
astimates the dynamics of walking. “Platooning” is the tendency of pedestrians to move in groups or
“platoons” once they ¢ross a street where traffic conditions required them to wait.

The evaluation of crosswalks is more complicated than for sidewalks. Crosswalks cannot be treated
as sidewalks because they involve pedestrians crossing the street and others quaued waiting for the
traffic signal to change. To effectively evaluate crosswalks, the analysis compares available (green)
fime and space with pedestrian demand, measured in terms of square feet of circulation space per
pedestrian, with L.OS A equating to 60 or more sguare feel per pedestrian (SF/ped); LOS B ranging
from 40-60 SF/ped; LOS C from 24 1o 40 SF/ped; LOS D from 15 to 24 SF/ped; LOS E from 8 1o 15
SF/ped; and LOS F at less than 8 SF/ped. Similar to the methodology used for sidewalks with the
repregentation of "platooning,” the evaluation of crosswalks also considers the effect of maximum
surge conditions. This is the point in which the maximum number of pedestrians is in the crosswalk
and usually occurs when the lead pedestrians reach the opposite comer of the. street. Table B-1
shows the flow rate/LOS relationships for all analyzed pedestrian elements, using the HCM
rnethodology.
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TABLE B+1: SIDEWALK/WALKWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) FOR NON-PLATOON AND PLATOON CONDITIONS

Level of Service | Non-Platoon Flow Platoon Flow Comments
A s 5 pmf 1 =05pmf Unrestricted Flow
B >Sto7pmf | >05to3pmf Stightly restrictad flow
G > 7o 10 pmf > 3106 pmf Restricted, but fiuid flow

Restricted flow that requires continuous afterations of

D - > 101015 pmf >6 10 11 pm walking stride and direction

E > 1510 23 pmf >11t0 18 pmf Severely restricted flow

E > 23 pinf > 18 pmf Flewg {hat excged capacity where shuffling gnd ’
gueuing are evident, no reverse movement is possible

Source: CEQR Technicat Manual, 2012

TABLE B-2: CORNER/SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) PEDESTRIAN

Level of Service Space (SFiped)
A > 60
B > 40 - 60
C > 24 - 40
D > 16— 24
E >8-15
F ' <8

Source: CEQR Technigal Manual, 2012

The primary entrance/exit to the proposed schooi is assumed to remain at the current location in the
middie of the block on Morton Street, although there is an entrance/exit at the corner of Morton
Street and Greenwich Street and a rear entrance/exit on Barrow Street. For a conservative analysis,
it was assumed that all pedestrian demand would distribute from the north sidewalk of Morton
Street 1o the areas served by the school, The analysis of pedestrian conditions was limited to the
sidewalks adjacent to the school where new proiect-generated pedestrian trips would be most
concentrated. Tabie B-3, Table B-4, and Table B-5 show the existing LOS at sidewalks, crosswalks
and corners, Figure B-7 shows existing pedestrian volumes. All of the analyzed pedestrian elements
aoperate at L.OS B conditions or better.

The most recent avaitable accident summary data within the study area were obtained from NYCDOT
for a 3-year period from January 1, 2008, to December 31, 2010. Accident data were requested
where the CEQR threshold of 200 additional pedestrians would be exceeded. Table B-6 provides a
summary of the accidents reported during 2008, 2009, and 2010. A detailed analysis of any 12
consecutive-month periods during these 3 years was done. A total of nine intersections had
accidents involving pedestrians/bicyclists.
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FIGURE B-7:  AM/PM PEAK-HOUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES (EXISTING)
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TABLE B-3: SIDEWALK ANALYSIS (EXIST]NG)
Parsons per Platoon
Effective Peak-Hour  |Foof per Minute Average Conditions
Sidewalk Volume __{PMF} Level of Service | Level of Service

Block Face Side | Width (fty | AM P AM | PM AN PM AM PM
Morton St (between Hutlson St
and Greenwich S1) North 8 151 195 04 0.5 A A A A
Morton St (between Hudson St
and Greenwich St South 11 63 80 0.1 0.1 A A A A
Hudson 8t {hetween Morton St
and Barrow S1) West B 260 365 0.7 0.9 A A B B
Hudson St (between Morlon St
and Barrow S1) East 11 460 295 0.8 0.5 A A B A
Morton St (between Hudson St
and Bedford S1) North 3 115 260 6.5 1.0 A A A B
Morton 8t {between Hudson St
and Bedford S1) South 5 75 160 0.3 0.6 A A A B
Greenwich St {between Morton
St and Barrow S1) East 6 80 130 0.3 0.4 A A A A
Bedford St (between Morton 8t
and Seventh Ave) West 10 160 400 0.3 0.8 A A A B
Seventh Avenue (between .
St Lukes Pland Bedforg gy | Vet 151 180 240 1 03 1 03 4 A oA A A

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

Note: Effective Sidewalk Width = Totai sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from obstructions
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TABLE B-4: CROSSWALK ANALYSIS (EXISTING)

Average Pedestrian Space Level of Service
Length Width | (SFlped)

intersection Corner {ff) {f) AM P AM P
North 52 I O A A

Motonst@ | East | 3% | 1 17 54 A B
Hudson 5t ~ South 53 14 760 943 A A
West 35 14 49 80 8 A

North 53 15 538 809 A A

Hudson St @ East 36 13 66 44 A B8
Barrow St Sout 52 14 706 892 A A
West 33 i3 ) 44 55 B 8

Sourcs: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
¥ No crogswalk markings atl this tocalion; effective crosswalk width assumed o be 13 fest.

TaBLE B-5: STREET CORNER ANALYSIS (EXISTING)

Average Pedestrian Space Level of Service
Sidewalk Curb Radii {SF/ped)
Intersection Corner Dimensions {ft) {ft) Al P Al PM
ONE 1 19x15 14 449 294 A A
Morton St @ _BE L 19x15 14 662 391 A A
Hudson St o sw _18x14 12 269 378 A A
NW 18x% 14 12 212 283 A A
NE 14 %19 13 366 273 A A
Hudson St @ SE 19x% 14 13 327 275 A A
Barrow S 5w 19x%18 12 353 416 A A
NW 19x18 12 356 424 A A
Suurce: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
TABLE B-6: SUMMARY OF PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE ACCIDENT DATA (2008-2010)
Total Pedestrian Involving Pedestrians/Bicyclists
Location Signalized | Accidents Fatalities 2008 2009 2010
Greenwich St @ Barrow St L. R - 0 1 0
Greenwich St @ Christopher St 1 Yes 3 e 1 0 2
Greenwich St @ Morton St No 1 — 0 1 90
Greenwich St @ W 10th 8t Yos 1 — 0 1 i
Hudson St @ Christopher 5t Yes 8 - 2 3 3
Hudson St @ Morten St Yes 1 — 0 0 1
Hudson St @ W 16th St Yes 3 - 0 2 1
Morton St @ Bedford 8t Yes 1 - 0 1 0
Morton St @) Bleacker St No 1 — 0 0 1

Source: NYSDOT Accident Data Files for the 3vyear period between January 1, 2008, and December 31, 2010,
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According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a high accident location is one where there were five or
more pedestrian/bicyclists injury crashes in any consecutive 12-month period of the most recent
3-year period for which data are available. None of the intersections presented in Table B-6 had five
or more pedestrian/bicycle accidents in any 12-month consecutive period. Therefore, none of the
study area intersections is considered to be a high accident location.

B.13.2. 2016 Future No-Action Conditions

Future transportation conditions were analyzed for 2016, the year in which the proposed project is
assumed to be completed. Between 2013 and 2016, it is expected that background growth would
increase existing pedestrian and transit volumes in the study area by 0.25 percent per year, the
background growth rate recommended in the CEQR Technical Manual to be applied 1o proposed

projects in Manhattan.

Pedestrians
All pedestrian elemenis for the No-Action condition would continue to operate at LOS B or better,

Figure B-8 shows the 2016 No-Action pedestrian volumes at the analyzed locations and Table B-7,
Table B-8, and Table B-9@ show the 2016 No-Action levels of service at the analyzed sidewalks,
crosswalks and corners,
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FIGURE B-8:

AM/PM PeEAK-HOUR VOLUMES (FUTURE NO-ACTION)
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TABLE B-7: SIDEWALK ANALYSIS {FUTURE NO-ACTION)
Platoon
Persons per Average | Conditions
Effective Paak-Hour Foot per Minute | Level of Level of
Sidewalk Volume (PMF} Service Service
Block Face Side | Width (ft)* | AM P AM PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
Morton St {(between Hudson St
and Greenwich S North 8 152 196 0.4 0.5 A A A A
Morton St {between Hudson 8t south 11 53 80 01 04 A A A A
and Greenwich 3t) ' '
Hudson St (between Morion St
and Barrow S West 8 262 368 0.8 0.9 A A B B
Hudsaon St (between Morion St _
and Barrow S1) East " 463 297 0.8 0.5 A A B A
Morton St {between Hudson St
and Bedford Y North 3 116 262 0.5 1.0 A A A B8
Morlon St (between Hudson 8t
and Bedford St) Sauth 5 76 161 0.3 0.6 A A A B
Greenwich St (between Morlon St
and Barrow SY) East 8 81 131 8.3 0.4 A A A A
Bedford &t (hetween Morton St
and 7th Ave) Waest 10 161 403 0.3 0.8 A A A B
Seventh Avenue (between St
Lukes P! znd Bedford S1) West 15 181 242 0.3 0.3 A A A A
Bcurce: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
*Effective Sidewalk Width = Total sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from obstructions
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TasLE B-8: CROSSWALK ANALYSIS (FUTURE &G-AC?%ON)
Average Pedestrian Space
Lengt Width {SFiped) Level of Service

Intersection Corner (Y {ft) AM P AN PM
North 52 14 423 331 A A

Morion St@ East 35 11 116 53 A B
Hudson St South 53 14 754 936 A A
West 35 14 49 79 B A
Hudson St @ East 36 13 65 4 A B
Barrow St South 2 M | 70 885 A A
West 33 13 44 55 B B

Soures; Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

# No crosswall markings at this location: effective Crosswalk width assumed {o be 13 fest,

TABLE B-S: STREET CORNER ANALYSIS (FU?UR& NO-ACTEON)
Average Pedestrian Space
Sidewalk Curb Radii {8FIped) Level of Service

Intersection Corner | Dimensions {ft} {ft) AM PM AM PM
NE 19%15 14 444 291 A A

Morton St @ 8 19x%15 14 857 388 A A
Hudson St SWo 18x% 14 12 267 375 A A
MW 18x 14 12 211 281 A A

NE 14 %18 13 383 270 A A

Hudson St @ SE 19x% 14 13 325 213 1 A A
Barrow St SW 19x 16 12 350 413 A A
NW 19x 16 12 353 421 A A

Sourcs: Parsong Brinckerhoff, 2013
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B.13.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

Trip Generation

The modal shares and trip-generation rates used in this analysis are consistent with a community-
based school facility with most trips expected to be less than 1 mile in length (Table B-10).
Therefore, trips are expected to be primarily by walking (45 percent) and NYCT bus (40 percent), with
about 15 percent of the trips by subway (Table B-10) during the AM and PM peak hours of travel.

