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Good Morning Mr. Chairman. My name is Corey Johnson. I am the chair for Manhattan Commumty
Board 4 and I am here to comment on the relocation of a Beacon High School, which is currently
situated at an existing leased building at 227-243 West 61% Street, into Community District 4.

Our community is pleased to welcome a well respected public high school to our neighborhood but there
are few concerns that should be taken in consideration:

Establish a Community Advisory Task Force

‘West 43" Street is a dense residential street, with a number of high-rise residences located west of Ninth
Avenue including Manhattan Plaza with more than 1,600 units and Riverbank West with 418 units. One
block north of the proposed site on West 44th Street between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, construction
is to commence in the next year at PS 51; this project includes constructing a new elementary school and
building 1,210 residential units. The community adjacent to the proposed Beacon High School site will
be heavily impacted with ongoing construction in the next few years as well as a continued populanon

increase.

The successful development and relocation of Beacon High School will require close coordination with
the SCA, DOE, local elected officials, CB4 members, West 43 and West 44™ Street Block
Associations, Manhattan Plaza Tenants Association, Beacon High School, and PS 51 administrators.
CB4 proposes that an advisory board comprised of all stakeholders be established to resolve
neighborhood issues that either may arise from construction of the new facility or increased students in
the area. In particular, the principals of both PS 51 and Beacon High School will need to maintain an
open dialogue with each other and the community to ensure that the safety and personal welfare of the
broad range of students is met without negatively impacting the quality of life of the neighborhood.

Public Transportation Access

The proposed site is almost a half-mile from the nearest subway line (A, C, E) at West 42™ Street and
Eighth Avenue. Given an estimated 1,400 additional students to this area every day, CB4 urges the
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) to reconsider implementing the proposed 7 line extension stop at
Tenth Avenue and 41% Street.



Lack of an Intermediate School in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen

While CB4 supports Beacon High School’s outstanding academic programs and nurturing college
preparatory environment and understand its need for a larger space, we are disheartened that DOE did
not also consider placing an intermediate school at the proposed location. Currently, Clinton/Hell’s
Kitchen does not have a stand-alone intermediate school. PS 111 is the only school in the community to

offer grades 6-8.

By 2019, the Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen neighborhood could add additional 26 high-rise residential
buildings, with more than 11,250 units. Using a conservative estimate, this could mean more than 1,200
additional elementary school childien in the neighborhood in the next ten years. These elementary
school children will not attend middle school in their community because there is no middle school to
accommodate them, as there has not been to accommodate the thousands of children before them. CB4
would like DOE to strongly consider constructing a stand-alone middle school in Clinton/Hell’s Kitchen
so that children who live in our community can also attend school here.

Design of Proposed Facility

SCA has indicated the exterior of the building will remain largely unchanged from the current design.
Even so, CB4 would like to be kept informed of all design decisions as they are made and encourages
SCA and DOE to attend our Quality of Life meetings when updates are available. In addition, CB4
would like SCA to explore the possibility of providing a green space on the roof of the existing site.
Open space is very limited in CB4.

Public Use of School Facilities

Indoor school facilities, such as the proposed gymnasium, must be available to the local community and
arts organizations for use during out-of-session hours. CB4 is home to a large number of not-for-profit
theaters and arts and cultural organizations that have been impacted by escalating rents and severe space
needs; the community must best use its available public resources to support cultural activities.

Thank you.
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STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW
NEGATIVE DECLARATION ‘
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

DATE: July 20, 2011
SEQR PROJECT NO.: 12-002
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: New, Approximately 1,440-Seat
High School Facility
- LOCATION: 521 West 43 Street, New York, New York
Tax Block 1072, Tax Lot 15
SEQR STATUS: Unlisted
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,
acceptance of construction funding, and construction of a new, approximately
1,440- seat high school facility in Community School District 2. Acquisition,
design, and construction of the proposed school facility would be conducted
pursuant to DOE’s Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014.

The proposed site is located at 521 West 43™ Street (Block 1072, Lot 15)
between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues in the Clinton neighborhood of Manhattan.
The project site is an approximately 30,100-square-~foot (0.69-acre) lot which is
owned by the New York Public Library (NYPL) and which is developed with a six-
story, approximately 200,000-square-foot NYPL storage facility.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8B40 F
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The proposed project is intended to provide a permanent replacement facility for
Beacon High School, which is currently located at 227 West 61% Street in
Manhattan. According to the DOE school utilization profile for 2009-2010,
Beacon High School has an enrollment of 1,144 students and operated at 137
percent capacity. Under the proposed project, the SCA would a renovate the
existing building at 521 West 43" Street to support an approximately 1,440-seat
high school program that would accommodate students in grades nine through
twelve. The renovation would involve the construction of a one-story rooftop
addition, resulting in a seven-story building. The proposed school facility would
consist of general and special education classrooms, science laboratories, an
auditorium, a gymnasium, administrative and support space, a medical suite, a
library, a cafeteria and kitchen facilities, common areas, custodial facilities, and
storage areas. Construction activities would begin in 2012, with student
occupancy of the facility expected to begin in 2015,

Reasons Supporting This Determination:

A comprehensive Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and Supplemental
Environmental Studies for this action were completed and issued on July 20,
2011. Based upon those docurments {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 archeological resources; urban design and visual
resources; natural resources; hazardous materials; water and sewer
infrastructure; energy; solid waste and sanitation services; transportation; air
quality; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public health; neighborhood character;
and construction impacts.

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

Hazardous Materials ,

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase Il Environmental
Site Investigation (ESI) were completed between September 2010 and July 2011
in order to evaluate the environmental conditions of the proposed project site.
The Phase | ESA identified on-site recognized environmental conditions (RECs)
associated with the potential presence of fill material from demolition of historic
site structures, the site’s historic use for varnish and machinery storage, a garage
with a gasoline underground storage tank, manufacturing, a printing press, a
motor repair shop, and the on-site generation of hazardous wastes. The Phase |
ESA -also identified RECs associated with the presence of two No. 2 fuel oil
above-ground storage tanks (AST) on-site. Evidence of a potential third
petroleum storage tank was noted during the site reconnaissance. Staining was
also observed on building surfaces, including the basement floor, presumably
associated with leaks from building equipment (i.e., potential petroleum
products).

Page 2of 5
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Off-site RECs identified by the Phase | E£SA include the historic usage of
surrounding properties for automobile repair, underground gasoline and fuel oil
storage; manufacturing, and storage yards. Currently, surrounding properties are
being used as an equipment rental and service facility, dry cleaning facilities, a
gasoline station, and automobile repair, rental, and parking facilities. Fillfvent
lines, potentially associated with petroleum storage tanks, were noted on nearby
properties. Prior investigations of the property located adjacent to the site
(northeast) indicated elevated levels of contaminants in scil vapor and
groundwater. A review of the regulatory agency database indicated the nearby
presence of four New York Spills/Leaking Underground Storage Tanks sites with
documented soil and/or groundwater impacts, one registered dry cleaning facility,
two properties with “E”-Designations, and three manufactured gas plant sites. A
Con Edison sidewalk vault located adjacent to the site, potentially housing oil-
filled transformers, is a former Resource Conservation and Recovery Act large
quantity generator. The Phase | ESA also revealed environmental concerns
associated with suspect asbestos-containing materials (ACM), suspect interior
and exterior lead-based paint (LBP), suspect polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-
containing light ballasts and caulking material, water damage and flooding.

A Phase Il ESI was completed in July 2011 to assess whether the RECs
identified in the Phase | ESA have affected the suitability of the site for
construction of a public school facility. The investigation consisted of a
geophysical survey, the advancement of eighteen soil borings, the installation of
two permanent monitoring wells, and the collection and analysis of five sub-slab
soil vapor, two groundwater, one light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL), and
seventeen soil samples.

The results of the geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of buried utilities or
structures in the vicinity of the sampling locations. Petroleum contamination (i.e.,
free product, staining, and odor) was observed in soil samples collected under
the basement of the site building and a spill was reported to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (Spill Case No. 1103225). The soil
samples submitted for laboratory analysis did not exhibit elevated concentrations
of petroleum-related compounds and the light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL)}
observed beneath the basement floor slab appears to be confined to a limited
area of the boiler room. The source of the LNAPL is unknown but may be a result
of former petroleum bulk storage at the site. The results of the analyses of soil
vapor samples indicate levels of petroleum and chlorinated solvents exceeding
applicable guidance values or standards. '

Perched water above bedrock was encountered in two of the borings advanced
in the site basement at approximately three feet below the top of the basement
floor slab. Groundwater representative of the bedrock aguifer was encountered at
approximately 12 feet below ground surface in the monitoring wells instalied in
the sidewalks.
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The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and
building materials. As part of the project, the SCA would pursue remediation of
the LNAPL and closure of the spill case. Any dewatering required during
construction would be minimized to mitigate potential influx of contaminated
water from off-site sources toward the site. Treatment of any dewatering effluent
would be conducted as required prior to discharge to the municipal sewer. As a
preventative measure, a sub-slab depressurization system (SSDS) would be
installed in the existing building. Any suspect ACM, LBP, and PCB-containing
materials affected by the preparation of the site for use as a public school would
be identified prior to construction and properly managed during construction
activities. All soil excavated during building construction would be properly
managed in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal regulations.
For areas of the site where exposed soil may exist after building construction
(i.e., landscaped areas), a two-foot thick layer of environmentally clean fill would
be placed over the soil in these areas. 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.

Transportation .

Transit

Based on City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) standards, the proposed
project has the potential to result in a significant adverse impact with respect to
one (1) New York City Transit bus line. The transit analysis indicated that project-
generated impacts could be avoided through the addition of capacity on the
affected bus line, as described in greater detail below. '

The fransit analysis indicated that the westbound M42 bus line could experience
significant adverse impacts at the peak load point of West 42™ Street and 8"
Avenue due to project-generated fransit use during the AM peak hour. In the
future without the proposed project, the westbound bus line would operate with
an hourly available capacity of 226 during the AM peak hour. In the future with
the proposed project, the hourly available capacity on the westbound M42 bus
line at the peak load point of West 42™ Street and 8™ Avenue could deteriorate to
-83 during the AM peak hour.

The impact to the westbound M42 bus line could be avoided through the addition
of approximately two (2) standard buses or converting the route to articulated bus
service during the AM peak hour. These adjustments would avoid the potential
for project-generated impacts to the westbound M42 bus line at this peak load
point. The ultimate need for additional bus capacity would be determined by the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA).

Pedestrians

Based on City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) standards, the proposed
project has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts with respect to
four (4) crosswalks. The pedestrian analysis also indicates that project-generated
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impacts could be avoided through the implementation of standard ftraffic
engineering improvements.

At the intersection of West 42™ Street and 8™ Avenue, the west crosswalk would
operate at LOS E in the future without the proposed project. In the future with the
proposed project, pedestrian conditions on the west crosswalk would deteriorate
to LOS F. At the intersection of West 42" Street and 10" Avenue, the south
crosswalk would operate at LOS C in the future without the proposed project. In
the fuiure with the proposed project, pedestrian conditions on the south
crosswalk would deteriorate to LOS D. At the intersection of West 43™ Street and
10™ Avenue, the north and south crosswalks would operate at LOS A in the
future without the proposed project. In the future with the proposed project, the
north and south crosswalks would deteriorate to LOS D.

The impact to the west crosswalk at West 42™ Street and 8™ Avenue could be
avoided by widening the crosswalk by one-and-one-half (1 %2) feet. The impact to
the south crosswalk at West 42™ Street and 10" Avenue could be avoided by
widening the crosswalk by six (6) inches. The impact to the north crosswalk at
Waest 43" Street and 10" Avenue could be avoided by widening the crosswalk by
one-and-one-half (1 %) feet. The impact to the south crosswalk at West 43™
Street and 10" Avenue could be avoided by widening the crosswalk by two feet.
These proposed crosswalk modifications are subject to the review and approval
of the New York City Department of Transportation, and their implementation
would fully avoid significant pedestrian impacts.

The proposed project would have the beneficial effect of providing a larger facility
for Beacon High School that would relieve the overcrowding of Beacon High
School’s current leased facility.

For further information contact:

Contact: Ross J. Holden
Executive Vice President & General Counsel

" Address: New York City School Construction Auihority

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

Telephone: (718) 472-8220

m\ July 20, 2011

Ross 4. Nolde \é Date
Exegutive\Vicg PreSident & General Counsel
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Proposed Replacement High School
521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

SEQR Environmental Assessment Form
and
Supplemental Environmental Studies

Lead Agency:

New York City School Construction Authority
30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Istand City, New York 11101

Prepared by:

Parsons Brinckerhoff
One Penn Plaza

New York, NY 10119
(212) 465-5000

July 20, 2011



Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

SEQR Environmental Assessment Form

PARSONS
BRINCKERHOFF



617.20
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. it is also understood that those who determine significance may have little or no formal
knowledge of the environment 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 concerns affecting the question of significance.

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

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

Part 1: Provides objective data and information about 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 imipact. The
form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced,

Part 3: [f any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-arge, then Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or not the impact is
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

ldentify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: Part 1 Part 2 F'art 3

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

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

D B.  Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, 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.*

L__] C. The project may result in one or more targe 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 Replacement High School, 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Name of Action
New York City School Construction Authority

Narme of Lead Agency

Ross J. Holden General- Counsel Vice-Rresidomi—e Ross J. Holden
sident
Title of Responsible Officer & General Counsel

m,&u Wfé , Parsons Brinckerhoff

Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)

July 20,2011
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 will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies,
research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

Name of Action Proposed Replacement High School {M479), 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

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

521 West 431d Street, New York

Name of Applicant/Sponsor New York City School Construction Authority

Address 30-30 Thomson Avenue

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

Business Telephone (718) 824-0630

Name of Owner (if different) New York Public Library

Address Capital Planning and Construction

City / PO Fifth Avenue and 42nd Street, Room 78 State NY Zip Code 10018

Business Telephone 212-930-0614

Description of Action:

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School Construction Autherity (SCA) proposes to
convert an existing (200,000 SF) building currently occupied by the New York Public Library Ammex/storage facility into a new home for
Beacon High School, which is currently located at 227-243 West 61st Street, The project site is located at 521 West 43rd Street between
10th and 11th Avenues (Block 1072, Lot 15) in the Clinton neighborhood of Manhattan. The proposed high school would be developed
in accordance with the DOE Facility Replacement Program from the Five-Year Capital Plan 2010-2014,

The proposed school facility would provide more space to better accommodate the school's current enrollment (1,144 students), and
create a larger school facility with additional classrooms and support facilities to serve approximately 1,400 students who reside
throughout the city. It is assumed for this environmental review, that there will be a one story addition constructed on the building, which
would create 2 seventh floor. The school is expected to be completed and ready for occupancy for the 201516 school year.

Page 2 of 21
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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.

Present Land Use: Urban Industrial D Commercial El Residential {suburban)
D Forest Agriculture Other

Rural {non-farm)

Total acreage of project area: __ 0.7 acres,

APPROXIMATE ACREAGE PRESENTLY
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) acres
Forested acres
Agricultural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) acres
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL) acres
Water Surface Area acres
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill) acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 0.7 acres
Other (Indicate type) acres

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

AFTER COMPLETION
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

0.7 acres

acres

a. Soil drainage: EWeII drained % of site 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? ____ N/A acres (see T NYCRR 370).

Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? Yes No

a. What is depth to bedrock TBD (in feet)
Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes:

|o-10% _1009% 10- 15%_____% E 15% or greater %

Is project substantialli contiguous to, OF contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of

Historic Places? i Yes E No
Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?
What is the depth of the water table? TBD (in feet)

Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aguifer? Yes E No

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

Page 3 of 21
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11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered?

According to:

DYES No

Identify each species:

12. Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations?

EYes E] 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?

EI Yes

No

15. Streams within or contiguous to project area:

N/A

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

N/A

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

N/A

b. Size {in acres):

N/A

Page 4 of 21
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17.

18.

13,

20.

Is the site served by existing public utilities?
a. If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? Yes
b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? Yes ElNo

Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and

3047 [Cyes  [w]no

Is the site lecated in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL,
and 6 NYCRR 6177 [ | Yes No

Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? Yes [=]no
Project Description

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

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor: 0.7 acres.
b. Project acreage to be developed: 0 acres initially; 0 acres ultimately.
c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped: 0 acres.

d. Length of project, in miles: N/A (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed. _ N/A %

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

g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour: __ 20 {AM) {upon completion of project)?

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

One Family Two Family Multiple Farnily Condominium
Initially N/A
Ultimately N/A
i, Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: height; width; length.
J. Unear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? ft.
How much natural material (i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? 0 tons/cubic yards.

Will disturbed areas be reclaimed Yes ElNo N/A

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

b. Wil topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Yes EI No
c.  Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? Yes D No
How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? 0 acres,

Page 5 of 21



10.

i

12.

13.

14.

15.

Will any mature forest {over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
ij Yes No
If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction: 36 months, (including demolition)

If muiti-phased:

a. Total number of phases anticipated {number)
b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1: month year, (including demolition)
¢c. Approximate completion date of final phase: month year.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? Yes No
Will blasting occur during construction? D Yes E No
Number of jobs generated: during construction TBD  ; after project is complete

Number of jobs eliminated by this project <10 .

. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? Yes B No

If yes, explain:

Current on-site NYPL archival and storage operations would likely be relocated to another NYPL facility.

Is surface liquid waste disposal invoived? Yes ElNO

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

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? Yes ENO

If yes, explain:

Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? DY&S No

16. Will the project generate solid waste? E Yes No

a. If yes, what is the amount per month? 5.8 tons

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

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

d. will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfili? DYes E No
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e,

If yes, explain:

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? Yes No

a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? tons/month.

b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? years.

Will project use herbicides or pesticides? Yes No

Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? Yes Ej No

Will praject produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise fevels? Yes No
Will project result in an increase in energy use? Yes No

If yes, indicate type(s)

Electric and Gas

22,

23.

24,

If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity ___N/A  gallons/minute.

Total anticipated water usage per day _50.000 gallons/day.

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

If yes, explain:

Capital funding from the DOE Facility Replacement Program for the conversion of the existing building into a public high school
facility. Operational funding will be provided by DOE,
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25. Approvals Required:

City, Town, Village Board

Yes

City, Town, Village Planning Board BYes

City, Town Zoning Board

City, County Health Department

Other Local Agencies

Other Regional Agencies

State Agencies

Federal Agencies

C. Zoning and Planning Information

1. Does proposed action invelve a planning or zoning decision? DYes

If Yes, indicate decision required:

D Zoning amendment

Site plan

Yes

Yes

El Yes

D Yes

Yes

Yes

[=Tno

No

[*] no

No

I\[o

No

D Zoning variance

“ Special use permit
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What is the zoning classification(s) of the site?

The project site is zoned R9. It is also located within the Special Clinton District.

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

Approximately 300,000 square feet of floor area could be developed on the site for a community facility use (10.0 FAR) in an
R9 zoning district.

What is the proposed zoning of the site?

N/A

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

N/A

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

School uses are permitted as-of-right in the existing R9 district.

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

The predominant land uses in the area include a mix of auto-related, residential, institutional, and transportation uses. South of
the project is a C6-4 zoning district, which permits high-bulk commercial uses, and north of the site are R10, R8A, and R8
zoning districts, which permit mid- and high-rise residential buildings. A large M2-4 district stretches roughly from West 43rd
Street to West 55th Street, between 11th Ave. and the West Side Highway. There are C2-5 commercial overlays on the eastern
side of Eleventh Avenue where the blocks have R8A and R9 designations and also along Tenth Avenue between West 43rd and
West 46th Streets. Both the project site and study area are located within the Special Clinton Special District (CL), which is
located generally between West 41st and 58th Streets west of Eighth Avenue. The Special CL district was created to preserve
and strengthen the residential character of the community, to maintain the mixture of income groups present in the area, and to
ensure that the Clinton district is not adversely affected by new development. The block to the north of the project site is
currently proposed for rezoning, which would enable medium- and high-density residential uses on the westem portion of the
block.

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

If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? N/A

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 E No

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? D Yes E’ No
12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? E Yes El No
a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic. DYes 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 Esther Schwalb Date July 20,2011

Signature m WC&

Title Senior Supervising 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.
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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
reasonahle? 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 wherever possible 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 not indicate the importance of each question.

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

Instructions {(Read carefully)

a.
b.
c.

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. If
impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will accur but threshold is lower than
example, check column 1.

ldentifying 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. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it
be iooked 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 be 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
Small fo 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 D

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%.

O
O
)
C]
g

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

O
[
)

No

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

generally within 3 feet of existing ground surface.

O 0O 0o0o 0O
O O [
L]

Yes No
No

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

. Excavation for mining purposes that would remove
more than 1,000 fons of natural materiat (i.e., rock or
soil} per year.

=
u
-
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+  Construction or expansion of a santary landfill.
+  Construction in a designated floodway.

+  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

1

2
Potential
Large
Impact

1
]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

DYes No
DYes No
EYes No

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

E NO YES

= Specific land forms:

L Yes EINO

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 cubic yards of material from channel of
a protected stream.

+  Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water
body.

«  Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.

«  Otherimpacts:

O O

O

O

O0 O

DYes El No
Yes B No

Yes E No

Yes D No
Yes No

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

fa]nO [’:]YES

Examples thaf 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:

i .i - |

Yes No
EYes DNO
Yes E No
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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.

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

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

Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water
supply system,

Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

Liquid effluent wili be conveyed off the site to facilities which
presently do not exist or have inadequate capacity.

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.

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

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

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

Other impacts:

1

Small to
Moderate
Impact

O O

2

Potential
Large
Impact

!

OO

[

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes No
Yes Fj No

DYes No
Yes No

Yes No
Yes |

Yes
Yes

Yes ENO
Yes No
Yes No

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

NO YES

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.

»  (Otherimpacts:

1
Small to

Moderate
Impact

O OO0Od

2
Potential
Large
Impact

OO0O0d

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Mves o
[ ves [ no
[ ves [ No
M ves T o

Yes No

IMPACT ON AIR

Will Proposed Action affect air quality?
NO D YES

Examples that would apply fo 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.

+  Emmission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. per hour
or a heat socurce 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
industrial development within existing industrial areas.

»  Otherimpacts:

[ O

O O

O O

O O O

EYes ENO
Yes DNO
Yes No

mYes DNO
Yes E No
EYes No

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
NO E]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.

*  Apptication of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year,
other than for agricultural purposes.

»  Other impacts:

1 2

Small to Potential
Moderate Large
Impact Impact

L]
1

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes ENQ
Yes DNO

Yes DNO

Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-
endangered species?

NO m 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 [ocally important
vegetation.

»  Other impacts:

]

]
[

[Jves [ Ino
| [Yes [ INo

Yes No

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?
'n | NO El 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, etc.)

= 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 to
increased runoff}.

Other impacts:

1

Small to

Moderate
Impact

2

Potential
Large
Impact

]

]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes D No

DYES E 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.)

fu]nO DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different
from or in sharp contrast to current surrounding 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 will resuit in the elimination or
significant screening of scenic views known to be important to

the area.

Other impacts:

n

O

Yes No

DYes D No

.Yes D No

Yes No

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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

ENO EYES

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or
substantially contiguous to 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 oceur in an area designated as sensitive
for archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.
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13.

14.

«  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to

Moderate
Impact

]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

EIYes D No

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future
open spaces or recreational opportunities?

'm | NO YES
]

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

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

«  Otherimpacts:

o400

O0Ogd

D Yes DNO
D Yes E]No
El Yes DNO

IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS

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

E]No DYES

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?

«  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
resource?

«  QOtherimpacts:

O 0O 0O 0Od

O 0O 0 00

DYes E]No
EI Yes DND

DYes DND
DYes DNO
DYes DNO
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IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

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

16.

17.

D NO [=] YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

+  Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or
goods.

«  Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems.

+  Otherimpacts:

i
Small to
Moderate
impact

]

O
]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

[

[
[

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

E]Yes D No

Yes DNO
Yes E] No

The proposed action would result in moderate bus and pedestrian impacts which could be fully mitigated by adding buses
during the AM peak period and crosswalk widening, respectively.

IMPACT ON ENERGY

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

[]no [ ]yes

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:

E]

DYes D No
DYes DNo

Yes D No

NOISE AND ODCR IMPACT

Wil there be objectionable oders, naise, or vibration as a resuit of
the Proposed Action?

[xIno []ves

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

+  Odors will ocour routinely {(more than one hour per day).

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

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

+  QOther impacts:

O 0O o0 0O

O 0O 00 O

DYes E No

DYes D No
DYes D No

DYES DNO
DYes DNO
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18.

19.

Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?

IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

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 result in the burial of "hazardous wastes”
in any form {i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radiocactive,

irritating, infecticus, etc.)

Storage facilities for ane millian or more gallons of liquefied

natural gas or other flammable 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:

1
Small to
Moderate
impact

.

O O

.

2
Potential
Large
Impact

O O

3

Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

Yes

Yes

Yes
. Yes

Yes

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHQOD

Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?

ENO DYES

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. schoals, police and fire, etc.)
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«  Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future

projects.

»  Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.

+  Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate
Impact

[]
F]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

]

]
L]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

E]Yes DNO

Yes E No
Yes No

20. Is there, oris there likely to be, public controversy related to potential

adverse environment impacts?
[a]no [yes

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

Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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Proposed Replacement High Schoof at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School
Construction Authority (SCA) proposes to convert an existing building owned and occupied by the
New York Public Library Annex/storage facility into a replacement high school facility in Manhattan’s
Clinton neighborhood. The school facility would provide approximately 1,440 seats for 9th through
12th grade students at 521 West 43rd Street (Block 1072, Lot 15). The conversion of the proposed
school building would be conducted pursuant to the DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years
2010-2014.

The proposed project is intended to relieve current overcrowding at the existing Beacon High School,
which is currently located on 227-243 West 61st Street, and meet its projected capacity needs.

Beacon High School is an alternative public high school that offers an inquiry-based, college-
preparatory program open to all New York City resident applicants. Acceptance is based on the
school’s admissions criteria.

The relocated Beacon High School is expected to be ready for occupancy in the 2015-16 school year.

This action is subject to New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), as mandated in
Part 617 6NYCRR, per guidelines established in the CEQR procedures (Executive Order 91 of 1977,
amended in 1991). Guidelines described in the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual were followed in the
impact assessments conducted for this Environmental Assessment (EA).

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

The proposed school building would not alter the general land use on the site, which is now occupied
by the New York Public Library (NYPL) Annex/storage facility. The proposed school would be generally
compatible with the existing mix of residential, commercial, and auto-related uses that surround it,
and with the proposed residential uses proposed to be developed on the block to the north. No land
use impacts would therefore be expected to occur.

A large portion of West Clinton, including the project site, was recently rezoned to provide new
opportunities for residential development, to encourage new manufacturing-district-compatible uses
between Eleventh Avenue and the West Side Highway, and to ensure the contextual development
within the existing community. The project site is now zoned R9, which permits community facilities
such as, schools as-of-right.

In terms of public policy, the proposed school facility would support the initiative of the Facility
Replacement Program in the DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014 (Proposed
2010 Amendment); therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact
to zoning or public policy.
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Socioeconomic Conditions

The proposed replacement school facility would better serve Beacon High School students and would
result in no substantial change to socioeconomic conditions in the study area. The proposed project
would not directly displace any residents, nor would it introduce a new residential population that
could indirectly affect socioeconomic conditions in the study area. The proposed school project,
however, would displace the NYPL Annex/storage facility that employs fewer than 10 people and
itself would introduce approximately 140 faculty and staff members to the area. These staff
members would potentially support local retail establishments near the school, and thereby have a
marginally positive impact on the local economy. The proposed project would therefore result in no
significant adverse impacts to socioeconomic conditions in the study area.

Community Facilities and Services

The proposed project is intended to improve Beacon High School's condition by better
accommodating its current and expected future enroliment. As a school project, it would not add
residents to the area who could place an additional demand on community services; therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to community facilities and services.

Open Space

The proposed project would not place any additional demand on the area’s open space resources, as
it would provide an indoor gymnasium to meet the recreational needs of the students. The students
would likely continue to use public ballfields around Manhattan for athletic activities; therefore, the
proposed project would have no effect on the study area's publicly accessible open spaces.

Shadows

While the proposed action would primarily entail interior remodeling of the six-story building for
school use, it is assumed that one-story would be added on the roof for additional program space,
Even with this potentially 15-foot addition, the project would not result in new shadows long enough
to reach a sunlight-sensitive resource; therefore, no shadow impacts are expected to occur.

Historic and Archaeological Resources
Historic Resources

Since the existing building does not have historic significance, the one-story addition and interior
renovation of the existing building into the proposed school facility would have no adverse effect on
historic resoutrces.

Archaeological Resources

Since the existing building would be renovated and no new ground disturbance is proposed, the
proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to archaeological resources.

Urban Design and Visual Resources

The one-story addition and interior renovation of the existing six-story building would remain
compatible with the existing context of surrounding buildings; therefore, the project would have no
significant adverse effect on the area’s urban design and visual resources,
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Natural Resocurces

The site is located in a densely developed urban area where land has largely been previously
disturbed. The project site is completely developed and devoid of any natural areas; therefore, the
project would not result in impacts to natural resources.

Hazardous Materials

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase Il Environmental Site Investigation (ESI)
were completed for the proposed project site between September 20410 and July 2011. The Phase |
ESA and Phase Il ESI were completed to evaluate the environmental conditions of the site. The
Phase | ESA was prepared by TRC Engineers, Inc. (TRC) for the SCA in September 2010. The Phase |
ESA identified on-site recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated with the potential
presence of fill material from demolition of historic Site structures, the site’s historic use for varnish
and machinery storage, a garage with a gasoline underground storage tank, manufacturing, a
printing press, a motor repair shop, and the on-Site generation of hazardous wastes. The Phase | ESA
also identified RECs associated with the presence of two No. 2 fuel oil aboveground storage tanks
(ASTs) on-site. Evidence of a potential third petroleum storage tank was noted during the site
reconnaissance. Staining was also observed on building surfaces, including the basement floor,
presumably associated with leaks from building equipment (i.e., potential petroleum products).

Off-site RECs identified by the Phase | ESA include the historic usage of surrounding properties for
automobile repair, underground gasoline and fuel oil storage, manufacturing, and storage yards.
Currently, surrounding properties are being used as an equipment rental and service facility, dry
cleaning facilities, a gasoline station, and automobile repair, rental, and parking facilities. Fill/vent
lines, potentially associated with petroleum storage tanks, were noted on nearby properties. Prior
investigations of the property located adjacent to the site (northeast) indicated elevated levels of
contaminants in soil vapor and groundwater. A review of the regulatory agency database indicated
the nearby presence of four New York Spills/Leaking Underground Storage Tanks sites with
documented soil and/or groundwater impacts, one registered dry cleaning facility, two properties
with “E"-Designations, and three manufactured gas plant sites. A Con Edison sidewalk vault located
adjacent to the site, potentially housing oil-filled transformers, is a former Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act large quantity generator. The Phase | ESA also revealed environmental concerns
associated with suspect asbestos-containing materials (ACM), suspect interior and exterior lead-
based paint (LBP), suspect polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing light ballasts and caulking
material, water damage and flooding.

A Phase Il ES| was completed by TRC on behaif of the SCA in July 2011 to assess whether the RECs
identified in the Phase | ESA have affected the suitability of the site for construction of a public
school facility. The investigation consisted of a geophysical survey, the advancement of eighteen soil
borings, the installation of two permanent monitoring wells, and the collection and analysis of five
sub-slab soil vapor, two groundwater, one light non-agueous phase liquid (LNAPL), and seventeen
soil samples.

The resuits of the geophysical survey did not reveal evidence of buried utilities or structures in the
vicinity of the sampling locations. Petroleum contamination (i.e., free preduct, staining, and odor)
was observed in soil samples collected under the basement of the site building and a spill was
reported to the New York State Department of Envircnmental Conservation {Spill Case No.
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1103225). The soil samples submitted for laboratory analysis did not exhibit elevated
concentrations of petroleum related compounds and the light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL)
observed beneath the basement floor slab appears to be confined to a limited area of the boiler
room. The source of the LNAPL is unknown but may be a result of former petroleum bulk storage at
the site. The results of the analyses of soil vapor samples indicate elevated levels of petroleum and
chlorinated solvents above applicable guidance values cr standards.

Perched water above bedrock was encountered in two of the borings advanced in the site basement
at approximately 3 feet below the top of the basement floor slab. Groundwater representative of the
bedrock aquifer was encountered at approximately 12 feet below ground surface (bgs) in the
monitoring wells installed in the sidewalks.

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and building materials.
Remediation of the LNAPL and spill case closure would be pursued with the NYSDEC. Any dewatering
required during construction would be minimized to mitigate potential influx of contaminated water
from off-site sources toward the site. Treatment of any dewatering effluent would be conducted as
required prior to discharge to the municipal sewer. As a preventative measure, a sub-slab
depressurization system (SSDS) would be installed in the existing building. Any suspect ACM, LBP,
and PCB-containing materials affected by the preparation of the site for use as a public school would
be identified prior to construction and properly managed during construction activities. All soil
excavated during building construction would be properly managed in accordance with all applicable
local, State and Federal regulations. For areas of the site where exposed soil may exist after building
construction (i.e., landscaped areas), a 2-foot-thick layer of environmentally clean fill would be
placed over the soil in these areas. 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 1,440-seat school building would result in domestic water usage of approximately
14,400 gallons per day and approximately 35,000 gallons per day for air conditioning. The site is
currently served by water and sewer lines. The proposed project would therefore have no significant
effects on the City's water supply system or wastewater treatment facilities.

Energy

According to the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, new construction or substantial renovation of
buildings do not require a detailed energy assessment, as they are subject to the New York State
Energy Conservation Code, which is reflective of state and city energy policy. Those actions that
would result in new construction or substantial renovation of buildings therefore would not create
adverse energy impacts, and no further evaluation is required.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services

The proposed 1,440-seat school facility would likely generate approximately 2,800 pounds per week
or 5.8 tons/month of solid waste, based on the rate of 2 pounds per week for each public high
school pupil. According to the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, a generation rate of less than 100,000
pounds per week is not considered large; therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to
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affect the delivery of sanitation services, or place a significant burden on the city's solid waste
management system.

Transportation

The proposed project would generate, at most, 20 vehicular peak-hour trip ends (in the AM peak
hour), which would not cause a significant impact on traffic conditions, and would not require further
analysis. The nominal parking demand generated from the proposed project would be
accommodated by existing on-street parking within a 1/4-mile radius, and there would be no
significant parking impacts. While the project would generate greater than 200 transit trips during a
peak hour, an analysis of the station elements at the 42 Street/8th Avenue subway station found
that no significant impacts would occur.

Significant impacts are predicted, however, for bus operations and pedestrian conditions. A
significant impact is predicted because of the school’'s additional demand on cross-town (M42)
buses, which could be mitigated with addition of two buses in the AM peak hour. (The MTA makes
these types of operational adjustments routinely.)

The project would also create pedestrian impacts in three locations, and all of these could be
mitigated, as described below:

» West 43rd Street and Tenth Avenue Intersection (north and south crosswalks): Impacts could be
mitigated by widening each crosswalk by 2 feet.

e West 42nd and Eighth Avenue Intersection (west crosswalk): Impact could be mitigated by
widening the west crosswalk by 2 feet.

e West 42nd and Tenth Avenue Intersection (south crosswalk): Impact could be mitigated by
widening the south crosswalk by 1 foot.

Air Quality

The number of vehicles generated by the project would not result in significant mobile-source
impacts. Stationary-source and air-toxic analyses indicate that the school’s heating plant would have
no adverse effect on surrounding land uses, and existing emission sources would not adversely
impact the school; therefore, the 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 school project would result in development below the 350,000 SF threshold, it
would not contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emissions, and no further analysis is warranted.

Noise

There would be no significant mobile source impacts based on the nominal number of vehicles
generated by the project and no stationary source impacts since no outdoor playground is proposed
as part of the proposed action.
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Public Health

The proposed project would not generate any public health concerns provided the measures
described in Section B.16 to avoid adverse health and safety impacts from on-site soil contamination
are incorporated into the design and renovation of the proposed school building. No impacts related
to hazardous materials, air quality or sanitation services are anticipated as a result of the proposed
project; therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in significant adverse public
health impacts.

Neighborhood Character

The proposed high school facility would be generally consistent with the changing (more residential)
character of the immediate neighborhood. Overall, the proposed project would not result in
significant adverse impacts to any of the various elements that contribute to neighborhood
character, including land use, urban design, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomic
conditions, traffic, and noise levels.

Construction Impacts

Building renovation/construction is expected to begin in 2011. The school is expected to be
completed and ready for student occupancy by the start of the 2015-16 school year.

Given the mostly interior nature of the construction, the proposed project would not result in
significant adverse construction impacts.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.l. INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the New York City Department of Education (DOE), the New York City School
Construction Authority (SCA) proposes to convert an existing building owned and occupied by the
New York Public Library (NYPL) into a high school facility in the Clinton section of Midtown
Manhatian. The renovated building at 521 West 43rd Street (Block 1072, Lot 15) would provide
approximately 1,440 seats for Beacon High School, which would relocate from West 61st Street
when the project is completed.

The proposed project would entail the interior renovation of the existing six-story Annex/storage
building and construction of a one-story rooftop addition into a high school facility that would contain
classrooms, science labs, an auditorium, and a gymnasium to accommodate the projected future
enrollment of Beacon High School. Renovation of the proposed building would be conducted
pursuant to the Facility Replacement Program defined in the DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal
Years 2010-2014 (Proposed 2010 Amendment).

The following sections offer descriptions of the project purpose and need, project site, and proposed
project. The ensuing chapters 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 Archaeological Resources, Urban Design
and Visual Resources, Natural Resources, Hazardous Materials, Water and Sewer Infrastructure,
Energy, Solid Waste and Sanitation Services, Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Noise, Public Health, Neighborhood Character, and Construction Impacts.

A.2. PURPOSE AND NEED

The proposed project is intended to relieve overcrowded conditions at the existing Beacon High
School, which is currently located on 227-243 West 61st Street in the Lincoln Square section of
Manhattan. During the 2009-2010 school year, the school operated at 137 percent of its capacity
with an enroliment of 1,144 students and a capacity of 837 seats. Enroliment at Beacon High School
increased by 14 students from its previous enrollment of 1,130 students in the 2008-2009 school
year and is expected to increase more in the years to come. As such, the proposed school facility
replacement would create a larger school facility to accommodate the projected enrollment of 1,440
students.

The proposed project would provide classrooms and support facilities to serve the school’s students
and would be constructed in accordance with the SCA’'s current design standards and program
requirements.

A.3. PROJECT SITE

The project site is a through lot located at 521 West 43rd Street (Block 1072, Lot 15), on a block
bounded by Tenth and Eleventh Avenues to the east and west and West 44t and West 43w Streets
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to the north and south (Figures 1 and 2). As noted previously, the site currently contains a six-story
NYPL Annex/storage facility (approximately 200,000 SF), which was constructed circa 1940. It fully
occupies its 30,100 SF lot.

A4. PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project entails the interior renovation of the existing six-story building, construction of
a one-story rooftop addition, and conversion into a 1,440-seat high school facility. The new school
would include general-instruction classrooms, as well as specialty classrooms for science, art, and
music. It would also feature a cafeteria, a library, a gymnasium for physical education, and an
auditorium. ‘

The school is expected to be completed and ready for occupancy for the 2015-16 school year.

A.5. PROJECT STATUS

The action is subject to New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), as mandated in
Part 617 6NYCRR, per guidelines established in the CEQR procedures (Executive Order 91 of 1977,
amended in 1991). Guidelines described in the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual were followed in the
impact assessments conducted for this Environmental Assessment (EA).
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FIGURE 1; PROJECT LOCATION
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FIGURE 2: TAX Map
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B. EXISTING CONDITIONS AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

B.1. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires that a detailed land use and zoning analysis be prepared if

actions would include the following conditions:

» Resultin significant changes in land use or zoning, or would substantially affect regulations or policies
governing land use, or

« Ifan analysis requiring land use or zoning information is being performed in any other technical area.

B.1.1. Existing Land Use in the Project Area
Project Site

The project site is located on 521 West 43rd Street between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues in
the Clinton section of Midiown Manhattan in Community District 4. As described in Chapter
A: Project Description, the 30,100 SF project site is currently occupied by the NYPL
Annex/storage facility. The existing six-story building was constructed circa 1940 and
contains approximately 200,000 SF, which the NYPL uses to process archival coliections for
both storage and display.

The remainder of the project block contains residential, commercial, institutional, and
transportation-related uses, all ranging in height from 1-7 stories, including the Chelsea
Garden Center, Market Diner, Manhattan Mini Storage, United Rentals, and AVIS. East of the
site is a rail cut used by Amtrak and owned by Penn Central Railroad (see Photos 1-4).

Three large-scale residential developments are located in close proximity to the project site,
including Riverbank West, a 44-story, 418-unit luxury apartment complex southwest of the
site on West 43rd Street at Eleventh Avenue; The New Gotham, a 34-story, 375-unit
apartment building directly south of the project site; and The Strand, a 42-story, 311-unit
condominium building, located southeast of the site on the corner of West 43rd Street and
Tenth Avenue.

Study Area

The land-use study area was delineated 400 feet around the project site to include the area
most likely to be particularly affected by the proposed project. This study area is described in
detail regarding land-use patterns and development activity (see Figure 3).

Areas north of the project site are characterized by institutional, and transportation and utility
uses, in addition to open parking lots. Residential buildings (with ground-floor retail) are
lacated primarily along Tenth Avenue while the majority of transportation-related uses and
light-industrial uses are located mid-block and closer to Fleventh Avenue.

The Travel Inn and the large, new residential developments all have frontages on West 42nd
Street, between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues. Additionally, The Riverbank West has ground-
floor retail uses on the southwestern end of West 42nd and West 43rd Streets, and The
Strand has ground-floor retail uses located on Tenth Avenue between West 42nd and West
43rd Streets.
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Photo 1 — Project Site - Main Entrance on West 44th Street
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Photo 2 - Looking west toward Eleventh Avenue on West 44th Street
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Photo 3 — Looking west toward Eleventh Avenue on West 43rd Street

Photo 4 — Rear View of PS 51 from West 44th Street
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FIGURE 3: LAND USE
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Nearby community facilities include Public School 51 (The Elias Howe School), one block
north of the project site, at 520 West 45th Street; the Ryan/Chelsea-Clinton Community
Health Center, two blocks north of the project site, at 645 Tenth Avenue between West 45th
and West 46th Streets; and FDNY Rescue Company 1, across the street from the project site,
at 530 West 43rd Street.

Beyond the 400-foot study area, the mix of land uses and building types continue; however,
this area of West Clinton is increasingly characterized by high-rise residential towers. These
include the 46-story Atelier located at 635 West 42nd Street, the 41-story One River Place
located between West 41st and West 42nd Streets along Twelfth Avenue, and the two 60-
story towers of Silver Towers (River Place II) located at 620 West 42nd Street, which are all
tocated west of Eleventh Avenue.

Light industrial uses such as the Federal Express (FedEx) World Service Center, the United
Parcel Service (UPS), and the New York City Transit {(NYCT) Michael J. Quill Bus Depot are
located west and southwest of the study area.

Community facilities located south of the study area include the NYPD Manhattan South Task
Force at 524 West 42nd Street; St. Raphael’'s Roman Catholic Church at 503 West 40th
Street; Covenant House at 460 West 41st Street; Matthews-Palmer Playground, two blocks
northeast of the project site, on West 45th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues; and the
Salvation Army Thrift Store Donation Center, three blocks north of the project site, at 536
West 46th Street.

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

The New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) recently approved the West Clinton
rezoning for the area bounded by West 55th Street to the north, West 43rd Street to the
south, roughly Tenth Avenue to the east, and Route 9A {West Side Highway) to the west
(including the project site). This action will provide new opportunities for residential
development, to encourage new manufacturing-district-compatible uses between Eleventh
Avenue and the West Side Highway, and to ensure the contextual development within the
existing community. Areas previously zoned M1-5, M2-3, and M3-2 are now rezoned RS, R8A,
RS, and M2-4, and a new C2-5 commercial overlay now exists along the east side of Eleventh
Avenue between West 43rd and West 52nd Streets, excluding the block between West 44th
and West 45th Streets.

Project Site

As of June 2011, the proposed project site is zoned R9, which permits residential and
community facility (including school) uses as-of-right (Figure 4). Inclusionary Housing
provisions are available in this area. The maximum base FAR for residential uses is 6.0 (or
8.0 if affordable housing is provided on or off-site} and 10.0 for community facilities.
Maximum base height is 85 feet and maximum building height is 135 feet (on a narrow
street) such as West 43 Street.
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FIGURE 4: ZONING
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Stuay Area

To the south of the project is a C6-4 zoning district, which permits high-density commercial
uses; to the north of the site are R8 and R10 zoning districts, which permit mid- and high-rise
residential buildings. There is also a C2-5 commercial overlay one block north of the project
site between West 44th and West 45th Streets and along Tenth Avenue between West 43rd
Street and West 46th Street.

Both the project site and study area are located within the Special Clinton District (CL), which
is generally located between West 41st and 58th Streets west of Eighth Avenue. The district
was created to preserve and strengthen the residential character of the community bordering
midtown and to provide appropriate transitions between lower-scale side streets, the Special
Hudson Yards District {(south), and the Special Midtown District (east).

B.1.3. Future No-Action Conditions

Profect Site

Under Future No-Action Conditions, the existing NYPL building on the site would remain, and
the project site would be unchanged.

Study Area

The New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development (HPD) designated the
block immediately north of the project site as an Urban Development Action Area Project
{UDAAP) and redevelopment is currently under construction. The UDAAP site spans nearly the
entire block area between West 44th and West 45th Streets and Tenth and Eleventh
Avenues (excluding the gas station on the eastern end). It is proposed to be developed into
four residential buildings: a 7-story base with 31-story tower, a 7- to 9-story base with
14-story tower, and two 14-story buildings to be built over the existing Amtrak rail cut.
Additionally, an interior landscaped open space will be located between two of the buildings
in the western portion of the block. The historic PS 51, located on the northeastern portion of
the block, would be converted into a residential building, and the school would be relocated
to a new building on the West 44th Street side of the block {across from the proposed
Beacon High Schootl site). The relocated school facility would stand 5 stories tall and contain
approximately 630 seats. A new playground would occupy an area north and west of the new
school.

While a large portion of West Clinton, including the site block was recently rezoned, resulting
new development is projected to occur in 2020, which is beyond the build year of this
environmental review and therefore no related developments are included in the Future No-
Action Condition.

Just outside of the 400-foot study area, there are three known developments that would be
built under Future No-Action Conditions:

s 500 West 42nd Street is a Clinton Housing Development Corporation (CHDC) project
(near Tenth Avenue) that entails renovation of four tenement buildings into two wings.
Phase I, already completed, created 25 units of affordable housing. Phase Il, under
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construction, will create 25 units for homeless singles, including the mentally ill. Based
on a December 18, 2010 field visit, the CHDC project appeared to be near completion.

e 510 West 42nd Street, the Out NYC Urban Resort is currently under development. The
project site is located on a through-lot between West 41st and 42nd Streets, and will be
developed into a 90,000 SF, 127-room hotel. Construction is expected to be complete by
summer 2012,

¢ 605 West 42nd Street, located on Eleventh Avenue, is the future site of the Atelier Il
Previously, the site was planned to be a 45-story, 764-unit residential tower; however,
construction activities have stalled. The project site is now expected to contain
100,000 square feet of retail space in a three-story building,

B.1.4. Potential Impacts of the Project

Potential Land Use Impacts of the Prgject

The proposed project would result in the conversion of the existing NYPL building into a
school facility. The proposed school would not alter the land use on the site that is now
occupied by an existing institutional use and would generally be compatible with the existing
and proposed mix of land uses surrounding the project site.

Potential Zoning and Public Policy Impacts of the Project

The proposed school use is permitted as-of-right under the site’s current R9 zoning therefore
no zoning actions are required to advance the project. The school development is compatible
with the prevailing zoning and public policies, therefore there would the project would result
in no adverse impacts.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streel, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual indicates that a detailed sociceconomic analysis is appropriate if the
proposed action is expected to result in substantial socioeconomic changes within the impact area. Such
changes would occur if the action had any one of the following results:

e Adirect displacement of residential population changing the socioeconomic profile of a neighborhbod
{more than 500 residents);

 Directly displace a substantial number of businesses or employees (more than 100 emp!oyees);'

» Create substantial new development (200 units residential, 200,000 SF commercial space);

o  Affect real estate market over a large area; or

o Adversely affect economic conditions of a specific industry.

B.2.1. Screening Assessment

According to the CEQR Technical Manual screening criteria, the proposed project would not
result in any conditions that would be expected to result in substantial socioeconomic
changes; therefore, no analysis is warranted. The proposed new school would better serve
neighborhood students and not result in substantial socioeconomic changes in the study
area. The school would not directly displace any residents nor would it introduce a new
residential population that could indirectly affect socioeconomic conditions in the study area.
The proposed project would introduce approximately 140 faculty and staff to the area, and
these employees would potentially support local retail establishmenis near the school and
thereby have a marginally positive impact on the local economy. The proposed project would
therefore result in no significant adverse impacts to socioeconomic conditions in the study
area.
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Proposed Replacement High School af 521 West 43rd Streel, Manhatfan
Environmental Assessment

B.3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The CEQR Technical Manual requires that an analysis be performed if actions would:

s Increase service demands by adding more than 100 residents; or
o Physically alter a community facility

Community facilities and services are defined as public or publicly funded schools, health care facilities,
libraries, child care centers, and police and fire services. A community facilities analysis evaluates a
proposed action's effect on the provision of services by those community facilities. Direct effects occur when
an action results in the physical afteration or displacement of a community facility; indirect effects result from
increases in population, which create additional demand on service delivery.

 Analysis of potential impacts on health care facilifies and police and fire protection services is required
for actions that would have only a direct effect, such as if it would affect the physical operations of, or
access to and from, a police precinct or fire station.

B.3.1. Existing Conditions

Police Services. The site is located within the 18th Police Precinct, whose precinct house is
situated at 306 West 54th Street, approximately 0.64 miles north of the site (see Figure 5).

Fire Services. The unit serving the site is Rescue Company 1, located across the street, at
530 West 43rd Street. The proposed action would not reguire an increase in personne! or
equipment at the engine or ladder company.

Health Care Services. The nearest health-care facility to the site is the Ryan/Chelsea-Clinton
Community Health Center, located at 645 Tenth Avenue between West 45th and West 46th
Streets, two blocks north of the project site.

Public Schools. Nearby public elementary schools include PS 51 (The Elias Howe School),
which is located one block north of the project site, fronting on West 45th Street.