During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would generate a net increase of 925 trips to the
project site (Table B-11). During the PM peak hour, there would be a net decrease of 55 trips and a
net increase of 897 trips to and from the project site, respectively. The numbers of trips during the
highest 15-minute period of trave! in the peak hours are estimated to be 331 trips in the AM and
599 trips in the PM. These trips do not account for absenteeism or after-school activities; as these
factors tend to reduce the number of peak-hour trips and lower the actual peaking during the highest
15-minute period, they were excluded for purposes of a conservative analysis.

Since the number of vehicular trips during the peak hour for the proposed school facility would be
lower than for the office use in the No-Action condition, there would be a net reduction in vehicular
trips. Therefore, there would be no adverse impact on traffic operations or parking demand due to
the proposed project. Because the number of net vehicular trips is below the CEQR screening
threshold of 50 vehicles, an analysis of traffic impacts is not required.

As the number of pedestrian trips exceeds the 200 trip CEQR threshold, there could be the potential
for a pedestrian impact on sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks. Therefore, these pedestrian elements
were analyzed in detail to determine if there would be a significant adverse impact.

As the number of bus trips would also exceed the 200 irip CEQR threshold, there could be the
potential for bus overcrowding. Therefore, individual bus routes that would have an increase of 50 or
more passengers during the peak hour were analyzed in detail to determine if there would be an
impact.

Subway trips comprise only 15 percent of the total net trips that would be generated by the project,
with a net decrease of 34 trips in the AM peak hour and a net increase of 106 trips in the PM peak
hour. As these volumes are below the CEQR screening threshold of 200 trips, no analysis of subway
stations elements or subway line-haul service is required.
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TaBLE B-10: TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS (FUTURE Wi'?i“%AGTEOI\é)
{Grades & - 8} District 75
Students Students Faculty/Staff Office {sgft)
Project Components: 400 105 100 -180,000
M m
Attendance Rafe: 100% 100% -
{3
Daily Trip Generation: 20 24 3.0 18.0
par shident per student gar employes per 1,080 gaf
Temporal Distribution: {2 {4 {2 2
AM (T 18am-8:15am) 50% 5% 33% 5%
P (2:45pms-3:45pm) 43% 43% 32% 4%
InfOut Splits: tn Out In out In Out In out
AR {7:15am-8:15am) 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% (0% 100% 0%
PhE {2:45pm-3:45nm) 0% 100% % 100% 0% 100% | 48%  52%
i (2) ) " @
Modal Splits: AN PM AR PH AMIPM AM P
Aulp (0%, b 6% 0% 18% 16%  16%
DropofFickup 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Wl 45% 45% 0% 0% 10% 10%  10%
Subway 15% 15% 0% 0% 80% 60%  60%
Bus (Transi) 4% 40% 0% (% 13% 3% 13%
School Bus/Van 0% 0% 100%  100% 0% 0% 0%
100%  100% | 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
Vehicle Occupancy: g & 4 (2 {2 g i3
Autn NfA NIA 1.2 1.2
DropoffPickup RiA NZA 1.4 1.4
School BusiVan 30.0 13.0 -
Daily Truck Trip Generation: _
e 4 %
0.03 0.32
par shadent per 1,060 gsf
i @ C
AW 9.6% H0.0%
Pha 0.0% 2.0%
In Out In Out
50% 50% A% 50%
Sources/Notes:

{1} The worst-case scenario Tor trip-generation does not considar absentees from school
{2y Western Rail Yard Finat EI8, 2009
[3) Adapted from CEQR Technieal Manuai, 2012
{4) Agsumption based on 2000 US Censug data for Manhatian, Cengus Tract 69
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TABLE B-11:  TRIP GENERATION (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)

{Grades 6 - 8) District 75
Stadents Students Facully/Staff Office {sgft)
Project Companents: 800 100 100 -180,000
Paak Hour Trips:
Waekday AN &0n 108 100 175
Weekday PM ¥ 86 86 -113
InfOut Splits: In Qut in Qut In QGut In Qut
Weekday AM 900 il 100 il 100 & 415 O
Weekday PM 4 774 0 85 0 45 -54 -89
Peak Hour Net
Person Trips: In Out in Out In Out in Cut In Cut
AR Autn a 0 g 0 16 0 -28 hi ~12 o
DropofiPickup il 0 0 0 1 0 -2 f -1 ]
Walk 405 a 0 0 10 0 -17 | 358 i}
Subway 135 0 0 0 B0 0 -105 f 80 0
Bus {Transil 366G 0 0 il 13 0 -23 a 350 0
Bchool BusiVan g 0 100 Q0 0 0 0 ] 100 0
Taotal 900 il 100 0 100 0 -175 0 a25 0
PM Auln 0 0 0 0 ] 18 9 -4 -8 6
SropofPickep 0 0 0 ] 0 1 - -1 - ]
Walk il 348 0 ] 0 16 -5 -6 & 352
Subway 0 116 0 il 0 58 -33 38 -33 138
Bus {Transi) 0 310 0 0 a 12 -7 -8 7 314
School BusiVan a 0 0 86 0 0 0 0 ) &8
Total 0 774 0 86 ] 98 -54 -58 -55 897
Peak Hour Net
Vehicle Trips: in Qut in Qut In Out In Gut In Qut
AM Ao - - - . 13 0 <23 0 -1 ]
DropofiPickup - “ . - 1 1 -1 -1 0 ]
School BusfVan 0 0 3 8 - - - - 8 8
Truck 1 1 - - - - -3 -3 -2 -2
-4 §
Pt Aulo - - - - ] 13 -7 -8 -7 5
DropofiPickup - - . . 1 1 ] 0 1 1
Schaol BusiVan { ] 7 7 “ . . - 7
Truck ¢ 0 . - - - -1 -1 -1 -1
0 12
Peak 15-Minute Net
Person Trips: in Out in Qut tn QOut In Out In Qut
Ald Aulo a 0 & ¢ 4 il -1 0 11 9
Deopod 0 a i 0 - - -1 o e "o
Walk 162 0 ¢ G Q. 0 -7 it 158 b
Subway 54 0 o & 0 0 -42 & 12 0
Bus {Transil) 144 a o o it a R 6 135 0
School BusfVan 0 ] 40 & - - 0 4 40 0
Total 360 0 A0 g 0 0 70 8 33 i}
P Auln ] 0 0 0 0 0 -7 -8 -7 -8
Dropof 0 0 0 0 . . ] o Fo "o
Walk il 278 o 0 0 0 4 ] -4 274
Subway ] 23 G 0 0 il -26 -28 28 65
Bus {Transf) 0 248 O 8 0 g8 -8 -6 8§ 242
School BusiVan ] a 0 89 - - 0 8 8 69
Todtal a 619 0 39 i ¢ -44 -47 -43 542

Sourcs: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
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Pedestrians
Figure B-9 shows future pedestrian volumes with the proposed project during the AM and PM peak
hours, and Tables B-12, B-13 and B-14 summarize the future sidewalk, corner, and crosswalk LOS,

The applicable criteria for sidewalk impacts for the proposed project is based on the CEQR guidelines
for platooned flows at non-Central Business District (CBD) locations, which comprise a maximum
flow rate of 6.0 PMF for the With-Action condition when the No-Action pedestrian flow rate is less
than 3.5 PMF. In the No-Action condition, all sidewalks would be below the 3.5 PMF thresheld. in the
future with the proposed project (With-Action condition), all sidewalks would be below the 8.0 PMF
threshold, and there would be no project-related impact at sidawalks.

The applicable criteria for corner and crosswalk impacts are based on the CEQR guidelines for non-
CBD locations, which require greater than 24.0 sf/ped for the With-Action condition if the No-Action
nedestrian space is greater than 26.6 sf/ped. In the No-Action condition, all corners and crosswalks
would be above the 26.6 sf/ped level. In the future with the proposed project (With-Action condition),
all of the analyzed corners and crosswalks would have an average pedestrian space greater than
24.0 sf/ped, with the exception of one location. During the AM peak hour, at the intersection of
Morton Street and Hudson Street, the west crosswailc would operate with an average pedestrian

space of 23.0 sf/ped,
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FIGURE B-9:  PEDESTRIAN AM/PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)
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TaBLE B-12:  SIDEWALK ANALYSIS (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)

Persons Per Average
Foot Flow Platoon
Effective Peak-Hour Per Minute Level of Level of
Sidewalk Volume (FMF) Service Service

Block Face Side | Width f)* | AM P AM P AM | PM ; AM | PM
Morton St {between Hudson St
and Greenwich SY North 8 980 1002 | 85 54 B B c "
Morton St {between Hudson St
and Greenwich S{) South 11 53 &0 041 0.1 A A A A
Hudson St (between Morlon St
and Barrow S) Wast 8 321 417 1.1 1.3 A A B B
Hudson 5t (between Morton St
and Barrow S1) East 11 655 584 1.6 1.7 A A B B
Morton &t {between Hudson St
and Bedford S1) North 3 308 429 1.7 27 A A B B
horion St {hetween Hudson St . :
and Bedford St South 5 252 219 2.2 1.3 A A 8 B
Creenwich St (between Morfon
St and Barrow S East 6 109 199 0.5 1.7 A A B B
Bedford St (between Morton St
and 7h Ave) Wast 10 390 460 1.5 11 A A B B
Seventh Avenue (between St
Lukes P and Bedford St West 15 302 283 1.0 0.5 A A B A

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
*Effoctive Sidewaik Width = Total sidewallo width minug the sum of widihe and shy distances from obstructions.
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TABLE B-13:  CROSSWALK ANALYSIS (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)

Average Pedestrian Space
Length | Width (SFiped) Level of Service

intersection Corner {ft) {ft) AM PM AWM P
North 52 | 14 38 39 c C

Morton St @ East 35 11 40 5 | cC B
Hudson St South 53 14 158 182 A A
West 35 14 23 28 D C

Morth 53 5 633 605 A A

Hudson St @ Fast 36 13 KLl KX} C C
Barrow St Scuth 52 14 it 885 A A
West 33 13 31 39 C c

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
* No crosswalk markings at this location; width assumed to be 13 feat.

TaBLE B-14:  CORNER ANALYSIS (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)

Sidewatk Curb Average Pedestrian
Dimensions Radii | Space (SF/ped) Level of Service
Intersection Carner {ft) {ft) AM PN AM PM
NE 19x15 14 85 101 A A
Morton St @ SE 19x 15 14 192 | 46 A A
Hudson St SW 18x14 12 101 130 A A
NW 18X 14 12 59 55 B 8
NE 14 %19 13 218 217 A A
Hudson St @ Basrow SE 19x 14 13 187 190 A A
st sW 19x 16 12 276 316 A A
NW 19x%x16 12 267 327 A A
Source: Pargsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
PARSONS Page B-49
BRINMCKERHOFF



Proposed Public Middle School Facility al 75 Morlon Strest, Manhatlan
Supplemental Environmental Studiss

Bus Capaclty Analysis

Table B-15 summarizes the results of the bus capacity analysis for routes that would experience a
net increase of 50 or more bus passengers in any direction during the AM and PM peak hours due to
the proposed project. Only one of the three bus routes most likely fo be used by new students and
staff would be potentially affected: the M20, which travels north along Hudson Street and south
along Seventh Averiue. A detailed analysis is not required for the M8, which travels east along West
10th Street and west along Christopher Street, and the M21 bus along Houston Street, since both of
these routes wouid have fewer than 50 additional passengers during the peak hours with the
proposed project in place.

TaBLE B-15:  Bus SERVICE (FUTURE WITH-ACTION)
Average With-
Buses No- Project- | Numberof | Action
Bus | Peak Peak Load per Hourly Actlon | Generated | Passengers | Available
Line | Hour | Direction Point Hour | Capacity! | Volumes? | Volumes? per Bus Capacity
8th Ave and :
NB 14ih St 3 162 88 48 | 44 30
AN 7th Ave and o ,
o 88 W a3rd St 3 162 | 85 .-.‘21.1. | 99 (134)
Bth Ave and .
o NB W 391h St 4 2?6 149 , 165 7L .88 (12.3)
7t Ave and ' '
SB wasdst | 4 216 129 41 . . ' 42 } 46
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013
Notes:

1. Capacities are based on a medmum of 54 passengers for a standard-seat bus,
2. Volumes are at the peak ioad point. ‘

The M20 bus route would be most affected by the proposed project. Currently, there are three buses
per hour in the AM southbound direction, and four buses per hour in the PM northbound direction.
Each bus has a maximum capacily of 54 passengers for a standard-seat bus, providing an hourly
capacity of 162 passengers in the morning in each direction and 216 passengers in the afternoon in
each direction. In the future without the proposed project, the M20 would carry about 85 passengers
in the AM southbound direction, leaving 77 seats available; however, the proposed project would
acd approximately 211 new passengers, requiring 134 additional seats. To meet this demand, three
additional buses wouid be required in the AM southbound direction. In the PM northibound direction,
it is expected that approximately 149 passengers would use the M20 bus in the future without the
proposed project, leaving only 67 available seats, With the addition of approximately 195 new
passengers, there would be a shortfall of 128 seats, which would require three additional buses.
During the AM peak hour in the northbound direction and the PM pesk hour in the southbound
direction, buses would operate below capacity with 30 and 46 seats available, respectively, in the
With-Action condition,
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B.13.4. Proposed Improvement Measures

Pedestrians

There would be a significant impact to the west crosswaik at the intersection of Morton Street and
Hudson Street during the AM peak hour with the project in place. This impact could be avoided by
increasing the width of the crosswalk from 14 feet to 15 feet. With this proposed improvement
measure, the west crosswalk would coperate with an average pedestrian space of approximately
25.0 sf/ped during the AM peak hour in the With-Action condition.

Bus Service

There would be a significant impact to southbound service on the M20 bus line during the AM peak
hour and to northbound service during the PM peak hour. These impacts could be avoided by either
increasing the number of standard buses (three additional M20 buses in each impacted direction)
or, where feasible, converting the route to articulated hus service, which would provide greater
capacity per bus.

The general policy of the NYCT is to provide additional bus service where demand warrants, taking
into account financial and operational constraints. Based on NYCT's ongoing passenger monitoring
program and as new development occurs throughout the study area, the NYCT would create a
comprehensive service plan to respond to specific, known needs with capital and/or operational
improvements where fiscally feasible and operationally practicable. Through this ongoing program,
expanded bus service would be provided as needs are determined. Therefore, in order to avoid
notential impacts to public transit, the SCA shall notify NYCT at least one year prior to student
occupancy of the proposed public school facility so NYCT can incorporate the projected increase in
ridership into its planning and operational processes.

PARSONS Page B-51
BRINCKERHOFF



Froposed Public Middle School Facility at 75 Morton Street, Manhattan
Supplemental Environmental Sludisg

B.14. AIR QUALITY

more.project-generaled vehicles
DEP has estsblshed

B.14.4. Introduction
Alr quality issues associated with the proposed project are as follows:

« The potential for project-generated changes in vehicular travel resulting in significant mobile-
source (vehicular-refated) afr quality impacts;

s The potential impacts of the school building’s heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC)
system emissfons on existing nearby sensitive land uses and the school's proposed autdoor play
ares,

s The potential impacts on the school from the HVAC emissions of existing commercial,
institutional, or large-scale residential developmenis located within 400 feet of the proposed
school, where the stacks of these existing facilities would be lower or similar in height to the
pronosed school, as well as the potential impacts on the school from emissions of any large
combusgtion sources, such as a power plant, cogeneration facility, elc., located within 1,000 feet
of the school; and

o The potential impacts on the school from airtoxic emissions generated by existing nearby
industrial sources.

B.14.2. Mobile-Source Analysis

Localized increases in pollutant levels may result from increased vehicular traffic volumes and
changed traffic patterns in the study area as a consequence of the proposed school. According to the
CEQR Technical Manual screening threshold for this area of Manhattan, if 170 or more project-
generated vehicles pass through a signalized intersection in any given peak period, there is a
potential for mobile-source air quality impacts and a detailed analysis is required. The proposed
project would not exceed this threshold; therefore, ne detailed mobhile-source air quality analysis is
required and the proposed project would not result in significant mobile-source air quality impacts.
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B.14.3. Stationary Source (HVAC) Analysis

Emissions from the HVAC system of the proposed school may affect air quality levels at nearby
existing land uses. The air quality effects of the proposed school’'s HVAC emissions would be a
function of fuel type, stack height, building size (gross floor area}, and focation of the emission
source relative to nearby sensitive land uses.

Relevant Alr Pollutants for Analysis

Information about the type of boiler or fuel that would be used to heat the proposed school is not
available. Therefore, it was assumed that the school's boiler would use either fuel oil or natural gas.
Three of the poliutants identified by the United States Environmental Protection Adgency (EPA) as
being of concern nationwide (i.e., criteria pollutants} - nitrogen dioxide (NQ2), sulfur dioxide (50z),
and particulate matter smailer than 2.5 microns (PMzs) - that are associated with natural gas and
fuel oil combustion were considered for the analysis of the HVAC emissions of the proposed school.

Applicable Alr Quality Standards and Significant Threshold Values

As required by the Ciean Air Act, EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for the criteria pollutants. The NAAQS are concentrations set for each of the criteria
pollutanis to protect public health and the nation's welfare. The analysis focused on the 1-hour NOz,
the i-hour S0z, and the 24-hour PMzs NAAQS. The current standards that were applied to this
analysis, together with their health-related averaging periods, are presented in Table B-16. New York
has adopted the NAAQS as the state ambient air quality standards.

TABLE B-16:  APPLICABLE NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant Averaging Period National and State Standards
NO2 1 Hour .10 ppm (188 pgim?)
Annual 0.053 ppm (100 pglmd)
S02 1 Hour ©0.075 ppm (198 pgim¥)
Pidas 24 Hour 35 pg/m3

Source: US Environmerstal Prot&ctiéﬂ Agency, "National Primary and Secondary Ambient Alr Quality Standards.” (49 CFR 50)
(www.ena.goy/air/ocriteria. tml) and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(hitp/fwww.dec.ny.gov/chemical /8542 hitmi},
Notes:  ppm = paris per miilion

pHE/E = milerograms per cubic meter

In addition to the NAAQS, the CEQR Technical Manual requires that projects subject to CEQR apply
interim guidance criteria (hased on concentration increments) that were developed by the DEP to
determine wheiher potential adverse PMas impacts would be significant. If the estimated impacts of
a proposed project are less than these increments, the impacts are not considered to be significant.
The following DEP criteria were employed:

s 24-hour average PMas concentration increments with the proposed project that are predicted to
he greater than 5 pg/m3 at a discrete receptor location would be considered a significant
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adverse air quality impact under operational conditions (l.e., a permanent condition predicted to
exist for many vears regardiess of the frequency of occurrence); and

e 24-hour average PMus concentration increments with the propoesed project that are predicted to
be greater than 2 pg/m?2 but not greater than 5 pg/m? would be considered a significant adverse
alr quality impact based on the magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and size of the area of
the predicted concentrations.

Analytical Approach

The CEQR Technical Manual provides screening nomographs that can be used to determine whether
potential annual NOz impacts on nearby buildings would be significant. However, because no
applicable screening procedures are provided in the CEQR Technical Manual for determining
compliance with the L-hour NOz, IL-hour S0z and 24-hour PMas standards, detailed dispersion
analyses were conducted for these poliutanis.

Detailed Dispersion Analysis

The NAAQS for nitrogen oxides have been established for NOz, which is one of the pollutants of
concern for this project. However, most of the nitrogen oxide emissions emitted from natural gas
boilers are in the form of nitrogen oxide (NOx), which converls to NOz in the atmosphere in the
nresence of ozone. This conversion {akes time and very little occurs when the sensitive fand uses are
located near {Le., within a few hundred feet) of the exhaust stack.