B.3.2. Future No-Action Conditions

Under Future No-Action Conditions, the existing NYPL Annex/storage facility building would
remain unchanged. Other than the relocation of PS 51 to West 44t Street (directly across
the street from the project site, no changes to other community facilities in the study area
are proposed.

B.3.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

The proposed replacement school project would relieve current overcrowding at the existing
Beacon High School, located on West 61st Street, and would provide a permanent capacity
for approximately 1,440 students. The proposed project would not add residents or a
significant number of employees to 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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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhatfan

Environmental Assessment

FIGURE 5: COMMUNITY FACILITIES
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhatian
Environmental Assessment

B.4. OPEN SPACE

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires that an open space analysls be performed if a proposed action
would:

« Displace or result in a physical change to a public open space or reduce its utilization or aesthetic
value; or

s Increase demands on area open space by adding a new user population sufficiently large to noticeably
diminish the ability of an area's open space to serve the future population (more than 50 residents or
125 workers if the project is within an underserved area; more than 350 residents or 750 workers if the
project is within a well-served area; or more than 200 residents or 500 workers if the project is not
within either an underserved or well-served area.)

B.4.1. Existing Conditions

Within the 400-mile study area there are no open space resources. Just outside of the study
area, there is one open space located two blocks northeast of the project site: Matthews-
Palmer Playground (formerly May Matthews Playground) is 0.47 acres and includes a
basketball court, handball court, playground, and restroom facilities.

B.4.2. Future No-Action Conditions

In the future without the proposed project, there are no known park or open space
development projects within the study area besides redevelopment of the relocated school
yard associated with PS 51.

B.4.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

The proposed project would not place any additional demand on the area's open space
resources as it would provide a gymnasium to meet the recreational needs of the students.
The students would also be expected to continue their current practice of utilizing public
fields for organized athletic activities. The proposed project therefore would have no effect
on the study area’s publicly accessible open spaces and would not result in a significant
adverse impact.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

B.5. SHADOWS

if a building is greater than 50 feet tall and may cast a shadow on a park, historic resource with sunltght-
dependent features, or important natural feature, then there is a potenhal for a significant shadow impact
and a shadow analysis is required.

B.5.1. Potential Impacts of the Project

The shadow assessment considers projects that result in new shadows long enough to reach
a sunlight-sensitive resource; therefore, a shadow assessment is required only if the project
would either result in new structures (or additions to existing structures including the
addition of rooftop mechanical equipment) of 50 feet or more in height or be located
adjacent to, or across the street from, a suniight-sensitive resource.

Since the proposed project, even with a one-story rooftop addition, would not result in either
of these conditions, a shadow assessment is not necessary, and no shadow impact would be
expected to occur.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.6. HISTORIC AND ARCHAECLOGICAL RESOURCES

Historic resources include historically important buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts. They also
may Include bridges, canals, piers, wharves, and railroad transfer bridges that may be wholly or partially
visible above ground. Archaeological resources are physical remains, usually subsurface, of the prehistoric
and historic periods such as burials, foundations, artifacts, wells, and privies. An assessment of both historic
and archaeological resources requires consultation with the appropriate city, state, and federal agencies.

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires an evaluation of a project's potential effect on archaeological
resources if it would potentially result in an in-ground disturbance to an area not previously excavated. It
further requires an assessment of historical resources if a proposed action would result in a direct or indirect
adverse effect on historic buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts.

B.6.1. Existing Conditions

Historic and Archaeological Resources

The project site is located is not located within a historic district. The existing NYPL
Annex/storage facility building on the project site was built circa 1940 and is not
architecturally significant nor does it contribute to a historic district or archaeological
resource (see SHPO correspondence}.

PS 51 (The Elias Howe School) on West 45th Street, has been determined eligible for listing
on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. It is located approximately 150 feet
north of the project site.

B.6.2. Future No-Action Condition

Under Future No-Action Conditions, the site and existing building would remain unchanged.
PS 51 is proposed to be renovated and converted to a residential building as part of the HPD
UDAAP/West 44th and Eleventh Avenue Rezoning project. It would be replaced by a new
school building on West 44th Street, across from the project site.

B.6.3. Potential Impacts on the Project

Historlc and Archaeological Resources

As the proposed project entails interior renovation of an existing building and construction of
a one-story rooftop addition, it would have no significant adverse impact on standing historic
and subterranean archaeological resources on the site or in the area. The new five-story
PS 51 building will stand between the renovated high school building and the historic PS 51
building on West 45th Street and would therefore experience no change in setting or views as
a result of the proposed action. Similarly, the proposed action requires no new ground
disturbance and consequently would not result in impacts to any potential archaeological
resources on the site.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

B.7. URBAN DESIGN AND ViISUAL RESOURCES

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires an assessment of urban design when a project may have
effects on one or more of the elements that contribute to the pedestrian experience, including streets,
buildings, visual resources, open spaces, and natural features. There is no need to conduct an urban design
analysis if a proposed project would be constructed within existing zoning envelopes and would not result in
physical changes beyond the bulk and form permitted “as-of-right.”

B.7.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed project entails interior renovation of an existing six-story building and the
construction of a one-story rooftop addition. The expanded seven-story building would be
compatible with the existing diverse context of surrounding buildings, which range in height
from 1 to 35 stories. Therefore, the project would have no significant adverse effect on the
area’s urban design and visual resources, and further study is not warranted.
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Proposed Replacement High School af 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.8. NATURAL RESOURCES

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires a detailed evaluation of natural resources when there is either a
direct or indirect disturbance of significant, sensitive, or designated natural resources.

B.8.1. Screening Assessment

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a natural resources assessment may be
appropriate if a natural resource is present on or near the site of the project and the project
would cause a disturbance of the resource. If the site of the project and the immediate
adjacent area is substantially devoid of natural resources, then no natural resources
assessment is necessary.

The project site is located in a densely developed area of midtown Manhattan, which is
substantially devoid of natural resources, and neither the ptoject site nor adjacent area
contain any natural resources that could be adversely affected by the proposed project;
therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact to natural
resources.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 Wesf 43rd Street, Manhattan
Erwironmentat Assessment

B.9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires that a detailed hazardous materials assessment be prepared
when:

e Hazardous materials exist on site, and a Proposed Action would incréase the potential for exposure
A Proposed Action would introduce new activities or processes that use hazardous materials

This section addresses environmental conditions at the location of the proposed public
school located at 521 West 43rd Street, New York, New York, hereafter referred to as the
proposed project site. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment {ESA) of the proposed
project site was completed by TRC Engineers, Inc. (TRC) on behalf of the SCA in September
2010. The main objective 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 E 1527-05 as
recognized environmental conditions (RECs). In addition, other environmental issues or
conditions such as radon, asbestos-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 assess past and current uses of the site and adjacent areas.

The Phase [ ESA identified on-site RECs associated with the potential presence of fill material
from demolition of histeric site structures, the site’s historic use for varnish and machinery
storage, a garage with a gasoline underground storage tank, manufacturing, a printing press,
a motor repair shop, and the on-Site generation of hazardous wastes. The Phase | ESA also
identified RECs associated with the presence of two No. 2 fuel oil aboveground storage tanks
(ASTs) on-site. Evidence of a potential third petroleum storage tank was noted during the site
reconnaissance. Staining was also observed on building surfaces, including the basement
floor, presumably associated with leaks from building equipment {i.e., potential petroleum
products).

Offsite RECs identified by the Phase | ESA include the historic usage of surrounding
properties for automobile repair, underground gasoline and fuel cil storage, manufacturing,
and storage yards. Currently, surrounding properties are being used as an equipment rental
and service facility, dry cleaning facilities, a gasoline station, and automobile repair, rental,
and parking facilities. Fill/vent lines, potentially associated with petroleum storage tanks,
were noted on nearby properties. Prior investigations of the property located adjacent to the
site (northeast) indicated contaminants in soil vapor and groundwater. A review of the
regulatory agency database indicated the nearby presence of four New York Spills/Leaking
Underground Storage Tanks sites with documented soil and/or groundwater impacts, one
registered dry cleaning facility, two properties with “E”-Designations, and three manufactured
gas plant sites. A Con Edison sidewalk vault located adjacent to the site, potentially housing
oilfilled transformers, is a former Resource Conservation and Recovery Act large quantity
generator. The Phase | ESA also revealed environmental concerns associated with suspect
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asbestos-containing materials (ACM), suspect interior and exterior lead-based paint (LBF),
suspect polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing light ballasts and caulking material, water
damage, and flooding.

A Phase || Environmental Site Investigation (ESI) was completed by TRC on behalf of the SCA
in July 2011 to assess the RECs identified in the Phase | ESA.

B.9.1. Existing Conditions

The site is located at 521 West 43rd Street in Manhattan, New York. The legal description for
the site is New York City Tax Block 1072, Lot 1. The site consists of an approximately
30,100-square-foot (approximately 0.69 acre), irregularly shaped lot, developed with a six-
stoty building, with a basement, owned by the New York Public Library. The site building was
constructed in 1931. Prior to 1931, the site was developed with low-rise residential and
commercial structures. The New York Public Library has occupied the site for approximately
35 years and currently uses the site for document storage.

A Phase Il ESI was conducted to determine whether the RECs identified in the Phase | ESA
have affected the suitability of the site for construction of a public school facility. The
investigation included a geophysical survey and the completion of eighteen soil borings, two
permanent monitoring wells, and five sub-slab soil vapor sampling points. Five sub-slab soil
vapor samples, seventeen soil samples, two groundwater samples, and one light non-
aqueous phase liguid (LNAPL) sample were collected for laboratory analysis.

In general, weathered bedrock with some sand and red brick were encountered in the soil
borings advanced in the basement of the site building and sand with silt, gravel, clay and
weathered bedrock were encountered in the soil borings advanced off-site. Bedrock was
encountered at depths ranging between 1.5 and 5 feet below the top of the floor slab in the
soil borings advanced in the site building basement and bedrock was encountered at 6 and
9 feet below ground surface (bgs) in the borings advanced on the sidewalk. Perched water
above bedrock was encountered in two of the borings advanced in the site basement at
approximately 3 feet below the top of the basement floor slab. Groundwater representative
of the bedrock aquifer was encountered at approximately 12 feet bgs in the monitoring wells
installed in the sidewalks. Based on topography in the area and nearby surface water bodies,
groundwater is anticipated to flow in the bedrock aquifer in a westerly direction towards the
Hudson River.

The results of the geophysical survey revealed evidence of minor scattered anomalies
throughout the site. Based on a review of the geophysical survey figure and reports, the
scattered anomalies are likely representative of unconsolidated soils located throughout the
site or former building remnants and utilities. None of the anomalies were indicative of the
presence of an underground storage tank (UST). There was no evidence of utilities or
subsurface structures, which would interfere with the boring iocations, identified during the
geophysical survey.

Seven discrete soil samples were selected for laboratory analysis from eight soil borings and
were analyzed for Target Compound List (TCL) and NYSDEC STARS list volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), Resource Conservation
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and Recovery Act (RCRA) metals, cyanide, PCBs, and TCL pesticides. Additionally, in support
of pre-design waste classification objectives, two samples were selected for analysis and
analyzed for hexavalent chromium and total petroleum hydrocarbons—diesel range organics
(TPH-DRO) and gasoline range organics (TPH-GRO). Due to the elevated concentrations of
chromium and lead detected in two soil samples, these samples were additionally analyzed
for Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) lead and chromium. Finally, to delineate
petroleum impacts noted in certain soil borings, 10 discrete soil samples were selected for
laboratory analysis from 10 soil borings and were analyzed for STARS listed VOCs and SVOCs.

Two groundwater samples were analyzed for TCL/STARS VOCs +1.0, TCL/STARS SVOCs +15,
RCRA metals (filtered and unfiltered), cyanide, PCBs, and TCL pesticides. Additionally, one (1)
trip blank sample was also submitted for analysis of TCL VOCs. The five sub-slab soil vapor
samples were analyzed for 26 select VOCs by EPA Method TO-15.

There was no evidence of contamination observed in any of the soil samples with the
exception of petroleum impacts observed in certain soil borings advanced in the site
basement. Evidence of petroleum impacts included elevated photoionization detector
readings, petroleum odors, staining, and LNAPL (in one boring, TRC-SB1, advanced in the
basement boiler room). Due to the high viscosity of the LNAPL in the sample collected from
this boring, it was not possible to measure the thickness of the LNAPL on the perched water.
However, several inches of LNAPL were cbserved in a bailer after it was placed into and then
removed from the borehole. A sample of LNAPL was submitted for fingerprint analysis. The
results of the fingerprint analysis exhibit characteristics of an unknown motor oil and a non-
calibrated fuel type. The source of the LNAPL is unknown but may be a result of former
petroleum bulk storage at the site.

The results of the analyses of soil samples revealed that one VOC (acetone) and five metals
(arsenic, cadmium, total chromium, lead, and mercury) were detected at concentrations
above the Unrestricted Use SCOs and/or Soil Cleanup Levels (SCLs) in one or more samples.
The concentrations of acetone exceeding regulatory criteria can be attributed to the
characteristics of Site soil. The detected metal concentrations exceeding Unrestricted Use
SCOs can be attributed to the characteristics of fill material at the site. TCLP lead and
chromium concentrations were below levels indicative of a characteristic hazardous waste.

The soit samples submitted for laboratery analysis did not exhibit elevated concentrations of
petroleum related compounds. Based on available data, the LNAPL observed beneath the
basement floor slab appears to be confined to a limited area of the boiler room.

There were no VOCs, SVOCs, metals, cyanide, PCBs, or pesticides detected above the Class
GA Values in groundwater collected from the bedrock aquifer. There was no evidence of
groundwater contamination observed during sampling.

The results of the analyses of the sub-slab soil vapor samples indicate that 15 of the 26
petroleum and chlorinaied solvent compounds analyzed for were detected in one or more
samples. The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) has established Air Guideline
Values (AGVs) for three of the VOCs analyzed: methylene chloride, PCE, and trichloroethene.
PCE was detected in all five sub-slab soil vapor samples at concentrations ranging between
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51 pg/m3 and 570 pg/m3. The concentration of PCE in two sub-slab soil vapor samples
exceeded the corresponding AGV of 100 pg/m3, at concentrations of 490 pg/m3 and
570 pg/m3, respectively. TCE was detected in all five sub-slab soil vapor samples at
concentrations ranging between 0.68 pg/m3 and 400 pg/m3. The concentration of TCE in
two (2) sub-slab soil vapor samples exceeded the corresponding AGV of 5 pg/m3 at
concentrations of 150 yg/m2 and 400 pg/ms3, respectively. Methylene chloride was not
detected above its respective AGV. A comparison of contaminant concentrations to the
Matrices in the NYSDOH Vapor Intrusion Guidance Document indicates that mitigation is the
required action, based on the detected TCE concentrations.

B.9.2. Future No-Action Conditions

In the future without the proposed project, the project site is expected to remain in its current
condition and it would not be converted to a New York City school.

B.9.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and building
materials. Remediation of the LNAPL and spill case closure would be pursued with the
NYSDEC. Any dewatering required during construction would be minimized to mitigate
potential influx of contaminated water from off-site sources toward the site. Treatment of any
dewatering effluent would be conducted as required prior to discharge to the municipal
sewer. As a preventative measure, a sub-slab depressurization system (SSDS) would be
installed in the existing building. Any suspect ACM, LBP, and PCB-containing materials
affected by the preparation of the site for use as a public school would be identified prior to
construction and properly managed during construction activities. All soil excavated during
building construction would be properly managed in accordance with all applicable local,
state and federal regulations. For areas of the site where exposed soil may exist after
building construction (i.e., landscaped areas), a 2-foot-thick layer of environmentally clean fill
would be placed over the soil in these areas. [n 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.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
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B.10. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires an assessment of water supply when actions:

»  Would have an exceptionally large demand for water (greater than 1 million gallons/day}; or
* Are located in a portion of the system that experiences low water pressure

A preliminary analysis of wastewater and stormwater convéyance and treatment would be needed if the
project:

¢ Islocated ina combined sewer area and would exceed the following incremental development of
residential units or commercial space above the predicted No-Action scenario: 1,000 residential units or
250,000 sq. ft. of commercial space or more in Manhattan; or 400 residentiat units or 150,000 sq. ft. of
commercial space or more in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Staten Island or Queens.

It also requires an assessment of energy when actions would affect transmission or generatlon of energy, or
that may generate substantial indirect consumption of energy.

B.10.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed school would contain approximately 200,000 SF of floor area, which is below
the CEQR threshold for an assessment of wastewater and stormwater conveyance and
treatment in areas served by a combined sewer system. [n addition, based on a capacity of
1,440 school seats, the project would result in water usage of approximately 14,400 gallons
per day (domestic use) and approximately 35,000 additional gallons per day for air
conditioning. Since the proposed project would not result in significantly large water
demands (i.e., over 1 million gallons per day), nor would it generate significant wastewater
flows, it would have no significant effects on the city’s water supply system or wastewater
treatment facilities.