EPA has three levels of analysis (TIERS) that can be used to estimate 1-hour NOz concentrations. Tier
1 is the most conservative in that it assumes a full (100 percent) conversion of NOx to NOy; Tier 2
apphies an ambient NOx/NO=z ratio of 80 percent to the NOx estimated concentration: and Tier 3,
which is the most precise approach, utilizes AERMOD's Plume Volume Molar Ratio Method (PYMRM)
module. The PVYMRM module uses hourly background ozone concentrations from a representative
monitoring station to estimate conversion rates of NOx to NO2 for each hour of the year,

Based on the relatively small amount of NOx emissions that would be released from the school
buitding, Tier 1 was conservatively used for this analysis. If estimated 1-hour NOz impacts were
found to be significant using this approach, a Tier 2 (or Tier 3, if determined necessary) analysis
would have then been used. Analyses werg conducted using the latest version of the EPA’s AERMOD
dispersion mode! 7.8 (EPA version 12060). Reguiatory default options of the AERMOD model were
used. Following CEQR guidelines, the analyses were conducted assuming stack tip downwash, urban
boundary layer, and the elimination of calms, with and without the consideration of downwash
effects on plume dispersion.

Meteorological Data

The analysis was conducted using the 5 latest consecutive years of meteorological data (2008
2012). Surface data were obtained from LaGuardia Airport and upper air data from Brookhaven
station, New York. These metecrological data provide hour-by-hour wind speeds and directions,
stability states, and temperature inversicon elevations over the 5-year period.
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Pollutant Emission Factors/Rates

The following pollutant emission factors were obtained from EPA AP-42 “Compitation of Air Poliutant
Emission Factors” document (the relevant source tables from the document are identified
parenthetically):

o PMa2s Emission Factor for natural gas combustion - 7.6 pounds per million cubic feet that include
filterable and condensable partictes (Table 1.4-2);

s NOx Emission Factor for natural gas combustion (uncontrolled) - 100 pounds per million cubic
feet (Table 1.4-1),

s PMzs Emission facter for oil combustion - 2.13 pounds per thousand gallons of oil, including
condensable and filterable particles (Table 1.3-2&1.3-7 for No. 2 fuel oil);

o NO2 Erission factor for oil combustion - 20 pounds per thousand gallons of oil (Table 1.3-1 for
No. 2 fuel oil); and

s S$0; Emisslon factor for oil combustion- 2,13 pounds per thousand gallons based on sulfur
content of 15 ppm {Table 1.3-1 for No. 2 oil).

The following fuel use factors, which were obtained from the CEQR Technical Manual's Air Quality
Appendix, were applied:

o Forfuel oil - 0.30 gallons per sguare foot annually for education facilities (Table C35); and

e For natural gas - 38.2 cubic foot per square foot annually (Table C25).

Based on the fuel factors and pollutant emission factors, maximum L-hour, annual NOz, 1-hour S0z,
and 24-hour average PMzs emission rates were estimated. It was assumed that the boilers would
operate at 100 percent load during the 3 coldest months of winter season (totaling 2,400 hours),
with no heating emissions during the rest of the year. it was assumed that the proposed schooi
would be the same height and contain the same amount of floor area as the existing building that
would be converted for the proposed new school.

Stack Parameters

it was conservatively assumed that emissions from the proposed school would be released through a
single stack focated on the roof of the building, which is approximately 75 feet tall. Based on CEQR
Technical Manual guidance, the height of the stack was assumed to be 3 feet above the roof (s.g.,
78 feet above the ground), Other stack parameters (diameters, exit velocities, and temperatures)
were developed using the DEP “Combustion Application Permit” database based on the boiler’s heat
input.

Receptor Locations

For the analysis of the school's HVAC system impacts on existing nearby land uses, elevated
receptors were placed on the existing nearby buildings at the heights where the highest impacts
would be likely to occur. Ground-level receptors were also placed around the perimeter of the
proposed schoolyard,

PARSONS Page B-55
BRINCKERHOFF



Proposed Public Middle School Facility at 75 Korlon Strewd, Manhattan

Supplemsnial Envionmental Sludies

The size and location of existing nearby buildings were determined from field surveys and a review of
the New York City Open Accessible Space Information System (0ASIS) database. The following
nearby buildings that are taller than the proposed school building were identified and included in the
analysia:

&

1=

&

-]

S-story buildings on Block 603, Lot 37 and Block 603, Lot 46
O-story buildings on Biock 602, Lot 68 and Block 802, Lot 36
11-story building on Block 604, Lot 33
13-story building on Block 602, Lot 58

Background Concentrations

Pollutant background concentrations were oblained from the nearest New York State Departmant of
Environmental Conservation (NYSBEC) monitoring station at Queens College 2. The 1-hour NOz, 1-
nour 502, and annual average NOz background concentrations thai were used in this analysis are
126 ug/m* {67 ppb), 78.4 pg/m?® (30 ppb), and 39 ug/m?2 (20.6 pph), respectively.

B.14.4. Potential Stationary Source Impacts of the Project

Impacts from the Proposed Project on Existing Land Uses
The maximum estimated impacts of the proposed school building's HVAC emissions on existing land
uses are as follows:

The maximum 24-hour PMzs concentrations from natural gas and fuel ofl were estimated fo be
0.01 and 0.05 pg/ms, respectively. This is below the DEP significant threshold value of 2 pg/ms.
Therefore, no significant impacts from 24-hour PMas emissions would he expected to occur,

The total of the estimated maximum daily eight highest 1-hour NO2 concentrations for natural
gas and fuel oil (5.8 and 14.2 wug/m3, respectively) and the L-hour NGz background
concentrations (126 pg/mse) are less than the 1-hour NOz NAAQS of 188 pg/ms3. Therefore, no
significant impacts from 1-hour NOz emissions would be expected 1o ocour (even with the
conservative assumption of full NOx conversion to NOz).

The estimated maximum annual NOz concentrations for natural gas and fuel oil {1.6 and
2.6 ug/ms3, respectively) plus the annual NO2 background concentration (39 ug/ms2) are less than
the annual NOz2 NAAQS of 100 upg/m2 Therefore, no significant annual impacts from NOgz
emissions would be expected to ocour.

The maximum daily four highest 1-hour SOz concentrations from fuel oil is minimal (0.4 pug/ms)
and, when added to the I1-hour S0: background concentration (78.4 ug/msd), the total
concentration is less than the I-hour SOz NAAQS of 196 11g/m3. Therefore, no significant impacts
from 50z emissions would be expected (o occur.

The maximum estimated concentrations of the proposed school's PMas and NOz emissions on
the proposed schoolyard to be located on the project site are minimal (less than 0.1 ug/m3).
Therefore, no significant impacts would be expected to occur.
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Based on the results of the analysis, the HVAC emissions from the proposed school would not
adversely affect nearby land uses.

Impacts from Existing Emission Sources on the Proposed School

The CEQR Technical Manual reguires an assessment of proposed projects that could result in the
location of sensitive uses within 400 feet of emission sources associated with commercial,
institutional, or large-scale residential developments, where the proposed siructure would be of a
height similar to or greater than the height of an existing emission stack. Similarly, an analysis is
required if emissions from any large combustion sources {such as a power plant or cogeneration
facility} are located within 1,000 feet of the proposed project. However, as neither such emission
sources was identified as being located within 400 feet or 1,000 feet, respectively, of the proposed
school, no analysis of these emission sources is required.

B.14.5., Air-Toxic Emissions éf Existing Industrial Sources

Introduction

Emissions of toxic pollutants from the operation of existing nearby industrial emission sources could
affect the proposed school. An analysis was conducted to determine whether the impacts of these
emissions would be significant.

Data necessary to perform this analysis, which include facility type, scurce identification and
location, pollutant emission rates, and exhaust stack parameters, were obtained from regulatory
agencies (e.g., from existing air permits) and/or developed using information for typical facilities.
Emissions from existing industrial facilities located within 400 feet of the proposed school that are
permitted to exhaust toxic pellutants were considered in this analysis.

Data Sources
Information regarding emissions of toxic air pollutants from existing Industrial sources was
developed, as follows:

+ An analysis area was developed that includes fand uses within 400 feet of the proposed school
buiiding,

e Alr permits and/or permil applications for active permitled industrial facilities located within the
analysis area that are included in the DEP Clean Air Tracking System database were acquired
and reviewed 1o obtain the necessary information to conduct this toxic air analysis. The data on
these permits or permit applications are considered the most current and served as the primary
basis of data for this analysis.

o Field cbservations were conducted within the analysis area to identify and validate the existence
of the permitted facilities and determine if there are any non-permitted facilities operating within
this area,
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Assessment Methodology

Toxic air polivtants can e grouped in two categories: carcinogenic air pollutants and non-
carcincgenic alr pollutants. While no federal standards have been promulgated for toxic air
pollutants, the EPA and NYSDEC have issued guidelines that establish acceptable ambient levels for
these pollutants bhased on human exposure ¢riteria.

The EPA developed short-term acule (1-hour) and fongterm (annual) inhalation exposure thresholds
for toxic poilutants that are defined as acuie inhalation exposure concentrations (AIEC) and
reference dose concentrations (RIC) for the non-carcinogenic poliutants, and cancer risk thresholds
based on compound-specific inhalation unit risk factors (URF) for carcinogenic pollutants. These data
are contained in the EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database.

To evaluate shortterm and annual impacts of non-carcinegenic and carcinogenic toxic air pollutants,
the NYSDEC, following EPA guidelines, has also established shortterm guideline concentrations
(8GL) and annual guideline concentrations {AGC) for exposure limits. AGCs for the carcinogenic
polfutants are based on a cancer risk threshold of one per million. These are maximum allowable
guideline concentrations that are considered acceptable concentrations below which there should
be no adverse effect on pubiic health. AGCs for non-carcinogens, as defined by the NYSDEC, are
equivaient to the RfCs established by the EPA.

Once the hazard index of each non-carcinogenic compound is esiablished, they are summed
together. If the total hazard index of ali compounds combined is less than or equal {0 one, the non-
carcinogenic risk is considered to be insignificant,

Once the incremental risk of each carcinogenic compound is established, they are summed together,
if the total risk of all compounds combined is less than or equal to one-in-a-million (1.0 £-06), the
carcinogenic risk is considered to he insignificant.

Dispersfon Analysis _

A dispersion modeling analysis of toxic pollutants that may affect the proposed school was
conducted using the same version of the EPA AERMOD dispersion model described above. The
exposure concentrations produced from the AERMOD model were then used to estimate cancer risk
through inhalation and chronic non-cancer and acute hazard indexes for each pollutant, using
guideline values,

The methodology 1o conduct the dispersion analysis was similar to that used for the HVAC analysis.
Input data for AERMOCD (stack parameters, poltutant emission rates, source location and elevation)
are those that are contained in the DEP permits or permit applications, Emission sources for the
dispersion analysis were located using geographical information system (GIS) shape files with the
Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate projected system information {Datum NADS3, UTM Zone
18). A receptor grid that includes both elevated and ground-level receptors was developed where
ground-level and elevated receptors were placed on the school building near each emission source
at multiple elevations depending on the location and height of the emission sources. Highest
AERMOD-predicted concentrations found at any receptor were used in the health risk assessment.
Five consecutive years of meteorclogical data from LaGuardia Airport (2008-2012) were used.
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Emissicn data and stack parameters for the facilities inciuded In the analysis were obtained and/or
developed either directly from the permit for each Tacility or, when emission data were not included
in a permit listed in the DEP database, the necessary data were obtained from the permit application
for this facility that is on file at DEP.

Industrial Facilities and Air-Toxic Emissions Evaluated

Twenty three (23) permits were collected from the DEP Clean Alr Tracking System database for
facilities located within 400 feet of the proposed school. However, based on a field survey, eight of
these permits were eliminated from further consideration because the related facilities no longer
exist or ceased their operations, and no non-permitted industrial scurces were found at their
locations. One permit was eliminated because no emission rate data were Inciuded in the permit, As
a result, eight permitted facilities with. 14 permits were included in the analysis, and the potentiai
impacts from the toxic emissions identified in these permils were estimated.

Fourteen pollutants, three of which are carcinogens, are released from the eight identified facilities:
tetrachioethytene (PERC) from dry cleaners and film cleaning, hydroquineng from film processing,
and dichlorobenzene from the printing process.

One facility is a dry cleaner (Permit PA024490) that is equipped with a fourth-generation emission
control system with buili-in carbon absorber and refrigeration units, as required by the New York
State’s PERC Dry Cleaning Facilities Regulation (Part 232). This facility is considered a dry-to-dry
type, non-vented refrigerated, totally enclosed system with, presumably, no emissions. However,
according to the permit for this facility, the efficiency of this control system is listed as 98 percent,
which indicates that 2 percent of the PERC may still be released into the atmosphere from doors,
windows, roof vents, and other openings throughoui the facility. Therefore, for a conservative
analysis, 98 percent control efficiency was applied to estimate PERC emissions from this dry cleaner
and the remaining 2 percent were treated as fugitive emissions that were modeled as volume
50UTCes,

In several of the other permits, air-toxic contaminants are identified as compound groups (e.g., total
hydrocarbons or VOCs). Because no guideline concentrations were developed for compound groups,
it was necessary to use a substitute contaminant that is representative of the compound group so
that a comparison to the guideline concentrations could be made for this analysis. In these
instances, the type of source operation was considered in making these assumptions, such as
printing operations, for which the most widely used solvent ~ dichlorobenzene - was selected.

A detailed dispersion modeling analysis was conducted to estimate the potentiai impact of the toxic
pollutants released from the identified facilities on the proposed school.

Results of the Cancer Risk and Hazard Index Evaluation

Table B-17 provides permit Information for the existing permitted industrial sources considered in
the analysis, including the type and location of each facility, permit number, emission point(s),
contaminant name, CAS registry number, and hourly and annual emission rates for each pollutant,
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Table 8-18 provides estimated annual (long-term) exposure concenirations, cancer risks for each
poliutant and total incremental cancer risk, and chronic non-cancer quotients for each poilutant and
total non-cancer hazard index (H). Chronic non-cancer quotients {(HQ) were also estimated for the
carcinogenic pollutants where they have an appropriate guideling values (e.g., RC). The pollutant
concentrations shown in {able are {he maximum values estimated at any of the raceptor locations.

As shown on Table B-18, the folal individual cancer risk and the total cancer risk caused by the
identified facilities (0.2 in-a-million) are below the conservative one-in-a-million threshold estahlishad
by EPA. Therefore, the cancer risk increase is not considered to be significant. As also shown in
Table B-18, the total chronic non-cancer quotients (HQ) and total Ml caused by both the carcinogenic
and non-carcinogenic pollutants emitted from all of sources combined is estimated to be 0.02. This
value is below the level (1) that is considerad by the EPA to be significant.

Table B-18 provides estimated 1-hour (short-term) exposure concentrations and acute hazard
guotients (AHQ) for each pollutant and the total acute hazard index (AR}, The total AHI caused by all
the pollutants emitted from all sources is estimated to be 0.1. This value is below the fevel (of 1) that
is considerad by the EPA to be significant.

The result of the air toxics analysis is thal no exceedances of EPA, NYSDEC or DEP guideline
threshold values for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic pollutanis are predicted, and that the
potential impact on the proposed school is not considered significant,
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TasLEB-17:  EXISTING ACTIVE INDUSTRIAL SOURCE PERMIT INFORMATION
Facility Location Permit information
Hourly Annual
Rate Rate
Facility Name Block Lot Address Permit# : Facility Type Pollutant CAS No. glsec glsec
PB452103 Sim Cleanin PERC 00127-184 0.04500 0.03220
PR452203 9 "PERC 00127-184 | 0.00705 {00465
Acelic Acid 00084-187 | 0.00013 .00001
. Ethylene Diamine 00107-15-3 0.00013 0.00001
Technicolor East Coast Inc. 801 52 110 Leroy Street %%23{}3 | Film Hexylens Glycol 00707416 5.00013 0.00007
i Processing Hvdroquinone 00123-31-8 3.00013 000601
Sodium Carbonate 00487-18-8 0.00013 £.00001
Sodium Carbonate 00457-19-8 | 0.00013 0.000604
| Polassium lodide 07681-11-0 (.00030 G.00001
. . Sodium Metabisulfile | 07681-57-4 0.00030 (.00001
Technicolor East Coast Inc. 801 62 110 Leroy Street PB452403 | Film Dryer oo Sulie 57783902 | 5.00030 0,000
Phosphoric Acid 92203028 (.00013 0.00001
| Acefic Acid 00084-19-7 0.00013 0.00001
Ethylene Diamine 00107-15-3 0.00013 500001
. _ Film Hexyiene Glycol (30107-41-6 (.00013 0.066001
Technicolor East Coast Inc. 801 52 110 Leroy Street PB452503 | Processing Hydroguinone 00153210 0.00013 5.00007
Sodium Carbonale 00497-15-8 0.00013 4.00001
Sodium Carbonate 00497-15-8 0.00013 0.00004
Hudson Kim Cleaners 584 7501 | 462 Hudsen Sireet PAG24480 | Dry Cleaning | PERC {0127-184 0.00214 0.00030
Enterprise Press Inc. 802 58 | 827 Greenwich Street | PADD2383 | Coatling Isopropyl Aleohol 00067-83-0 0.08203 001151
Draber Press Inc. 502 58 627 Greenwich Street | PAD15387 | Printing Dichlorchenzene 00106-45-7 0.03024 5.00880
. - 2 PADIG3BY | .. . Dichlorobenzene 00106-46-7 0.03402 0.006680
Star Litho inc. 802 58 827 Greenwich Street PAGIE38T Printing Tsopropyl Alcohol 00087820 55119 5.03001
Tana Web Inc. 602 58 827 Greenwich Street | PAD20183 | Printing | Particulale NY075-00-0 |  9.02520 0.01295
Enterprise Press inc. 602 58 627 Greenwich Street | PAQS0B03 | Prinfing Isopropyl Alcohal DO067-63-0 | 0.062868 | 0.01150068
. ‘ PA123586 | Printing Gichiorobenzene 00108-46-7 \  0.007560 | 0.00276160
Enterprise Press Inc. 602 | 58 | 627 Greenwich Stieet o ioaeee T Brining lsopropyl Alsonol | 00067-630 | D.047870 | 0.01749012
, PAD51288 | Coaling Particulate NYQ75-00-0 | 0000126 | 0.00601151
Koppers Chocolate Spec. | 601 | 72 | 39 Clarkson Sreet =5, 5eo80 ™ Cating Parficulate TNY075-00-0 | 0.000126 | 0.00001157

Source: NYCDEP Bureau of Envirenmental Compliance, 2013
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TABLE B-18:  CANCER RisK AND CHRONIC NON-CANCER QUOTIENTS (HQ) AND TOTAL HAZARD INDEX OF THE TOXIC POLLUTANTS
Max Estimated Estimated
Concentration URF Cancer Risk RfC Hazard Cluotienis
Chemical Name CAS No, {gim® {(pgim3 {per miliion) {mag/m?} Source (HQ)
Dichiorobenzane 166-46-7 4 46E+00 9.0E-08 1.65E-07 0.8 DAR-1 & 5.35E-03
Ethylene Diamine 107-15-3 1.94E-06 0.06 DAR-1 & LA0E-08
Hydroquinons 123-318 9.65E-08 2.40E-06 9.56E-12 DAR-1 14
PERC 127-18-4 3.44E-01 2.80E-07 3.68E-08 0.04 EPA 8. 25E-03
Acetic Acid 84-18-7 8.78E-05 0.05 DAR-1 & 1.082-06
lsepropyt Alcohol 87-63-0 1.998+01 70 DAR-1 @ 272603
Particulate 75-00-0 F.7RE-04 (045 DAR-1 & 1.65E-05
Sodium Meiabisulfite 7681-57-4 518E-05 4.012 DAR-1 & 4.15E-06
Phosphoric Acid 82203-02-6 37GE-07 0.01 DAR-1 & J.B4E-08
Totat Estimated Cancer Risk {per million) 0.2
Cancer Risk Threshold {per million) 1.0
Total Estimated Non-Cancer Hazard Index {Hi) .02
Won-Cancer Hazard Index Threshold 1

Settreg: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

Notes:

{1} URF = compound-specific inhalation unit risk factor in {pg/md¥pt

{2y RIC = reference dose concentration, established by the EPA or NYSDEC, mg/m?