According to the 2010 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. Therefore,
those actions that would result in new construction or substantial renovation of buildings
would not create adverse energy impacts, and no further evaluation would be required.
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B.11. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires a detailed evaluation of the effect of the proposed action on
solid waste and sanitation services If solid waste generation is unusually large. This is typically greater than
50 tons/week.

B.11.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed 1,440-seat school would likely generate 2,880 pounds per week or
5.8 tons/ month of solid waste, based on the rate of 2 pounds per week for each public high
school pupil. According to the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, a generation rate of less than
100,000 pounds per week is not considered large; therefore, the proposed project would not
be expected to affect the delivery of sanitation services nor place a significant burden on the
city's solid waste management system.
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B.12. TRANSPORTATION

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires detailed assessment of traffic and parking conditions when 50
or more vehicular trips would be generated by the project through one intersection during the peak hour.
Similarly, if the project would generate 200 or moere transit or pedestrian trips during a peak hour, then a
detailed assessment is required because there is a potential for signiificant impact.

B.12.1. 2010 Existing Conditions

The proposed schoot would primarily generate new demand by pedestrian and transit trips,
and these are analyzed in detail. New traffic and parking demand wouid be below the CEQR
Technical Manual’s threshold for detailed quantitative analyses; therefore, these subjects
have been screened out. A qualitative discussion of study area roadways has been provided
for informational purposes.

Vehicular Traffic

The project site occupies part of a block defined by the following streets:

West 44th Street is a one-way eastbound roadway, 35 feet wide, with one travel lane and
parking on both sides of the street. The south side of the street abuts the project site and
is assumed to serve as the principal drop-off location for the new school. School crossing
pavement markings are present at the signalized intersection with Tenth Avenue.

West 43rd Street is typically a one-way westbound roadway, 35 feet wide, with one travel
lane and parking on both sides of the street. Adjacent to the project site, however, West
43rd Street operates as a two-lane roadway to provide direct access to both Tenth and
Eleventh Avenues to FDNY Rescue Company 1, which operates out of a facility on the
same block as the project site. The north side of the street abuts the project site and is
assumed to serve as an additional entrance for the new school.

Tenth Avenue is a one-way northbound roadway, 60 feet wide, with six travel lanes during
the AM peak period and generally provides parking on both sides of the street during the
remainder of the day.

Eleventh Avenue is a one-way southbound roadway, 70 feet wide, with six travel lanes
and parking on the east side of the street.

Subway Stations

Public transportation located near the project area is shown in Figure 6.
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FiGURE 6: TRANSIT SERVICES
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Three subway lines serve the project area. The nearest subway station, 42nd Street-Port
Authority Bus Terminal on the A, C, and E lines is located less than a % mile away at Eighth
Avenue. Subway trips generated by the proposed school would primarily utilize this station.
The A line provides express service between Inwood-207th Street in Manhattan and Far
Rockaway-Mott Avenue in Queens. From 6 AM until about midnight, additional service is
provided to Lefferts Boulevard in Queens. The C line provides local service between 168th
Street in Manhattan and Euclid Avenue in Brooklyn. The E line operates between Jamaica
Center (Parsons Boulevard/Archer Avenue) in Queens and the World Trade Center in
Manhattan at all times. An underground pedestrian corridor connects the subway station to
the Times Square-42nd Street subway station at Seventh Avenue and Broadway, providing
free transferstothe N, Q, R, §, 1, 2, 3, and 7 trains.

New subway trips generated by the proposed project are expected to total 812 and 707 trips
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Due to the extensive amount of subway
options in the area, it is assumed that these transit riders will be distributed approximately
uniformly among each line and in both directions along each route. The majority of these
subway riders would be expected to utilize the 42nd Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal
station to access the A, C or E trains or the underground passageway connecting to the other
subway lines at Times Square; the number of trips entering and exiting this station would
exceed the CEQR Technical Manual’s threshold of 200 trips per hour for a detailed analysis
of subway station elemenis. '

The examination of conditions at the 42nd Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal station focuses
on those station elements (street stairways and fare arrays) with the potential to be affected
in the future with the proposed school. The analyses were prepared using the design
capacities for stairs and turnstiles specified in the CEQR Technical Manual and NYCT
Guidelines. All analyses reflect peak 15-minute conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. The
stairway analyses were conducted using CEQR level of service (LOS) methodology, which
equates pedestrian flow per foot per minute of stairway width with gualitative measures of
pedestrian comfort. Based on the calculated values of pedestrian volumes per foot width of
stairway per minute, six levels of service are defined with letters A through F, as shown in
Table 1. LOS A represents freeflow conditicns without pedestrian conflicts, and LOS F
depicts significant capacity limitations and inconvenience. The same LOS ratings used for
stairs are applied to v/c¢ ratios for low turnstiles and high entry/exit turnstiles (HEETS).

TABLE 1: STAIRWAY AND TURNSTILE LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CRITERIA

Level of Peak 15-minute passenger volume/

Service Effective foot-width (v/c) Comments
A =0.45 Free flow
B > 0.45-0.70 Fluid flow
C >0.70-1.00 Fluid, somewhat restricted
D > 1.00-1.33 Crowded, walking speed restricted
E >1.33-1.67 Congested, some shuifling and queuing
F > 1.67 Severely congested, queued

Source: 2010 CEQR Technical Manual
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The 42nd Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal station is reached via street stairs at West 40th,
West 42nd, West 43rd, and West 44th Streets along Eighth Avenue. New peak hour subway
trips generated by the proposed school are estimated to utilize three of these street stairs:
the stairway at the northwest corner of West 42nd Street, the stairway at the southwest
corner of West 43rd Street, and the stairway at the southwest corner of West 44th Street.
The station's mezzanine is controlled by two unmanned HEETs at both the West 42nd Street
and West 43rd Street entrances, and by a fare array with five turnstiles at the West 42nd
Street entrances. Counts at these Key station elements were conducted during the weekday
AM and PM peak periods in November 2010.

The results of the analyses of existing conditions at each analyzed station element during the
weekday 7:30-8:30 AM and 2:45-3:45 PM peak hours are shown in Table 2. As shown, all
of the analyzed street stairs and fare arrays at this station currently operate at LOS A in both
peak hours.

Bus Service

There are six bus lines providing service within a ¥z-mile radius of the project site—all of
which are operated by New York City Transit (NYCT). The following provides a brief description
of the four routes within the study area that are most likely to attract demand from the
proposed project:

e M11 operates along the Ninth Avenue/Columbus Avenue and Tenth Avenue/Amsterdam
Avenue corridors and provides service between Abingdon Square and West 135th
Street/Broadway at a frequency of approximately 15 minutes during the AM peak hour
and 11 minutes during the PM peak hour. From 8:00 AM to 9:00 PM, service is extended
to Riverbank State Park at West 145th Street/Riverside Drive.

» M16 operates between West 43rd Street/Ninth Avenue and FDR Drive/Waterside Plaza.
Service is provided at a frequency of approximately 8-10 minutes during the AM and PM
peak hours, respectively.

e M42 serves the 42nd Street corridor and operates between West 42nd Street/Twelfth
Avenue and East 42nd Street/First Avenue. Service is provided at a frequency of
approximately 9-10 minutes during both the AM and PM peak hours.

s« M50 operates along the 49th Street and 50th Street corridors and provides service
between West 42nd Street/Twelfth Avenue and East 42nd Street/First Avenue. Service is
provided at a frequency of approximately 12 minutes during both the AM and PM peak
hours.

Projected bus transit trips generated as a result of the new school are estimated to be
distributed approximately uniformly among the four bus lines within a reasonable walking
distance to the project site and in both directions along each route. This would result in a
total transit demand below the CEQR Technical Manual’s threshold of 200 bus trips per hour
to require a detailed analysis of bus conditions.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

However, the site can also be accessed by the 42nd Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal
station via a subway-to-bus transfer. It is anticipated that this will result in more than 200
peak hour bus transit trips on the M42 bus line; therefore, a detailed analysis is required for
this route. Data on local bus ridership at the maximum load point along the M42 route was
obtained from NYCT and is presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3: 2010 ExisTiNG Bus CONDITIONS

Average Hourly
Peak Buses per Hourly Hourly  |Volume per| Available
Bus Line | Hour | Direction {Peak Load Point Hour Capacity’ Volume? Bus Capacity
gg |/Vest42nd Strest 22 1430 782 36 648
o [ @ A
est 42nd Stree
- WB @ 8th Avenue 9 585 310 34 275
pg |WVest 42nd Street 10 650 287 20 363
M @ Sth Avenue
W8 West 42nd Street 9 29 o5 356
@ 8th Avenue 585 2
Notes:

1. Capacities are based on a maximum of 65 passengers for a standard 40-seat bus as per DCP.
2. Volumes are hased on 2008 MTA-New York City Transit ridership surveys and adjusted to reflect 2010 conditions.

Pedestrians

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

Data on the existing pedestrian conditions in the study area were developed based on field
counts conducted in November 2010 during the weekday AM (7:00 AM-9:00 AM) and PM
(2:00-4:00 PM) periods. The analysis concentrates on the weekday AM (7:15-8:15 AM) and
PM (2:45-3:45 PM) peak hours. To address pedestrian safety conditions, accident summary
data were cbtained from the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) for eight
intersections located along principal pedestrian access paths to/from the school.

Pedestrian flow conditions were analyzed using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000)
methodology, and considered conditions during the peak 15-minute period of the AM and PM
peak hours. For sidewalks, conditions are measured in terms of pedestrian flow rate per foot
of width per minute (PFM) for that portion of the sidewalk that can be effectively used for
pedestrian flow. The sidewalk analyses determine both the average flow rate's LOS as weli
as the platoon-adjusted LOS, which more accurately estimate the dynamics of walking.
“Platooning” is the tendency of pedestrians to move in groups or “platoons” once they cross
a street where traffic conditions required them to wait.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhatfan
Environatental Assessment

The evaluation of crosswalks is more complicated than sidewalks. Crosswalks cannot be
treated as sidewalks because they involve pedestrians crossing the street and others
gueued waiting for the signal to change. To effectively evaluate crosswalks, the analysis
compares available time and space with pedestrian demand, measured in terms of square
feet of circulation space per pedestrian, with LOS A equating to 60 or more square feet per
pedestrian (SF/ped), LOS B ranging from 40-80 SF/ped, LOS C from 24-40 SF/ped, LOS D
from 15-24 SF/ped, LOS E from 8-15 SF/ped, and LOS F less than 8 SF/ped. Similar to the
methodology used for sidewalks with the representation 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 corner of the street. Table 4 shows the flow rate/LOS
relationships using the HCM methodology for all analyzed pedestrian elements.

TABLE 4: SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CRITERIA

Level Sidewalk Corner/Crosswalk
of Pedestrians/Foot/Minutes (PFM) Square Feet/
Service Ave rage Flow Platocn-Adjusted Pedestrian {ft2/p) Comments

A <5 <05 > 60 Unrestricted flow

B > 5-7 >0.5-3 > 40-60 Slightly restricted flow

c >7-10 >3-6 > 24-40 Restricted, but fluid flow
Restricted flow that requires

D >10-15 > 6-11 >15-24 continuous alteration of walking
stride and direction

E »>15-23 >11-18 > 8-15 Severely restricted flow
Flows that exceed capacity where

E > 93 18 <8 sh.uffling and gueuing are .
evident, no reverse movement is
possible

Source: 2010 CEQR Technical Manual

The proposed entrances to the school are assumed to be located on West 44th and West
43rd Streets. Pedestrian demand would therefore be expected to distribute from the south
sidewalk of West 44th Street and the north sidewalk of West 43rd Street to the areas served
by the school. Table 5 shows existing LOS at sidewalks. All of the analyzed pedestrian
elements currently operate under LOS C conditions or better with one exception—at the
intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street, the west crosswalk operates at LOS E
during both the AM and PM peak hours.

Accident summary data within the study area were obtained from NYCDOT for the most
recent three-year period available (January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2009). Eight
intersections along pedestrian access paths to/from the school were examined to identify
potential safety problems. Table 6 provides a summary of the accidents reported at these
locations. Seven of these intersections had accidents involving pedestrians/bicyclists.
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TABLE 5: 2010 EXISTING PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS

SIDEWALK ANALYSIS

: | Effective | | Persons per Foot par | Plateon Conditions
| Sideof 1 Sidewalk | Posk15MinutoVolzme !_ _ Winute (BFY) _ _ , Averape Levelof Service | | _ Levelof Service_ _
Blockface | Streat ' Width' |~ AN . T PM " am P e, a1 em ! AM ,  PM
43rd Sireat 1 1 1 ! ¢ ! c
(westafdh Averwe) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | ____ ! | :_ S
44th Street B 1 a
westof@hAvenue} _ _ _ _ _ _ _ oL ek jea e ———— o
43rd Straet B | 3
(stoOhAvens) | _ _ _ _ g H
43rd Strect B__! 8
westalSh Avenue). IR I
44th Street 8 "; 8
feastofShvenue) _ _ _ _ _ _ L _ o _ gL +—— =
441h Street 8 ) B
{westofShavenue) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ., _ _ ... g o e oo R
10th Avenue __B _4_ B _
IortotazngSteey _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o _West [\ Tms_ G Hep TR T oy AZ 7 Z AT CZA_ $ LB _
43rd Straet 8 1 B
(eastolt0h Avenue)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _B_ o _B__
43rd Street T B
(westof10h Avenus) JE I
10th Avenus B ! s
otiefdddSresd  _ _ _ _ _ _ ' T _ 4 L oo o
10th Avenug _A B _
{souhafd3rd Sree _ _ _ _ _ _ coA_ LB __
&41h Street B I B
Leastob10n Averu) L
44th Street N "I' s
festotOhpvensg _ _ _ ___ L S M B R L s Do FU
10th Avenue a \ B
fswhefddhSuesh _ _ _ _ _ L L - oo e oo bom -
43 Streat B 1 B
festoftthivenue) _ L L e oo Lo oo
11th Avznue A i A
{ngrth of43rd Skeel . I ) : 1 S N
441h Street a R
feastoffthAvenua)  _ _ _ _ _ _ t_ __ _ L _ _ __bL el e e R == |
11th Avenue A I A
south of 44ih Sreed |
1 Sidewalk : | Average Pedestrian Space
! Dimen- | CurbRadil |_ _ _ (SFiped) _ _ Lavelof Sexvice _ _
Intersection | Comer sions. (i) (f2) I AN !I PM i AM ll FM
3 T
e R B R S S L LR L
44t Stesl (EW) @ posw lsxtzel o e 44 ' A A
10th Avenue {N-5} ! 1 o 1
et e T B
1 NE 153x13 13 1 405 | 605 A 1 A
l”l“'f_ﬂnﬂzﬂ"@___.;____:_____:__.._+____|_____:,.____| _____
44t Streel (E-
e Avenu(e(:‘_”ﬁl@ Dose [ mxiss, B 1@ 1 ee A 1A
ﬂROSISWA.LKANAL\'SIS
| ! 1 !
' :‘ : | Average Pedestrian Space :
! c | I _ 8Emes) | | LewiofSewie _
Intersection | Crosswalk | Length {ft) , Width{ft) : AM : PM LA 1| FM
O O SO NS S A
WrswecEW@ | _ Esl _ [ 3 \_ 188_ ICE_ T Cw_TC_a_l_ e,
9th Avenue {N-5) 452 2 8 _L_ B _.
B R S S
N PN IR NN IV SO N
441h Street (E-W)
9th Avanue (N-5) JI & X & ! A JI ‘Aﬁ s
42nd Street EW)®  _ Eas_ | _ 61 _ T _ 159 _,_ 283 _ 2 T_ A -
10th Avenue (N-3) a2 A
4FrdStest €W @ | _East
10th Avanue (N-S)
:Itﬁ_sveet (E-W_'Jé— ~
10t Avenue (N-S) _
43rd Strest (E-W) @
b Avenue N-S)
44th Sireel (E-W) @
11th Avenue [N-S}
Note:

1, Tota! sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from cbstructions.
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TABLE 6: SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA

Total Pedestrian Involving Pedestrians/ Bicyclists
Intersection Signalized | Accidents | Fatalities 2007 2008 2009
West42nd Steet@
8h Avenue Yes 77 - 17 i3 16
West43rd Street @
9th Avenue Yes 2% 5 3 5
Wost44th Street@
9t Avenue Yes 27 - 4 4 2
Wast42nd Street@
10t Avenue Yes 61 - 6 11 3
Wast43rd Street @
10t Avenue Y8s 18 i 2 L !
West44h Street @
10t Avenue Yes 16 ) 2 B 2
Wast43rd Steet @
11th Avenue Yes 21 i ! ) i
West44th Streel @ 19
11th Avenue Yes ! - - -

Source: NYSDOT Accident Data Files for the three-year period between January 1, 2007 and December 31, 2009

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a high accident |ocation is one where there were
five or more pedestrian accidents in any year in the most recent 3-year period. Of the eight
intersections analyzed, three are high-accident locations based on the CEQR definition. At
the intersection of West 42nd Street and Eighth Avenue, 46 pedestrian/bicycle-related
accidents were reported over the 3-year period. At the intersection of West 43rd Street and
Ninth Avenue, 13 pedestrian/bicycle-related accidents were reported over the 3-year peried,
with five occurring both in 2007 and 2009. Both these locations have high volumes of
pedestrians due to their proximity to the Port Authority Bus Terminal and commercial
corridors. The intersections are signalized and contain pedestrian signal heads, school
crosswaiks, and good sight lines. At the signalized intersection of West 42nd Street and
Tenth Avenue, 20 pedestrian/bicycle-related accidents were reported over the 3-year period,
with six occurring in 2007 and 11 occurring in 2008.