(3% EPA = EPA Prioritized Chronic Dose-Responss Values
4y DAR-1 = NYSDEC Policy DAR-T "Guidelines for the Control of Toxic Amblent Alr Contaminants”™
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TABLE B-19;  ACUTE QUOTIENTS {AHQ) AND TOTAL HAZARD INDEX {AMI) OF THE TOXIC POLLUTANTS

Wax Estimated Acute
Concentration AlEC Hazard Quotients
Chemical Name CAS No. {ugim3) {mgf) Source {AHQ)
Dichlorobenzene 106-48-7 8.81£+02 12 EPA® 568E-02
Hexylene Glysol 107-41-5 7.75E-02 12 DAR-1 @& 8.46E-06
Hydroquinong 123-31-8 TI5E-02 5 ' DAR-1 3 1.55E-05
PERC 127184 271E+01 20 ] EPA @ 1.36E-03
Sodium Carbonite 497-18-8 - 155E-01 2 DAR-1 & 7.75E-05
Acetic Acid £4-18-7 7.75E-02 37 DAR-{ W™ 240E-05
isopropyl Alcohol 67-63-0 3.21E+03 a8 DAR-1® 3.28E-02
Farticulale 75-06-0 5.77E-01 0.38 DAR-1 @ 1.52E-03
Ammonium Suffite 7783-20-2 5.86E-02 042 DAR-1 13 4 BBE-04
Phosphoric Acid 092203-02-8 : 5.86E-02 0.3 DAR-1 @ 1.95E-04
Total Estimated Acute Hazard index (AHI) 0.1
Total Acute Hazard Index Threshold 1

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2013

Notes:

{1} AEC = Acute Inhalation Exposure Concentrations, mg/m?

{2}  EPA = Acute Dose-Response Values for Screening Risk Assessment

{3y DAR-1 = NYSDEC Policy DAR-1 “Guidelings for the Control of Toxic Ambient Alr Contaminantis”
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B.15. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

B.15.1. Screening Assessment
Since the proposed project would result in development substantially below the 350,000 SF

threshold, it would not contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emissions, and no further analysis

is warranted.
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B.16. NOISE

The noise assessment considered the following three factors: 1) existing noise ievels in the vicinity of
the project site; 2) the project’'s noise-generation characteristics (principally from the preposed
schoolyard and projectdnduced traffic) and their potential effects on nearby nolse-sensitive
receptors; and 3) the inherent sensitivity of the proposed school, as an educational facility, to noise
sources in the school site’s vicinity.

B.16.1. Noise Descriptors

The A-weighted sound level (dBA) was used in noise measurements and analysis of the potential
project-related noise effects in the project area as dBA correlates well with the human perception of
noise. The l-hour equivalent continuous noise level (Leg in dBA} and the noise level exceeded
10 percent of the time (Lo in dBA) were selected as the noise descriptors. The Leq is the equivalent
steady-siate noise level that contains the same amount of acoustic energy as the fluctuating noise
during the period of measurement. The Lio descriptor provides an indication of existing average
maximum noise levels and permits direct comparison with the CEQR External Noise Exposure
Standards (Table B-20) set by DEP’s Division of Noise Abatement.

As shown in Table B-20, external noise exposure at nolse-sensitive receptor sites is classified into
four main categories: "acceptable,” “marginally acceptable,” “marginally unacceptable,” and “clearly
unacceptable.”

B.16.2. Criteria

The CEQR Technical Manual provides guidance for determining noise exposure in outdoor argas
near neise-sensitive uses such as schools and residences. Indoor noise leveis in schools are
required 1o be 45 dBA or less. Therefore, for schools located in areas with “marginally unacceptable”
noise levels (70-80 dBA}, a minimum 28-35 dBA reduction of outdoor noise should be achieved.
Additionally, the SCA considers exterior noise level increases from playground-generated noise of
5 dBA or mare 1o be significant.
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TasLe B-20:  NoOISE EXPOSURE STANDARDS FOR USE i CITY ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REVIEWS?
o 2 Marginally o B Marginaliy o 2 Clearly B
Acceplable B Acceptable | K 3| Unaccepfable 5 % | Unacceptable |5 3
Time | General External | £ & | General External ,%u% General External %E General External | E &
Receplor Type Period Exposure o Exposure = Exposure { Exposure <
1. Ouidqar arga rgqaiznng Lo £ 55 dBA |
sorenlly and quisl
2. Haspital, Hursing Home L & 55 dBA 552l 5 65 dBA 552l £ B0 gBA Ly > 80 dBA
! AM- 55 4BA §5< Lo £ 70 70¢ L £ 80 dBA » 80 dBA
10 PH L5654 65= L= 70dBA < L% B0 6BA L
1. Residence, residential |
hotel or motel t {
10 Pid= ;
7 Al L & 55 dBA i A5 L 5 70 dBA 70« L s 8D dBA A L > B0 dBA
=
<L =1 [oa g e 4] "531
z o e @ &
z 8 viou w
4. School, museum, lisrary, v, v & B A
. . el 5 3
;‘;ﬁig;ﬁﬁg;ﬁiﬁ o Same as -+ Same as 7 | Same as Residential| == = Same as “§’
ublic mesting room ' Residential Day Residential Day Day i Residential Day i
. L2, o F ¥ - i e A
auditorior, out patient {7 AMA-10 PRA) {7 AW-10 PM) (F AM-10 PH) (7 AN=10 P i
publis health facitly
Same as Same a5 Same a5 Residential Same as
5, Commercial or office Residential Day Residentisl Day ay Residential Day
{7 AT M) {7 AM=10 P {7 AM-10 PI% {7 RA=10 P
6. i}r:g;;flrial, publc areas Note? Hote? Hole* Hotet Holet

Source: New York Deparbment of Envirenimental Proteclion (adopted policy 1983).
Notes:
() Inaddilion, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dBA or more,

Measurenmenis and projections of nolse exposures are 10 be made al appropriate heighis above site boundaries as given by
American National Standards Institute {ANSD Standards; ail values are for the worst hour in 1he time period.

Traets of land where serenity and quist are extraordinarily important and serve an imporiant public need and where the
preservation of these qualities is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such argas could include

1

amphitheaters, particular pards or portions of parks or open spaces dedicated or recognized by appropriaie local officials for
activilies requiring special qualities of serenity and guiet. Exampies are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and
patients and residents of sanitariums and old-age homes,

3 One may use the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)approved La contours supplied by the Porf Authority of New York &
New Jarsay, or the noise cortours may be computed from the federally approved INM Computer Model using data sunplied
fy the Port Authority of New York & New Jersey.

Externai Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of sounds prodused by indusirial operations other than operaling
motor vehicles or other transporiation facililies are spelled cul in the New York City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and
42-21. The referenced standards apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing disiricts and to adjolning residence districts
{performance standards are octave band standards).

S
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B.16.3. Existing Noise Measurements

Nofse-Monitoring Locatlons

Four representative noise-monitoring sites were selected based on the location of the proposed
school building and associated schoolyard (Figure B-10). Site 1 is in front of an &story building
located at 636 Greenwich Street, which is a college dormitory and represents the nearest noise-
sensitive receptor to the front entrance of the proposed school. Site 2 is in front of a 10-story
residential building located at 666-G68 Greenwich Street. Site 3 is in front of a single-family
residence at 96 Barrow Street, which is located directly across the street from the proposed
schoolyard, Site 4 is on the west side of Hudson Street between Morton and Barrow Streets, which
represents the highest traffic-refated noise exposure on the east facade of the proposed school
building.

Existing noise levels were collected at these four monitoring sites on January 8, 2013, during school
hours for 20 minutes per measurement period. The noise measurements werg collected from
8:15 to 9:30 AM, 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM, and 2:15 to 3:30 PM. The measured noise levels were used
to evaluate potential future noise impacts at the noise-sensitive receptors from noise generated at
the proposed schoolyard, as well as to determine the level of window-wall aitenuation the proposed
school may require 10 achieve an acceptable interior noise level. Nolse sources near the project site
include road traffic and other intermittent noise generated by human activity.

Equipment Used in Noise Monitoring

Two sets of calibrated sound-level meters with calibrated condenser microphones and wind shields
were used in the noise monitoring. The measurement microphcnes were mounted on tripods at a
height of approximately 5.5 feet above the ground. At the end of each 20-minute monitoring period,
the Lis and the Leq noise levels were read and recorded from the digital display of the sound-level
metars. Noise measurements were collected during the weekday with faverable weather conditions
consisting of precipitation-free time perjods with dry road surface conditions and wind speeds of
12 miles per hour {mph) or less.
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FiGURE B-10:  SHORT-TERM (20-MinuTE) NoISE-MONITORING LOCATIONS
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Existing Noise Levels

As shown in Table B-21, measured noise levels ranged from an Leqg (1-hour) level of approximately
60 dBA to 70.5 dBA. The moderate range in noise levels was due primarily to varying traffic
conditions and receptor-toroadway distances. For example, observed traffic volumes at Site 3 on
Barrow Sireet were rather low resulting in significantly lower measured noise levels during all three
monitoring time periods. The highest recorded ambient noise levels were along Hudson Street,
where vehicie movements and travel speeds were noticeably higher than on the other roadways in
the vicinity of the project site. The Lio noise was generally 2 to 4 dBA greater than the corresponding
Leq readings. Measured Lio noise levels at all monitoring sites were within the “marginally
acceptable” and “"marginally unacceptable” categories of the CEQR External Noise Exposure
Standards (Table B-21).

TasLe B«21:  SHORT-TERM NOISE-MONITORING SITE RESULTS

Site Hourly Leq (dBA) Hourly L1o (dBA}
Number Monitoring Site Location AM Midday PM AM Midday PN
1 536 Greenwich Sireet 66.3 62.4 0.1 68.2 84.5 63.3
2 666-668 Greenwich Strest 63.9 65.1 62.9 66.9 874 65.4
3 96 Barrow Street 61.3 62.4 59.5 64.4 65.0 62.6
Hudson Street between Morton
4 and Barrow Streels 70.5 67.8 6.9 73.3 714 70.9

Scurce: Parsons Brinckerhofi, Inc,, 2013
Note Baseline neise monitoring was completed on January 8, 2043, during the time periods 3:15 to 2130 a.m., 11:30 a.m. to 130 p.m.
and 2:15% to 3:30 pamn.

B.16.4. Potential Impacts of the Project

Mobile Sources

The proposed project is not expected to increase traffic volumes beyond the CEQR threshold for
warranting a traffic analysis. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in any
perceptible increase in traffic-generated noise levels, and no mobile-source noise impacis would
OCGUr.

Stationary Source: Schoolyard Noise

The analysis of future noise levels generated al the proposed schoolyard is hased on the results of
an SCA playground noise study that was conducied during Qctober 1992, The results of the SCA
study indicated that the highest hourly playgreund noise level fram schoaol playgrounds oceurs during
the midday time pericd with playground-generated noise reaching a Les noise level of 71 dBA.
According to the SCA study, an Les of 71 dBA corresponds roughly to an Lis of 74 dBA at the
playground boundary. Noise-exposure levels at the three nearest receptor sites that would result
from the proposed schoolyard were estimated using the SCA-approved methodology.
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Based on the location of the oroposed schoolyard facing both Greenwich and Barrow Streets,
schoolyard-generated noise levels would be the highest at Sites 1, 2 and 3. During the midday time
pariod, playground noise exposure at Site 1 would be expected to reach 68 dBA, constituting a 3.5-
dBA noise-level change over existing midday ambient levels. Playground noise exposure at Site 2
would reach 69.4 dBA, a 2-dBA increase at this receptor. Site 3 would have a playground noise
exposure of 68 dBA, a 3-dBA increase over existing midday ambient fevels. At all three of these
receptor sites, noise-level increases caused by schoolyard noise would remain below SCA’s 5-dBA
noise-impact threshoid. There is also a residential buillding located adjacent to the proposed
schoolvard at 637 Greenwich Street, which has four windows on its north facade that face the
proposed schoolyard. However, the north fagade of this building is composed of a masonry wall and
the schoolyard-facing windows appear to be inoperable and composed of double-paned glass. In
addition, the lower two of the four windows are approximately 30 feet above ground level Therefore,
the north fagade of the building is estimated to provide approximately 30 dBA of exterior noise
attenuation and schoolyard-generated noise would not be expected to result in a 5-dBA increase in
Interior noise levels at this residence. Therefore, no schoolyard noise impacts are predicted at any of
the receptor sifes analyzed.

B.16.5. Interior Noise Levels

To maintain an acceplable interior noise environment within the school building, where classroom
tfearning and speech intelligibility is critical, interior noise levels should not exceed 45 dBA. Per SCA
design standards, the proposed school would be expected to include double-glazed windows, which
would provide sufficient window-wall attenuation {(Table B-22) to ensure that the future interior noise
levels in the school classrooms would be at an acceptable level, Measured Lio levels at the noise-
monitoring sites around the project site were found 10 be below the marginally unaccepiable
category, requirting no additional window-wall noise reduction to maintain a 45 dBA interior noise
level, Although Lio levels at Site 4 were in the low range of the marginally unacceptable category, no
additional window-wall attenuation would be necessary due to the reduction in noise levels resulting
from the distance of this noise-monitoring site from the proposed school. The SCA is, however,
planning 1o replace all of the existing windows as part of the buiiding conversion project, and the new
windows would meet or exceed the noise attenuation value of the existing windows.

TaBLE B-22: REQUIRED ATTENUATION VALUES TO ACHIEVE ACCEPTABLE INTERIOR NOISE LEVELS WITH THE
PROPOSED PROJECT
Clearly
Marginally Unacceptable Unacceptable
Moise level with proposed project | 70<Lws73 | 73<luws76 | 78<luws78 | 78<lLunz80 B0<le
- )] (1% (I {1 36+ (110 - 80)
|
Altenuation! 28 dBIA) 31 dB(A) 33 dB(A) 35 dB(A) dBA™
Source: New Yurk City Department of Environmenta! Protection (DEP}, 2012,
Notes:

Tha composite window-wall atlenuation values are for residential dweilings. Attenuation for commaergsial office spaces and mesting
rooms would ba 5 dB(A) less than shown in each category. All of the categories require o elosed-window situation and, therefors, an
alternative maans of ventilation.

Required attenuation values incraase by L dBA) increments for L values greater than 80 dBA,
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B.17. PUBLIC HEALTH

es that society Undertakes to create and maintain con
pub Ith ex pot I ealt
& community or certain groups of individuals that may be affected

B.17.1. Screening Assessment

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a public health analysis is not necessary for most projects.
Where no significant unimitigated adverse impact is found in other CEQR analysis areas, such as air
quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise, no public health analysis is warranted. No
impacts related to hazardous materiais, air guality, water quality, or noise are anticipated as a resuit
of the nroposed project; therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse
impact to public health.
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B.18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

B.18.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed project would be consistent with the mixed-use character of the immediate
neighborhood, which principally comprises residential, commercial and institutional uses, including
schools. As discussed in each respective section of this report, the proposed project would not result
in significant adverse impacts 10 any of the various elements thal contribute to neighborhood
character, including land use, open space, urban design and visual resources, historic resources,
sociceconomic conditions, traffic, or noise levels. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
a significant adverse impact to neighborhood character,
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B.19. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Construction of the proposed project would be expected to 1ake approximalely 2 V2 years, beginning
in 2014 and completed and ready for student occupancy by the start of the school year in 2016,
Construction activities would normally take place Monday through Friday, although the delivery or
installation of certain critical equipment could occur on weekends. Construction activity would
generally be conducted between 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM. Occasionally, overtime may be required to
complete seme time-sensitive tasks.

Construction activities on the project site and construction-related traffic on nearby sireets couid
cause temporary disruptive effects in the immediate environs; however, as the project comprises
primarily interior renovation of an existing building, it would likely have a minimally disruptive effect
on the surrounding area. The temporarily disruptive effects of the project’s construction activities are
described in the following sections. Measures would be undertaken to minimize these effects and
maintain public safety throughout the construction period.

B.19.1. Potential Traffic impacts During Construction

The construction-related trip generation from construction employee vehicles and trucks would
temporarily affect street and traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the project site, On-street
parking may be partly displaced by construction empioyee vehicles. As with other construction-
related effects, these impacts on traffic and parking conditions would be short-term in duration.

B.19.2. Potential Noise Impacts During Construction

Construction activities generally have shortterm noise effects on noise-sensitive sites in the
immediate vicinity of a construction site. Effects on community noise levels during construction
resylt from noise from construction eguipment and activities, construction vehicles, and from
delivery vehicles traveling to and from the site. The [evel of effect of these noise sources depends on
the noise characteristics of the construction equipment and activities and the distance of these from
noise-sensitive receptors. However, as the proposed project entails the conversation of the exisling
building on the site, it would not involve the typically most disruptive effects associated with new
huilding construction, such as excavation and pile driving for new foundations, In addition, short-term
noise from school construction activities must comply with the DEP's rules regarding citywide
construction-noise mitigation (Chapter 28 of amended Title 15 of the Rules of the City of New York).
In accordance with Section 24-218 of the New York City Noise Code, every construction site where
construction activities take place will have, conspicuously posted, a complete and accurate
Construction-MNoise Mitigation Plan that is being implemented during the project's construction to
minimize short-term construction noise.
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B.19.3. Potential Air Quality Impacts During Construction

Construction-related effects of the project on air quality would result primarily from emissions
generated by construction-related vehicles traveling to and from the project site. Construction
activities would be required to comply with Local Law 77, which requires that ultra-low sulfur vehicles
be used and best available control technologies be implemented to reduce tailpipe emissions. Also,
mitigation measures to contain construction-generated dust (including wetting truck tires before they
leave the construction site and covering haul trucks to prevent material from blowing off) wouid be
implemented.

B.12.4. Conclusion

Overall, the proposed project’s construction-related effects would be typical of the effects of other
relatively small construction projects in New York City, such as is the case for a building conversion,
and would not be long-term in duration or significant in magnitude. The construction process in New
York City is highly regulated to ensure that construction-period impacts are minimized to the extent
possible. The construction process requires consultation and coordination with a number of city
agencies, including the New York City Departments of Transportation, Buildings and Environmental
Protection. Appropriate construction methods would be required by the SCA of the construction
contractor to minimize the project’s construction impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in significant adverse construction impacts, and no further evaluation is required.
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Historical Perspectives, I[nc. Preliminary Archaeclogical Assessment/Disturbance Record
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Community Liaison, phone and email communications. February 2013.

New York City Department of City Planning website, http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/.
New York City Department of City Planning. Zoning Handbook. Januéry 20086.
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IlI , . . ’ Andrew M. Cuomo ’

uuawmuxsms z . _ . . Gavemner -
New York State Office of Parks, ° o : _ Ros6 Harvey
Recreation and Historic Preservation _ Commissfoner.

Diviston for Historic Preseivation « Peeblas Island, PO Box 188, Walerford, New York 12188-0189
518-237-8643 '
vrwrw.nysparks.com

April 4,2013

M. Kenrick Ou, Senior Dlrcctcr

Real Estate Services ‘
New York City School Construction Authonty :
30-30 Thomson Avenue ’

Long Island City, New York 11101

Re: NYCSCA —New Public School
75 Morton Avenue .
Marthattan, New York County
13PRO096T

‘Dear Mr, Ou:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) regarding the proposed new public school at 75 Morton Street.
We have reviewed the information under Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation
. . and Historic Preservation Law and the Letter of Resolution between the New York C1ty School
- Construction Authority and OPRHP dated April 2007 (LOR)

. The building at 75 Morton Street (Lot 49) was prevmusly determined not e11g1ble for hstmg on
the National Register of Histori¢ places-owing to the many alterations it has undergone over
time. Lot 53 where the new building is proposed, however, is directly adjacent to the .
southwestern boundary of the Greenwich Village Historic District. The OPRHP would like to ) ‘
continue consultation with the NYCSCA. as the project desxgn is developed to comument o the . .
potenttal impact on the historic district.

In addmon we have reviewed the Prehmmary Assessment/Disturbance Record Memorandum -
(January 2013) and the Phase 1A Archacological Documentary Study (February 2013) and N
concur with the recommendations for Phase 1B testing in areas identified on Fxgurc 9of the 1A

report if they wilt be subiect to ground disturbance.