B.12.2. 2015 Future No-Action Conditions

Future transportation conditions were analyzed for 2015, the year in which the proposed
project is scheduled for completion. Between 2010 and 2015, it is expected that background
growth would increase existing pedestrian and transit volumes in the study area by
0.5 percent per year, as recommended for Manhattan by the CEQR Technical Manual.

Discussions with the Manhattan office of the New York City Department of City Planning
indicated that four known development projects are anticipated to be built in the surrounding
area by 2015. Two of these are not anticipated to generate considerable pedestrian traffic or
transit usage and were assumed to be included as part of the background growth rate. They
include a 25-unit residential building for homeless singles at 500 West 42nd Street and a
127-room hotel at 510 West 42nd Street. However, traffic volumes associated with the other
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two development projects described below were added to arrive at 2015 No-Action
pedestrian and transit volumes:

e HPD UDAAP/West 44th Street and Eleventh Avenue Rezoning HPD project comprises
nearly a full block bounded by West 44th and West 45th Streets between Tenth and
Eleventh Avenues. The development will include four new residential buildings and
conversion of PS 51, located on the northeastern portion of the block, into a residential
building. A new PS 51 school facility would be constructed on the southern portion of the
block on West 44th Street and would accommodate 630 students.

e 605 West 42nd Street (at Eleventh Avenue) was formerly planned to be a 45-story, 764-
unit residential tower (Atelier I1). It is now expected to contain 100,000 SF of retail space
in a three-story building.

Subway Stations

Under 2015 Ng-Action conditions, subway demand will grow as a result of background
growth. No physical changes are anticipated at any of the analyzed station elements. Table 7
shows the results of the analyses of 2015 No-Action conditions for the analyzed subway
station elements. All station elements will operate at LOS B or better.

Bus Service

In 2015 No-Action conditions, demand on the M42 NYCT Bus route serving the project area
is expected to increase as a result of general background growth. Table 8 shows the
estimated peak hour, peak direction ridership at the maximum load point in the 2015 future
without the proposed project. Under No-Action conditions, the M42 bus route is expected to
operate with available capacity.

Pedestrians

Table 9 shows the 2015 No-Action LOS at the analyzed sidewalks. In the future without the
proposed project, the west crosswalk at the intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 42nd
Street will continue to operate at LOS E during both the AM and PM peak hours. All other
pedestrian elements will cperate at LOS D or better.

B.12.3. Potential Impacts of the Project

The proposed building is projected to accommodate the approximately 1,440 students as
well as 144 faculty and staff currently attending the Beacon School currently located on West
G1st Street in Manhattan. The college-preparatory public school attracts students from all
parts of New York City.

Trip Generation

Table 10 presents the transportation planning assumptions utilized in the travei-demand
analysis. The modal split percentages were developed from forecasts for similar high schools
in Manhattan and data from the 2000 U.S. Census.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Envircnmental Assessment

TABLE 9: 2015 NO-ACTION PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS

SIDEWALK ANALYSIS

; I Effective b Persons per Foolper | | Platoon Conditions

; Sideot ! Sidewalk | peaicssMinutoVolume | Winuie(PFM) _ _ , Average Level of Service | _ _ Levelof Sarvice_ _
Blackface 1 Steet | Width' AN PM " A TP T am U ey T Tam T M
43rd Street | : ! | T

1 1

| i t I
south of A4t Skee) | East ! 11.7 ! 134 162 : 05 : 0.8 . A ! A ! B | B
STREET CORNER ANALYSIS
1 :' Sidewalk : 1 Average Pedestrian Space :
! [ Oimen- | CurbRadi 1_ _ _ [SFiped)_ _ _ . _ LevelofService _ _
Intersection ! _Corner | sions.{f) , {{ii] i Am | PM | AM | PM
43rd Sheet (EW) @ T [ \ | T
tonpeneqvy 1M B0 A
44t Street (EW @ i 1 I
onpeneog 1 SW_ 1A8X126 |
43rd Street (E-W) @ | 1
inseneyy M IR B
44h Sreel{E-W) @ | |
11 Avenue (N-5) 5B 13xe3
CROSSWALK ANALYS1S
T :
! | | ! Average Padestrian Space |
! ] t 5Fiped. Lavel of Servica
1 1 _ _ _ [SElpedy __, _ LevolofSemvies
I ntersection | grosswalk | Lenqth £t} | Width ift) t AN | | AM I PM
42nd Sireat (E-W) @ 1 ' T | !
enmenieny__ LM | S w2 0 0 e B B
43 Street (EW] @ ILEBSE.___ES_J__‘@_: o m_TTTEIIXDT
8th Avenue (N-5) '__\yesl___S_S__luJ{.-B_* 35 ‘__4_8__I__C___|____B___
p_Moth L) 420 . i, B2 ) A _ A _
e e — == s _Swb VT 1 Ms_ s, _B__\__B_,__A _,
: 1 [
g“m“‘Az’::e‘g‘:"s")’@ I suh IO Y S A T - Y S T
Y 1 o
4mdSrest EW)@  g_ FEast_ | _ 6 _ ' 163 __ _23_ ,_ 218 A_ L _ A
40th Avenue (N-8) = B TT A
I_ Mot T80 _ T
__________ I, Swh_ 72 +
43rd Strest (W) @ I_ CEast_ | _ 35 _ .
10th Avenue (N-8) 1 Mest | 3 L
I, Mot | B _ +
" Sk 62 ) N
441h Sireet (EW) @ ¥ | |
commewers L B0 | M ME_0 oW 0 % A 0 A
BrdSeslEWE | gy LT
JhawoveNs) L e .
44th Street (E-W) @ ! 1
11th Avenue (N-5) E East 35 | 124 : 95 : 82 | A A
Note:

1. Total sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from obstructions.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmenial Assessment

TaBLE10:  TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS
(Grades 9-12)
Students Faculty/Staff
Project Components: 1440 144
om
Attendance Rate: 100% -
Daily Trip Generation: 2.0 2.0
per student per employee
Temporal Distribution: @ 3) d 2)
AM 50% 50%
PM 43% 48%
InfOut Splits: In Cut In Out
AM 100% 0% 100% 0%
PM 0% 100% 0%  100%
@ )
Modal Splits: AM PM AM/PM
Auto 0% 0% 10%
DropoffiPickup 0% 0% 2%
Walk 15%  15% 7%
Subway 50% 50% 64%
Bus (Transit) 35% 35% 17%
School Bus/Van 0% 0% 0%
100% 100% 100%
Vehicle Occupancy: " (2) r @
Aufo 1.7 1.2
DropofifPickup 1.4 1.4
School Bus/Van 30 -
Daily Truck Trip Generation:
r
(2}
0.03
per student
)
AM 9.6%
PM 0.0%
In Out
50% 50%
Sources/Notes:

1. The worst-case scenario for trip generation does not consider absentees.

2. Western Rail Yard FEIS, 2009.
3. Beacon High School 2011.
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As a worst-case trip generation scenario, it was assumed that all 1,440 students would be
present during the school day. Based on the current Beacon High School schedule, it was
assumed that 100 percent of the students would arrive during the AM peak hour and
86 percent would leave during the PM peak hour. Similarly for faculty and staff, it was
assumed that 100 percent would arrive during the AM peak hour and 96 percent would
leave during the PM peak hour.

Since the school is expected to generate students from all parts of the city, the principal
travel mode by students would be by mass transit. For students, during both peak hours it
was estimated that 50 percent of the students would take the subway, 35 percent would
take NYCT buses, and 15 percent would walk.

It was estimated that the majority of trips (approximately 64 percent) generated by the
faculty and staff would travel by subway. It is expected that 17 percent would use NYCT
buses, 10 percent would drive, 7 percent would walk, and 2 percent would be dropped off
and picked up by private autos during the AM and PM peak hours. Based on these
assumptions, Table 11 shows the weekday peak-hour person-trip and vehicle-trip forecasts
for each component of the proposed project.

The CEQR Technical Manual indicates that when a proposed action would generate fewer
than 50 peak hour vehicular trip ends, there is no need for further detailed traffic analysis,
as traffic impacts are uniikely. Since the proposed expansion would generate at most 20
vehicular peak hour trip ends (in the AM peak hour), it would not cause a significant impact
on traffic conditions in the area during the morning and afternoon peak hours, and would not
require further analysis.

Parking

The proposed project would not include the creation or elimination of any accessory or on-
site parking spaces. Based on the planning assumptions in Table 10, the new school is
expected to generate a maximum peak hour demand of 12 parking spaces. As the proposed
school expansion is anticipated to generate a very low parking demand, faculty/staff would
be expected to utilize existing curbside parking and off-street parking facilities in the
surrounding area.

Subway Stations

The results of the LOS analysis of the station elements for the future build conditions during
the weekday AM and PM peak 15 minutes are provided in Table 12. With the project in
place, all of the analyzed station elements would continue to operate at or below capacity. As
all of the analyzed elements would continue to operate with v/c ratios of below 1.00, there
would be no significant impacts.
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TaBLE11:  TRIP GENERATION
(Grades 3-12)
Students Faculty/Staff
Project Components: 1440 144
Peak Hour Trips:
Weekday AM 1,440 144
Weekday PM 1,238 138
IntOut Splits: In Out In Out
Weekday AM 1,440 4] 144 0
Weekday PM 0 1,238 o] 138
Peak Hour et
Person Trips: In Out In Cut In Out
AM Auto 0 0 14 0 14 0
Dropofif/Pickup 1} 0 3 i} 3 0
Walk 216 0 10 0 226 0
Subway 720 1] 92 a a12 o]
Bus (Transit) 504 4] 24 1] 528 4]
School BusiVan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1,440 0 144 0 1,583 o]
PM Auto 0 0 ¢] 14 i} 14
EropofifPickup 0 ] o 3 ] 3
Walk 0 186 0 10 0 196
Subway 0 619 0 88 0 707
Bus {Transit) 0 433 0 23 0 456
School Bus/Van 0 0 0 0 i} 0
Tetal 0 1,238 0 138 0 1,376
Peak Hour Nat
Vehicle Trips: In Qut In Out In Qut
AM  Auto Q 0 12 0 12 0
DropoffPickup ] 0 2 2 2 2
School Bus/Van 0 ] - - 0 0
Truck 2 2 - - 2 2
16 4
PM  Auto 1} 0 0 11 o 11
DropofffPickup o 0 2 2 2 2
School Bus/Van o] 0 - - 0 o]
Truck o] o] - - D 0
2 13
Peak 15-Minute Net
Person Trips: In Qut In Out In Out
AM  Auto 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dropoff 0 0 - - a 0
Walk 86 0 0 0 a6 " o
Subway 288 0 0 0 288 0
Bus {Transit) 202 ] 0 ] 202 ]
School Bus/Van 0 0 - - ] 0
Total 576 0 0 D 576 0
PM  Auto 0 4] o 0 0 Q
Dropoff 0 0 - - ] i}
Walk ] 149 0 0 0 " 149
Subway 0 495 0 0 0 495
Bus (Transit) 0 347 i} 0 0 347
School Bus/Van 0 0 - - 0 i
Total 0 991 0 0 [} 991
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

Bus Service

Demand for bus service in the future with the proposed action in place is projected to increase. As
presented in Table 13, existing levels of bus service would not be sufficient to provide adequate
supply to meet the projected demand in the 2015 build condition for the M42 bus line during the AM
peak hour. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, this would indicate a significant impact;
therefore, with the school in place, the M42 route would require additional capacity.

TaBLE 13: 2015 BuiLb Bus CONDITIONS

Project- Average Build
Peak Buses per Hourly No-Action | Generated |Volume per| Available
Bus Line | Hour | Direction {Peak Load Point Hour Capacity’ Volumes Volumes Bus Capacity
West 42nd Street
A EB @ Bth Avenue 22 1430 813 0 37 617
Whest 42nd Street
a2 wB @ 8th Avenue 8 585 359 309 74 (83)
gg |//est 42nd Street 10 650 336 268 60 46
BM @ 8th Avenue
W West 42nd Street 8 4 0 3 1
B @ 8th Avenue g 585 25 2 33

1. Capacities are based on a maximum of 65 passengers for a standard 40-seat bus as per DCP.

Pedestrians

The proposed project would add a total of 576 and 991 pedestrian trips during the AM and PM peak
hours, respectively. This includes walk-only trips as well as trips to or from subway stations and NYCT
bus stops, and parking locations. Table 14 shows the levels of service at the analyzed sidewalks in
the future with the proposed proiect.

The determination of significant pedestrian impacts is generally based on comfort and convenience
characteristics of pedestrian flow and safety considerations. According to the CEQR Technical
Manual, CBD areas have a substantially higher level of pedestrian activity. Pedestrians here are
therefore more tolerant of restricted LOS conditions that might not be considered acceptable in non-
CBD areas. As a result, acceptable LOS for CBD areas is generally taken to be mid-LOS D or better. If
the LOS deteriorates to mid-LOS D or worse in the future with the proposed action, significant
pedestrian impacts may occur.

Pedestrian volumes are anticipated to increase in 2015 in the future with the proposed action and

result in significant adverse impacts throughout the study area. Table 14 highlights the pedestrian

elements that are projected to have significant adverse impacts in 2015 based on the criteria defied

in the CEQR Technical Manual. Of the 22 sidewalk locations, 4 corners, and 17 crosswalks analyzed,

a total of four significant adverse impacts would occur during the PM peak hour:

e At the intersection of West 42nd Street and Eighth Avenue, the west crosswalk would operate at
LOS F compared to LOS E in the No-Action condition.

e At the intersection of West 42nd Street and Tenth Avenue, the south crosswalk would operate at
LOS D compared to LOS Cin the No-Action condition.

e At the intersection of West 43rd Street and Tenth Avenue, the north crosswalk would operate at
LOS D compared to LOS A in the No-Action condition. The south crosswalk would also operate at
LOS D compared to LOS A in the No-Action condition.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manfiattan

Environmental Assessment
TABLE 14; 2015 BuiLb PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS
SIDEWALK ANALYSIS

: | Effectiva I Parsons per Foot per : I Platoon Conditicns

; Sideof ! Sidewalk | peak15MinuteVolume | Minute (PFM) _ _ o Average Level of Sarvice_! _ _ Levelof Service_ _
Blockfae . Steet | width' I L. I A . LT M PM
43rd Street . T | T T \ T T |
estolh Avanue \ Soubh | 37 X 320 M9 | 5 | &3 X B | 8 | c h D

L
___i_ ! A1 . __A_ . Lo B__'L.B __
44th Street 1 1 ! I
h ! 207 ;! ! ! ! ! 8
sostot WhAvence) _ _ _ _ _ _ :__Sf”_ o _Sf__iuﬁﬁ_:__ 2 _2_5__.__33_1'__ AoLA __'r__c__
Adth Strest ¢ Swh ' oes | 2 o 3 ' 23 ' a3 , a ' a ' 88 , ¢
[westof 10h Avenve) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ '___‘gilﬁ____‘____1_______|_____l__7ﬁ'_+____| _____ -
10ts Avanue Povest o0 4 w0 ome ' 20 f o o0 oA ' A ' 8 1 @
lwﬁhslﬁh§“55l ______ |.____I__..__é____q.__..fl..____I____4.____l _____ I____+—-Aﬁw
43rd Street | I 1 1 1 |
7 I [} ] ! B t B
ittty L _:____Jf_fz__L____:__°f_1'__"3_;.__“__:_”"__:___J____
th Avenuz ) ! | I |
(orsofdid Sree)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ L LN S TN RO O UL RO B S LS SN T S TN S
4dih Street | T ( ) T r I I r !
Swh 3 117 5 B | 03 ( 0§ A A1 A A
(esstofiihAverue) _ _ _ _ _ _ e S A S P TR
11th Avonue I | 1 1 1
(506t o 42 Sreed | Esst oz e o8 s A 1A 18, B
: STREET CORNER ANALYSIS
1 ! Sidewalk : 1 Average Padestrian $pace T
! Dimen- | CurbRadii 1_ _ _ {SFiped} _ _ , _ LevelofService
Intersection | Comer sions.[f] () 3 AM 1 PM ,  AM PM
43rd Steet{EW) @ 1 | | 7 T ) 1
Ohaemeyy ! iaw__! 188x 13 13 a ar ! A c
44t Srest(EW @ T |
HhAvenue () _ _ _ | i |
43rd Sreet(E-W) @ |
MbAvenua N-8) _ _ _ |
44 Srest(E-W) @ X
11h Avenue [N-5) L
; T T : T
! I : | Average Pedestrian Spaca :
! | | \_ _ _ (SFlped)_ _ _ | _ LeveloiSemwice
Intersettion | Crosswalk | Length(t) | Widthr) I —AM™ "1~ P L AW
42nd Streat (E-W) @ T | |
BtAenue (NS)_ _ _ | |
43 Steel (E-W) @ 1
9th Avenue {N-8)
4 SveetEWN @
SthAenue (N-§)_ _ _ 5 _
42nd Sreet (E-W) @
10th Avenue (N-S)
SIdstestEW) @ | Fagt
10th Avenue (N-S)
“sabh Streat (EW) @
10th Avenue (N-5) _
43rd Strest (E-W) @
At Avenue (N-S),
441n Street (E-W) @
11t Avenue (N-S)
Note:

1. Total sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from obstructions.
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Proposed Replacement High School af 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment
B.12.4. Mitigation

Bus Service

As described above in the “Potential Impacts of the Project” section, there would be a significant
impact to bus service during the AM peak hours. This could be mitigated by either increasing the
number of standard buses (approximately two) or, where feasible, converting the route to articulated
bus service.