Our office looks forwatd to continuing consultation with you as the project moves forward. |
Should you have any questions, please contact me at (518)237-8643, ext. 3287, or via email at

&

An Equal Cpportunity Employer/Affimative Action Agency
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elizabeth.martin@parks.ny.gov. When corresponding with the OPRHP regarding t.his projéct,
please be sure to refer to the OPRHP Project Review (PR} number noted zbave.

Sincerely,

s

Elizabeth Martin
Historic Sites Restoration Coorgiinator

Co:  Thomas Nielsen, RA, NYCSCA

Via email only : ' _ :
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* ‘ Andrew M. Cuocmo

lewmxsm's E . Govemor
New York State Office of Parks, Rose Harvoy
Recreation and Historic Preservation Commissloner
Division for Historic Preservation + Peebies {sland, PO Box 189, Waterford, News York 12188-018%
618-237-8643
wenw. nysparks.com

I ) September 18, 2013

"M, Kenrick Qu, Senior Director

Real Esiate Services

New York City School Cons!rucnon Autharity
30-30 Thomson Avenue

Lany Tsland City, New York 1110t

‘Re: ~ © SEQRA
PS 323M - Proposed New School
75 Morton St
Muanhzitan, New York Coum)r
13PRODIGT

Dear Mr. Ot

Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historio Preservation

(OPRIIP) regarding the proposed renovation of the existing building at 75 Morton Strest under the New York State T
Environmental Quality Revicw Act {SEQRA), As you know the role of this office in the SEQRA process s to provide ’
the Lead Agency with our comments on hisforic presen'nlmn matters as part of its *hard look” at potoniiat environmental

{mpacts that may be associated with locat discretionary reviews. We have reviewed the proposed projest in accordance

with the review in accordance with Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation

Law,

As noted in the Environmental Assessment Form and Supplemental Environmental Studivs, the OPRUP has requested
continuing consultation as the project moves forward to provide comments on fhe project®s impaet on the surrounding
historic resources. Additionally, we concur with the recommendations to perform Phase 1B Archacn!nglcal Testing in
areus that will be subject to ground disturbanco during the project. We helieve these twvo measures will minimize any
potential negative impacts in the project area,

If you have any questions, plense feel free lo contact me af 518-237-8643 pxtension 3287, or via email at
elizabeth.marlin@parks.ny.goy. Please refer fo the OPRHP Project Review (PR numba,r in any futre correspondences

reparding this project.

Sincerely,

Tlizabeth Martin .
Historic Site Restorafion Coordinator

Via cmail only

An Equal Opportunily Employcr/Affirmative Action Agency
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DASNY
(Dormitory Authority State of New York)
SMART GROWTH IMPACT STATEMENT ASSESSMENT FORM

Date: September 20, 2013
Project Name: Proposed Middle School Facility at 75 Morton Street, Manhattan

Project Number: N/A
Completed by:  Brad Kieves
Senior Environmental Planner, Parsons Brinckerhoff

This Smart Growth Impact Statement Assessment Form (“SGISAF”) is a tool to
assist the applicant and DASNY (“Dormitory Authority State of New York”) Smart
Growth Advisory Committee in deliberations to determine whether a project is
consistent with the New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act
(“SSGPIPA”) (Article 6 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law).
Not all questions/answers may be relevant to all projects.

Have any other entities issued a Smart Growth Impact Statement with regard to this
project? (If so, attach same). [ 1 Yes No

1. Does the project advance or otherwise involve the use of, maintain, or
improve existing infrastructure? Check one and describe:

Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant

The proposed project would utilize existing water, sewer, and energy
infrastructure: In addition, the proposed project involves the conversion of the
existing building on the project site into a new public school facility. Therefore,
the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion,

2. Is the project located wholly or partially in a municipal center, characterized
by any of the following: Check all that apply and explain briefly:

A city or a village

[ ] Within the interior of the boundaries of a generally recognized college,
university, hospital, or nursing home campus

Area of concentrated and mixed land use that serves as a center for various
activities including, but not limited to:

[ ] Central business districts (such as the commercial and often geographic
heart of a city, “downtown”, “city center™)
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[] Main streets (such as the primary retail street of a village, town, or small
city. It is usually a focal point for shops and retailers in the central
business district, and is most often used in reference to retailing and
socializing)
Downtown areas (such as a city’s core (or center) or central business
district, usually in a geographical, commercial, and community sense).
] Brownfield Opportunity Areas
(http://nyswaterfronts.com/BOA. projects.asp)
[ ] Downtown areas of Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan areas
(http://nyswaterfronts.com/maps_regions.asp)
Locations of transit-oriented development (such as projects serving areas
that have access to mass or public transit for residents)
[ ] Environmental Justice areas (http://www.dec.ny.gov/public/899.html)
[ ] Hardship areas

The proposed project is located in the West Village neighborhood of
Manhattan, within a mixed-use area that is well served by public
transportation. Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of
this criterion.

3. Is the project located adjacent to municipal centers (please see characteristics
in question 2, above) with clearly defined borders, in an area designated for
concentrated development in the future by a municipal or regional
comprehensive plan that exhibits strong land use, transportation,
infrastructure and economic connections to an existing municipal center?
Check one and describe:

Yes |:| No [ ] Not Relevant

The proposed project is located in a densely developed, mixed-use area in the
West Village neighborhood of Manhattan. Therefore, the proposed project
would be supportive of this criterion.

4. Is the project located in an area designated by a municipal or comprehensive
plan, and appropriately zoned, as a future municipal center? Check one and
describe:

[] Yes [ ] No Not Relevant

5. Is the project located wholly or partially in a developed area or an area
designated for concentrated infill development in accordance with a
municipally-approved comprehensive land use plan, a local waterfront
revitalization plan, brownfield opportunity area plan or other development
plan? Check one and describe:

Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant
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The proposed project is located in a densely developed area of Manhattan;
therefore, it would be supportive of this criterion.

6. Does the project preserve and enhance the state’s resources, including
agricultural lands, forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and
open space, scenic areas, and/or significant historic and archeological
resources? Check one and describe: '

Yes [ | No [ ] Not Relevant

The potential effects of the proposed project on natural resources, air quality,
open space, and historic and archaeological resources are analyzed in the
project’s SEQR Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and Supplemental
Environmental Studies report. These assessments find that the proposed
project would not result in significant adverse impacts on these resources.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

7. Does the project foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown
revitalization, brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public
spaces, the diversity and affordability of housing in proximity to places of
employment, recreation and commercial development and/or the integration
of all income and age groups? Check one and describe:

Yes [ ] No [ ] Not Relevant

The proposed project would foster mixed land uses and compact development
by adaptively reusing the existing building on the project site as a new public
school facility that would serve the area’s intermediate-school-age population.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

8. Does the project provide mobility through transportation choices, including
improved public transportation and reduced automobile dependency? Check
one and describe:

Yes [ ] No |:| Not Relevant

The proposed project is located in an area that is well served by public
transportation, and it is anticipated that the vast majority of student and
faculty trips to the site would be by either walking or public transit service.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

9. Does the project demonstrate coordination among state, regional, and local
planning and governmental officials? (Demonstration may include SEQR
coordination with involved and interested agencies, district formation,
agreements between involved parties, letters of support, State Pollutant
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Discharge Elimination System (“SPDES”) permit issuance/revision notices,
etc.). Check one and describe:

Xl Yes [] No |:| Not Relevant

The planning for, and approval of, the proposed project would require
coordination among local and state agencies. The New York City School
Construction Authority (SCA), as SEQR lead agency, has included as involved or
interested agencies in the SEQR review numerous local and state agencies,
including the New York City Department of Transportation, the Dormitory
Authority of the State of New York, and the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation. Therefore, the proposed project would be
supportive of this criterion.

10. Does the project involve community-based planning and collaboration?
Check one and describe:

Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

The decision to site a new public intermediate school facility on the project site was
undertaken by the New York City Department of Education through a community-based
planning process. Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

11. Is the project consistent with local building and land use codes? Check one
and describe:

Yes [] No [_] Not Relevant

The proposed building renovation would comply with the New York City
Building Code. Although the existing manufacturing zoning of the project site
does not permit school uses as-of-right, the proposed use of the site for a public
school facility would be compatible with the mixed-use character of the
surrounding neighborhood. Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive
of this criterion.

12. Does the project promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating
new comumunities which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not
compromise the needs of future generations?

Yes [] No [] Not Relevant

The proposed project would be developed in compliance with the SCA’s NYC
Green Schools Guide (revised 2009) regarding energy efficiencies, which was
developed to guide the sustainable design, construction and operation of new
schools, modernization projects and school renovations, and to achieve
compliance with Local Law 86 of 2005 (New York City's Green Building
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Law). In accordance with Local Law 86, the proposed school facility would be
designed and constructed to comply with green building standards not less
stringent than standards to achieve a LEED certified or higher rating.
Therefore, the proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

13. During the development of the project, was there broad-based public
involvement? (Documentation may include SEQR coordination with involved
and interested agencies, SPDES permit issuance/revision notice, approval of
Bond Resolution, formation of district, evidence of public hearings,
Environmental Notice Bulletin (“ENB’") or other published notices, letters of
support, etc.). Check one and describe:

Yes |:] No D Not Relevant

The decision to site a new public intermediate school facility on the project site
was undertaken by the New York City Department of Education through a
community-based planning process. In addition, the SCA, as SEQR lead agency,
has included as involved or interested agencies in the SEQR review numerous
local and state agencies, including the New York City Department of
Transportation, the Dormitory Authority of the State of New York, and the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. Therefore, the
proposed project would be supportive of this criterion.

14. Does the Recipient have an ongoing governance structure to sustain
the implementation of community planning? Check one and describe:

[] Yes [ ] No Not Relevant
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DASNY has reviewed the available information regarding this project and finds:

The project was developed in general consistency with the relevant Smart Growth
Criteria.

[[] The project was not developed in general consistency with the relevant Smart Glowth
Criteria.

[_] It was impracticable to develop this project in a manner consistent with the relevant Smart
Growth Criteria for the following reasons:

I, President of DASNY/designee of the President of DASNY, hereby-attest that the Proposed
Project, to the extent practicable, meets the relevant criteria set forth above and that to the
extent that it is not practical to meet any relevant criterion, for the reasons given above. .

Signature

Jack D. Homkow, Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Print Name and Title

September 30. 2013
Date
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