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, a comprehensive service plan
would be generated to respond to specific, known needs with capital and/or operational
improvements where fiscally feasible and operationally practicable. Through this program, expanded
bus services would be provided as needs are determined.

Pedestrians

Most pedestrian impacts on the local street network can be mitigated by standard traffic engineering
improvements such as sidewalk widening, crosswalk widening, and lane restriping. These measures
are consistent with the range of pedestrian capacity improvements that have been proposed and
implemented for other projects in the city.

At the intersection of West 42nd Street and Eighth Avenue, the proposed action would result in an
impact on the west crosswalk. To address this impact, it is proposed to widen the crosswalk by
1.5 feet. At the intersection of West 42nd Street and Tenth Avenue, the south crosswalk would be
impacted by the proposed action. To address this impact, it is proposed to widen the south crosswalk
by .5 foot. At the intersection of West 43rd Street and Tenth Avenue, the impact on the north
crosswalk can be mitigated by widening it by 1.5 feet. At the intersection of West 44th Street and
Tenth Avenue, the impact on the south crosswalk can be mitigated by widening it by 2 feet.

TABLE 15: 2015 MIMIGATED PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS

CROSSWALK ANALYSIS
I
| Average Pedestrian Space |

i ]
: | |
| 1
! | | ' _ _ [SFiped)_ | _ LevelofService
Intersection : Crosswalk_; Length (it} , Width (t) : AM : PM ¢ AM : PM
42nd Street (E-W) @ 1 | i |
snmeveve_ _ ‘M % e oo B
42nd Street (E-W) @ T_gasl_|__6_1__1__15;9__1 183 _6_6__|__,5__::__A___
10th Averue (N-S) " Twest o _n_ - as” T e D Tw_ DB L€
po_Noh V60 I 148 2., _w_ ' ¢ Db .
e — - o Souh V72 ' 145 & 2 ) B, D
43rd Street (E-W) @ L _East 1 3 ' i85 9% _, 48 ' _A_,_ _B__.
10th Avenue (N-S) L West ' 3 1 185 , 3 , 3% ' ¢ 4 C
_ MNoth_ 61 _ _ _168 _,__4 ___ 20 __ _B____D__
e i Suh | _ 62 _ T 83 ___4__,_ % _1_B__i__C__
44th Street (EW) @ [ | | |
10th Avenue (N-5) | Souh 1 61 | 16.5 | 33 : 20 1 C | D
Note:

1. Total sidewalk width minus the sum of widths and shy distances from obstructions.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.13. AIR QUALITY

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires an assessment of air quality for actions that would increase traffic
volumes or emit noxious fumes, especially where they affect residential or other sensitive uses (such as a school). In
this area of the City, a detailed mobile source analysis is required if 170 or more project-generated vehicles pass
through a signalized intersection in any given peak period. In addition, the NYCDEP has established a similar
screening threshold limit for particulate matter, where detailed analysis is required if more than 23 project-generated
diesel trucks or buses pass through a signalized intersection in any given peak period. Analyses are also fequired if
new sensitive land are to be permitted within 400 feet of existing industrial facilities and if a project's heating plant
may affect nearby sensitive land uses (or the heating system of nearby buildings may affect a new sensitive land
use}.

B.13.1. Introduction

The proposed action would entail the interior renovation of an existing six-story building and
construction of a one-story rooftop addition to accommodate a replacement high school facility.

Air quality issues associated with the proposed project relate to the potential for:

* Changes in vehicular travel associated with proposed development activities to result in
significant mobile source (vehicular related) air quality impacts;

» Emissions from the heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) system of the proposed
school to significantly affect existing or planned nearby sensitive land uses (i.e., windows of
nearby residential units);

» HVAC emissions of the “major” nearby emissions sources to significantly affect the proposed
school;

» Air toxic emissions generated by existing nearby industrial sources to significantly affect the
school; and

e Exhaust from the proposed school’s chemistry laboratory hood to significantly affect nearby
sensitive land uses.

Air quality analyses were conducted, following the procedures outlined in the 2010 CEQR Technical
Manual, to determine whether the proposed action would result in exceedances of ambient air
quality standards or heaith-related guideline values. The methodologies and procedures utilized in
these analyses are described below.

B.13.2. Pollutants of Concern

The following air pollutants, known as criteria pollutants, have been identified by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as being of concern nationwide: carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone, particulate matter (PM1o and PMzs), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are set for each of the criteria pollutants specified
by the EPA to protect human health and welfare. New York has adopted the NAAQS as state ambient
air quality standards.
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In addition to criteria pollutants, small quantities of a wide range of the non-criteria air pollutants,
known as air toxic pollutants, emitted from nearby industrial and commercial facilities, are also of
concern. These pollutants can be grouped into two categories—carcinogenic air pollutants and non-
carcinogenic air pollutants—and include hundreds of pollutants, ranging from high to low toxicity.
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 based on
human exposure criteria. The procedures to estimate inhalation exposure concentration, hazard
index, and cancer risk of toxic pollutants are cutlined in the EPA Human Heaith Risk Assessment
Protoco! {(HHRAP) (EPA 520-R-05-006) and described in the health risk section of this chapter.

B.13.3. Mobile Source Analysis

Localized increases in CO levels may result from increased vehicular traffic volumes and changed
traffic patterns in the study area because of the proposed action. According to the CEQR Technical
Manual screening threshold criteria for this area of the city, if 170 or more project-generated
vehicles pass through a signalized intersection in any given peak period, there is a potential for
mobile air quality impacts and a detailed analysis is required.

The trip generation analysis conducted for the proposed school indicates that the number of project-
generated vehicles would be below the CEQR screening threshold during both the AM and PM peak
periods at any affected intersection. Therefore, no detailed air quality analysis is required and no
significant mobile source air quality impacts are expected as a result of the project.

B.13.4. Analysis of School’'s HYAC Emissions on Nearby Land Uses

Identification of Sensitive Land Uses

A survey of existing land uses within 400 feet of the proposed development sites was conducted
using the New York City OASIS mapping network system and geographical information system (GIS)
shape files to identify residential land uses and other sensitive receptor sites and determine the size
and location of each existing building. The survey identified existing and future planned residential
buildings within and near the proposed school that can be affected by the HVAC emissions from the
school.

Screening Analysis

The CEQR Technical Manual includes a screening methodology to estimate the potential impacts of
HVAC system emissions from a single building that is at least 30 feet from the nearest building of
similar or greater height. A detailed dispersion analysis is required for buildings that are less than
30 feet from a taller building.

The windows, terraces, and air intake ducts of nearby existing and future planned developments of
similar or greater height than the proposed school are considered potential sensitive receptor sites.
As shown on Figure 7, six existing residential buildings to the south and two future 14-story
residential buildings (located on the block directly north of the school site) were identified.
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FIGURET: DEVELOPMENT SITE, EXISTING BUILDINGS, AND BLOCK AND LOT NUMBERS
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When a distance from the school to the nearest development of similar or greater height is less than
the CEQR nomograph threshold distance, a detailed dispersion modeling analysis should be
conducted to determine whether there is a potential for significant air quality impacts. If the distance
is greater than the threshold distance, the school would pass the screening analysis, and no further
analysis is required.

Potential impacts of the school’s HVAC emissions is a function of fuel type, stack height, and location
of the emission source(s) relative to nearby buildings. According to the boiler permit for the current
facility (i.e., the NYPL Annex/storage facility), its HVAC system utilizes No. 2 fuel oil {(primary fuel) and
natural gas (secondary fuel). With the one floor addition, the floor area of the proposed school was
assumed to change from 200,000 to 233,333 square feet, and this larger value was used as an
input for the screening analysis. Based on boiler permit information for the existing boiler, the
exhaust stack is 103 feet tall. It was assumed that the HVAC system of the proposed school would
utilize the same stack.

Analyses were conducted using both No. 2 and No.4 fuel oil, and natural gas. For the screening
analysis, the threshold distances presented in Table 16 are given for No. 4 fuel oil (based on CEQR
nomograph Figure 17-3) as these are more conservative values. For the detailed analysis, because
the emission rates for either No. 2 or No. 4 fuels are the same (EPA AP-42, Table 1.3-1), the results
obtained for the No. 2 fuel also apply to the No. 4 fuel.

The results of the screening analyses, which are presented in Table 16, are that of the eight existing
or future residential buildings. One building (on Block 1071, Lot 1) passed the screening analysis for
both fuel oil and natural gas {because the distance between the building and the proposed school is
greater than the CEQR screening threshold), but seven buildings failed the screening analysis for
either fuel oil or natural gas {because distances between these buildings and the proposed school
are less than the estimated screening threshold distance).

TaBLE 16: PoTenTIAL SCHOOL HVAC IMPACTS ON EXISTING LAND USES

CEQR CEQR
Block & Lot of Number of Distance from Threshold Threshold
Nearby Taller Stories of Development Distance for Distance for
Existing Existing Site to Existing Natural Gas Potential No. 4 Fuel Qil Potential 302
Building Buildings Buildings (f* {ft) NOx Impact (ft)y* Impact
107142 34 55 Yes Yes
1074:7502 9 55 Yes Yes
1071:54 22 a3 Yes Yes
1071:58 8 182 No Yes
110 200
1071:1 44 207 No No
1071:7501 41 183 No Yes
10731 W 14 56 Yes Yes
1073:1E 14 126 No Yes
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2011
* Based on a school size of 233,333 square feet
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Detailed Analysis

Detailed analyses, using the EPA AERMOD model were then conducted to evaluate the project’s
potential impacts on the buiidings that failed the screening analysis. This analysis was conducted for
the two buildings located nearest the proposed school: a 34-story building on Block 1071, Lot 42,
south of the project site and a 14-story building proposed to be constructed on Block 1073, Lot 1,
northwest of the project site. If these buildings would pass the detailed analysis, then the other
buildings that failed the screening analysis {(which are located further away from the school} would
also pass the detailed analysis.

Dispersion Model

AERMOD, a steady-state dispersion model developed by the EPA, was used for all detailed analysis. It
is applicable in rural and urban areas, in flat and complex terrain, for surface and elevated releases,
and for multiple emission sources (including point, area, and volume sources). Regulatory default
options of the AERMOD model were used and the analyses were conducted following CEQR
Technical Manual guidance. It was conservatively assumed that 100 percent of nitrogen oxides
emitted from the HVAC systems would be in form of NO2 at the receptor sites.

Emission Rates

Pollutant emission rates were estimated using fuel factors presented in the CEQR Air Quality
Appendix and the emission factors from EPA’'s AP-42 (Tables 1.3-1 and 1.4-1) for fuel oil and natural
gas combustion.

Stack Locations

It was assumed that emissions from school would be released through a single stack located at the
edge of the roof closest to the nearest taller building.

Receptors

Source-receptor configurations (stack diameter, plume rise and dispersion, and stack proximity to
the receptors) were considered in selecting receptor sites.

Receptors were placed on the fagades of the affected existing buildings, directly under the plume
centerline at heights where the maximum impacts are expected to occur.

Stack Parameters

The stack parameters for the school were developed using the New York City Depariment of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) “CA Permit” database using school boiler heat input of
10.6 MMBtus per hour, as per boiler permit information.

Meteorological Data

Analyses were conducted using the latest five consecutive years of meteorological data (2004-
2008). Surface data were obtained from La Guardia Airport and upper air data were obtained from
Brookhaven Station, New York. These meteorological data provide hour-by-hour wind speeds and
directions, stability states, and temperature inversion elevations over the five-year period. Data were
developed using the EPA AERMET processor. The land uses around the site were classified using
defined categories to determine surface parameters for the AERMET program.
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Background Concentrations

In estimating the total impact of the proposed action, it is necessary to include consideration of the
background pollutant levels for the study area. Applicable background concentrations were added to
the modeling results to obtain total pollutant concentrations. Background concentrations, obtained
from the NYCDEP, incorporated the recently available 2009 monitoring data from NYSDEC PS 59
monitoring station in Manhattan. The first highest 24-hr SO2 background concentration of 110 pg/m3
was added to the first highest AERMOD-predicted SO2 impact, and the resulting total 24-hr SO2
concentrations were compared with appropriate 24-hr SO2 NAAQS of 365 pg/m3. An annual NO2
background concentration of 68 pg/m? from the same monitoring station was used as well.

Resuits

As shown in Table 17 and Table 18, the result of detailed dispersion analyses found that there would
be no exceedances of either the 24-hour SOz or annual NQO2 NAAQS, and therefore the project’s
HVAC emissions would result in no significant impacts on surrounding buildings.

TABLE1T: IMPACTS ON RECEPTOR BUILDINGS WITH FUEL OIL

Total School 24-hr S02
HVAC Building School Receptor 24-hr 802 Total Estimated NAAQ
Emission Fioor Area Building Building Emission Rate | 24-hr S0z Conc. Standard
Source (SF) (No. Floors) (Block/Lot) (gm/sec) {Hg/ma)y* {Mg/m3)
1071/42 213
School 233,333 7-stories 0.132 365
1073/1 208

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2011
* Total estimated 24-hr S0z concentrations include a background value of 110 pg/m3

TABLE 18: IMPACTS ON RECEPTOR BUILDINGS WITH NATURAL GAS

Total School Annual NOz2
HVAC Building School Receptor Annual NO2 Total Estimated NAAQ
Emission Floor Area Building {No. Building Emission Rate Annual NO2 Standard
Source {SF) Floors} {Block/Lot) (gm/sec) Cone. (Pg/m3)* (_ug/mf*)
1071/42 70.4
School 233,333SF T-stories 0.0177 100
1073/1 70.6

Source: Parsons Bringkerhoff, 2011
* Total estimated Arnual NO2 concentrations include a background value of 68 pg/md.

B.13.5. Impacts of “Major” Existing Emission Sources on the School

Following CEQR Technical Manual guidance, a survey of land uses and building heights was
conducted to determine whether there are any existing “major” sources of boiler emissions (i.e.,
emissions from boiler facilities with heat inputs 20 MMBtu per hour or greater) located within
1,000 feet of the proposed residential development sites.

This survey identified four buildings that met these criteria: Block 1090, Lot 23 (57-story building),
Block 1090, Lot 29 (57-stoty building), Block 1089, Lot 3 (59-story building), and Block 1052, Lot 1
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

{(46-story building). All of these emission sources, however, are taller than the proposed school;
therefore no further analysis is required.

An additional survey was conducted to determine whether there are any “large” combustion
emission source (e.g., power plant, co-generation facility, etc.) located within and beyond 1,000 feet
of the proposed school site.

No “large” combustion emission sources were identified; therefore, no further analysis is required.
Based on these results, potential impacts from “major” or “large” combustion emission sources on
the proposed school are not considered to be significant and further analysis is not required.

B.13.6. Assessment of Toxic Air Emissions from Existing Industrial Sources

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

Data necessary to perform this analysis, which include facility type, source 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 prototypical
facilities.

Emissions from all existing industrial facilities located within 400 feet of the project site that are
permitted to exhaust toxic pollutants, together with non-permitted facilities that currently operate
within 400 feet of the project site, were considered in this analysis.

Data Sources

Information regarding emissions of toxic air pollutants from existing industrial sources was
developed using the following procedure:

+ A study area was developed that includes all air toxic emission sources located within 400 feet
of the school site.

+ A search was performed to identify NYSDEC Title V permits and permits listed in the EPA
Envirofacis database in this study area.

+ The OASIS mapping and data analysis application was used to identify existing residential and/or
industrial uses within the study area and develop building parameters for the emission sources:

* Air permits for active permitted industrial facilities within the study area that are included in the
NYCDEP Clean Air Tracking System database or permit applications were acquired and reviewed
to obtain the necessary information to conduct toxic air analysis.1

¢ Field observations were conducted to identify and validate the existence of the permitted
facilities and determine if there are any non-permitted facilities currently operating within the
study area.

T The data on these permits or parmit applications, which include facility source type and locations, stack parameters, pollutant type and its
emission rates, e'c., are considered the most current and served as the primary source of data for this analysis.
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e Emission rates and stack parameters for the non-permitied emission sources were developed
based on prototypical facility types, and emission data contained in NYSDEC's database and the
DAR-1 software.

Health Risk Assessment Methodology

Toxic air pollutants can be grouped into two categories: carcinogenic air pollutants and non-
carcinogenic air pollutants. These include hundreds of pollutants, ranging from high to low toxicity.
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 based on
human exposure criteria.

The EPA developed short-term acute (1-hour) and long-term (annual) inhalation exposure thresholds
for toxic pollutants that are defined as acute inhalation exposure concentrations (AIECs) and
reference dose concentrations (RfCs) for the non-carcinogenic pollutants, and cancer risk thresholds
based on compound-specific inhalation unit risk factors (URFs) for carcinogenic pollutants. These
data are contained in the EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database.

In order to evaluate shortterm and annual impacts of non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic toxic air
pollutants, the NYSDEC, following EPA guidelines, has also established short-term guideline
concentrations (SGCs) and annual guideline concentrations (AGCs) for exposure limits. AGCs for the
carcinogenic pollutants is based on cancer risk threshold of one per million. These are total
allowable guideline concentrations that are considered acceptable concentrations, below which
there should be no adverse effecis on the health of the public.

Once the hazard index of each non-carcinogenic compound is established, the results for all of
applicable toxic pollutants are summed together. If the total hazard index is less than or equal to
one, then the non-carcinogenic risk is considered to be insignificant. Once the incremental risk of
each carcinogenic compound is estimated, they are summed together. If the total risk is less than or
equal to one in one million (1.0 E-06), the carcinogenic risk due to all pollutant releases is
considered to be insignificant.

The procedures to estimate inhalation exposure concentration, hazard index, and cancer risk of toxic
pollutants are outlined in the EPA Human Heaith Risk Assessment Protocol (HHRAP). The HHRAP is a
guideline that can be used to perform health risk assessment for individual compounds with known
health effects to determine the level of health risk posed by an increased ambient concentration of
that compound at a potentially sensitive receptor. The derived health risk values from the HHRAP are
used in this analysis to determine the total risk posed by the release of multiple air toxic
contaminants.

Once the individual risk of each compound is established, these values are summed together to
estimate the total cancer risk of all carcinogens. If the total risk of all contaminant combined is less
than or equal to one in one million (1.0 E-06), the carcinogenic risk is not considered to be
significant.

Dispersion Analyses

An analysis of toxic pollutants that may affect the proposed school facility was conducted using the
current version of the EPA AERMOD dispersion model. The exposure concentrations produced from
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the AERMOD model are then used to estimate inhalation non-cancer chronic and acute indexes and
cancer risk for each pollutant utilizing guideline values (thresholds).

The dispersion analysis methodology is similar to one used in the detailed HVAC building analysis.
Input data for AERMOD (stack parameters, pollutant emission rates, source location and elevation)
are contained in the NYCDEP permits or permit applications. Emission sources for the dispersion
analysis were [ocated using GIS shape files with the Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate
projected system information {Datum NAD8&3, UTM Zone 18).

A receptor grid that includes both elevated and ground-level receptors was developed for the
proposed school. Preliminary tests were conducted for each source-receptor configuration, with
receptors placed at multiple elevations on the faces of the school building, to evaluate the locations
and elevations where the highest impacts would occur.

Dispersion analyses were conducted with and without building downwash effects on plume
dispersion, and the highest resulting concentration values found at any receptors were used in the
health risk assessment. Five consecutive years of meteorological data from the LaGuardia Airport
(2004-2008) were used.

Emissions from all toxic emission sources were modeled in one modeling run to estimate the
cumulative effect on the school of the all toxic pollutants from the existing industrial facilities
combined.

Emission Data and Stack Parameters

Emission data and stack parameters for the facilities included in the analysis were obtained and/or
developed as follows:

e Directly from the permit for each facility;

* When emission data were not included in a permit listed in the NYCDEP database, the necessary
data were obtained from the permit application for this facility on file at NYCDEP; and

¢ When data were not available from either the permit itself or the permit application, emission
rates for each type of facility were conservatively estimated using EPA's “Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42).”

Industrial Facilities and Air Toxic Emissions Evaluated

Six permits were identified from the NYCDEP database for facilities located within 400 feet of the
proposed school. Of these, three permits (PA0O33288L, PB045802P, and PAD48999)) were
eliminated from further consideration because these facilities are no longer operating. Of the
remaining permits, one is for a dry cleaning facility and two are for woodworking facilities. A field
survey also identified four non-permitted auto body repair facilities that are currently operating within
the air toxics study area.

Pollutants and emission rates from the auto repair/body shops were conservatively estimated using
averaged data from prototypical auto body repair facilities listed in the NYSDEC DAR-1 database. It
was conservatively assumed that all shops have spray booth operations. Based on the type of
process, seven pollutants typically associated with spray booth operations (i.e., acetone, butyl and
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ethyl acetates, isobutyl acetate, toluene, methyl ethyl ketone, and particulate matter) were
evaluated.

All dry cleaning facilities, as required by the New York State’s Perchloroethyiene (PERC) Dry Cleaning
Facilities regulation (Part 232), are equipped with third to fourth generation emission control
systems, with built-in carbon absorber and refrigeration units. Because these facilities are required
to be totally enclosed, they are considered non-vented outside systems with, presumably, no
emissions. However, according to the permits for these facilities, control system efficiency is listed as
98 percent, which indicates that 2 percent of the PERC may be released into the atmosphere as
fugitive emissions. Therefore, for the conservative purpose of this analysis, 98 percent control
efficiency was applied to estimate PERC emissions from the dry cleaning facilities. Dry cleaning
facilities emits one carcinogenic pollutant—PERC.

In summary, emissions from three permitted facilities and four non-permitted facilities were included
in the analysis and a detailed analysis was conducted to estimate the potential impact of the air
toxic emissions of these facilities on the proposed school sensitive receptors. The active permitted
facilities are basically engaged in two types of operations that release toxic air pollutants into the
ambient air—dry cleaning and wood-working operations. Emission sources of these facilities release
multiple pollutants (9), one of which (PERC) is a carcinogen.

Resuits of the Cancer Risk and Hazard Index Evaluation

Table 19 provides permit information for the existing permitted and non-permitted industrial sources
included in the analysis, including type and location of each facility, its permit number, emission
point(s), contaminant name, Chemical Abstract Service (CAS) registry number (which is unigue to
each chemical), and hourly and annual emission rates for each pollutant.

Table 20 provides estimated annual {long-term) exposure concentrations, annual hazard indexes,
and cancer risks for each pollutant for each source. Annual hazard indexes are also estimated for
the carcinogenic pollutants where they have an appropriate guideline values (e.g., RfC). The pollutant
concentrations shown in table are the maximum values estimated at any of receptor locations. The
full set of concentrations, hazard indexes, and cancer risk values estimated at all receptor locations
considered in this analysis for each pollutant and source group are provided in the backup
documentation for this analysis. Also provided are the assumptions, parameters, and equations used
in estimating these values.

As shown on Table 20, the total individual cancer risk and the total cancer risk caused by the
identified facilities (1.89E-09) is below the one-in-million threshold. Therefore, the cancer risk
increase under the proposed action is not considered to be significant.

As also shown in Table 20, the total non-cancer chronic hazard index caused by all the non-
carcinogenic pollutants emitted from all of sources combined is estimated to be 0.0225. This value
is below the level (of 1) that is considered by the EPA to be significant.

Table 21 provides estimated 1-hour (short-term) exposure concentrations and acute non-cancer
hazard indexes for each pollutant for each source. As shown in this table, the total non-cancer acute
hazard index caused by all the pollutants emitted from ali of sources combined is estimated to be
0.020. This value is below the level (1) that is considered by the EPA to be significant.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

Summary of Results

The result of this analysis is that no exceedances of EPA/NYSDEC/NYCDEP guideline thresholds
values for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic pollutants are predicted under the proposed
action.

B.13.7. Analysis of Hood Fume Toxic Chemical Releases

The proposed high school will include a chemistry laboratory, which will require the storage and use
of potentially hazardous chemicals. Accordingly, an analysis was conducted to estimate the potential
impacts of a spontaneous release of chemical fumes into the atmosphere through exhaust hoods,
created by an accidental chemical spill. This analysis, which was conducted for the chemical with the
highest combined evaporation rate and the lowest short-term exposure limit, estimated pollutant
levels at the nearest residential receptors in the vicinity of the exhaust hood vent, assumed to be
located on the school’s roof.

Based on vapor pressure and toxicity level, nitric acid was selected to represent the worst-case
chemical for this analysis. The following conservative assumptions were made to estimate the
evaporation rate of this chemical:

e The nitric acid solution used at the school would be 100 percent nitric acid;

e Afull 1 liter (approximately 1,500 grams) container of nitric acid would be spilled under the hood
forming a liquid pool; and

» All of the nitric acid (approximately 2.5 grams per second) would be evaporated within a 15
minute peried and discharged through the exhaust hood.

Nitric acid gaseous (vapor) emissions released through the exhaust hood were modeled as an
instantaneous release using the EPA InPuff Model. The maximum concentration for a 15-minute time
period was estimated to be approximately 10 micrograms per cubic meter (Ug/m3) at nearby
receptors. This value is well below the short-term exposure limit for nitric acid of 10,000 pg/m3.
Therefore, no exceedances of applicable health-related guideline values are predicted.

B.13.8. Summary of Results

The results of all air quality analyses found that the proposed schoo! would not cause a violation of
any applicable standard or cause an exceedance of a health-related significance value. Therefore,
the proposed school would not result in any significant adverse impacts to air quality or be adversely
affected by existing emission sources.
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B.14. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Although the contribution of a proposed projects GHG emissions to global GHG emissions is likely to be
considered insignificant when measured against the scale and magnitude of global climate it should still be
analyzed to determine consistency with the City's citywide GHG reduction goal * ... of reducing citywide GHG
emissions by 30% below 2005 levels by 2030.” This is currently the most appropriate standard by which to analyze
a project under CEQR. Currently, the GHG consistency assessment focuses on those projects being reviewed in
an EIS that would result in development of 350,000 square feet or greater.

Since the proposed project would result in development below this threshold, it would not contribute
significantly to GHG emissions, and no further analysis is warranted.
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B.15. NOISE

The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires a detailed assessment of potential mobile-source noise impacts if a
proposed action would double traffic volumes at any location, and a stationary-source noise assessment is required if
a substantial generator of noise such as from a playground is proposed to be located near a sensitive receptor. If
stationary noise levels increase less than 5 dBA, below the SCA noise impact threshold, no impact is predicted.

The CEQR Technical Manual requires a detailed technical assessment of potential mobile noise
impacts if a proposed action would double traffic volumes at any location, or if a substantial
generator of noise (which includes a playground) would be located near a sensitive receptor. If
stationary noise levels increase less than 5 dBA, below the SCA noise impact threshold, no impact is
predicted.

The noise assessment considered the following three factors: 1) existing noise levels in the area; 2)
the project’s noise generation characteristics (principally from project-induced traffic) and their
effects on adjacent sensitive receptors; and 3) the inherent sensitivity of the proposed school site to
existing and future noise sources in the vicinity.

B.15.1. Noise Descriptors

The A-weighted sound level (dBA) was used in the measurements and analysis of the noise effects in
the project area as it correlates well with the human perception of noise. The 1-hour equivalent
continuous noise level (Leq in dBA), and the noise level exceeded 10 percent of the time (Lio in dBA)
were selected as the noise descriptors. The Leq is the equivalent steady state noise level that
contains the same amount of acoustic energy as fluctuating noise during the period of
measurement. The Lio descriptor provides an indication of existing average maximum noise level
and permits direct comparison with the CEQR External Noise Exposure Standards provided in Table
22 as required by the NYCDEP, Division of Noise Abatement.

B.15.2. Criteria

Outdoor noise exposure at a noise sensitive property such as schools, residences ete, as indicated in
Table 22, are classified into four main categories: “acceptable”, “marginally acceptable”, “marginally
unacceptable”, and “clearly unacceptabie”. Acceptable indoor noise levels in schools are not to
exceed 45 dBA or less; therefore, for schools located in areas with “marginally unacceptable” noise
levels (70-80 dBA), a minimum 30-35 dBA reduction of outdoor noise would be specified.
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TABLE22:  NOISE EXPOSURE STANDARDS FOR USE IN CITY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEWS!
Marginally Marginally Clearly
Acceptable @1 Acceptable 21 Unacceptable ¢ | Unacceptable g
| o3 w3 25
General |5 @| General |5 @| General 52 General |5 3
Time External a Ig External [£ S- External e ,_’,ch External e ]g-
Receptor Type Period| Exposure |< Exposure | Expostre < Exposure | <
1. Outdoor area requiring <
serenity and quiet? L1o < 85 dBA
2. Hospital, Nursing Lio < 55 dBA 55<Lao < 65 dBA 65<l.10 < 80 dBA Lo > 8O dBA
M- <
100 | Lw<esdBa B5< w70 70< Lso < 80 dBA L10 > 80 dBA
3. Residence, residential !
hotel or motel
|
- <
10PM-1 | <55 dBA 55<Lo<70 | | |70<1,,<80dBA| & 4 | L1o>80dBA
7 AM - dBA 4 S & I
o [as] = <
[as]
- k=1 [= 3] k=1
o L ~ o~ [Te]
4. School, museum, 3 ¢ Vi, VL £
library, court, house of £ 5 B F 5
:3{;":,? g{}::lns'jgltic Same as 7 Same as T Same as = = Same as T
meeting roo m' P Residential Day Residential Day Residential Day I Residential Day |
auditorium, out- {7 AM-10 PM} {7 AM-10 PM) {7 AM-10 PM) | (7 AM-10 PM) l
patient public health !
facility
Same as Same as Same as Same as
5. Comrnercial or office Residential Day Residential Day Residential Day Residential Day
{7 AM-10 PM) {7 AM-10 PM) {7 AM-10 PM} (7 AM-10 PM)

6. :Jnrﬁ:dstnal, public areas | gteq Note* Note* Note* Note4

Source: New York Department of Environmental Protection (adopted policy 1983).

Notes:

(i) In addition, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dBA or more;

1 Measurements and projections of noise exposures are to be made at appropriate heights above site boundaries as given by American
National Standards Institute (ANS!) Standards; all values are for the worst hour in the time period.

2 Tracts of land where serenity and quiet are extraordinarily important and serve an important public need and where the preservation of
these qualities is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks or
portions of parks or open spaces dedicated or recognized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special qualities of serenity
and quiet. Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and requiring special qualities of serenity and guiet.
Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and residents of sanitariums and old-age homes.

3 One may use the FAA-approved La, contours supplied by the Port Authority, or the noise contours may be computed from the federally
approved INM Computer Model using data supplied by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.

i External Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of scunds produced by industrial operations other than operating moter vehicles
or ather transportation facilities are spelled out in the New York City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and 42-21. The referenced
standards apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing districts and to adjoining residence districts (performance standards are octave
band standards).
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Sireet, Manhaltan

Environmental Assessment

B.15.3. Existing Noise Measurements

Noise Monitoring Locations

Three representative noise-monitoring sites were selected at sensitive properties near the proposed
school facility (Figure 8). Site 1 is a 34-story apartment building located on the south side of West
43rd Street, directly across the street from the proposed school; Site 2 is a three-story multi-family
apartment building located on the south side of West 44th Street, across the street from the future
location of PS 51; and Site 3 is located on West 44t Street adjacent to the project site.

Existing noise levels were measured at three representative monitoring sites on December 2, 2010
during school hours for durations of 20 minutes per reading. The noise measurements were
collected between the time periods of 8:00 to 9:30 AM, 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM, and 2:00 to 3:30 PM.
Measured noise levels were used to predict future noise impacts at nearby receptors, potential noise
generated from other noise sources on the proposed new school facility and impacts of project-
related traffic on nearby sensitive land uses. Noise sources near the proposed school site included
automobiles, trucks, commuter buses, school buses, train noise, distant aircraft, PS 51 playground
noise, and other intermittent noise sources in the area generated by human activities. Of all these
sources, the dominant noise source was road traffic.

Equipment Used in Noise Monitoring

Two sets of calibrated sound level meters with calibrated condenser microphones with attached
windscreens. The measurement microphones were mounted on tripods, at approximately 5.5 feet
above the ground. At the end of the preset 20 minutes, the Lio and the Leq noise levels were read
and recorded from the digital display of the sound level meters. Noise measurements were collected
during weekdays with favorable weather conditions consisting of precipitation free time periods with
dry road surface conditions and wind speeds of 12 mph or less.

Existing Noise Levels

Measured noise levels were typical of ambient noise conditions in urban communities, ranging from
a minimum Leq (1-hr) level of 63 dBA to a maximum level of 72 dBA (Table 23). The wide range in
measured noise levels was due largely to varying distance (and visual exposure) to street traffic. The
higher measured noise levels recorded along West 44th Street is attributable to the greater exposure
to truck and bus traffic and train noise experienced along West 44th Street. According to the CEQR
external noise exposure standards (presented in Table 22), Lo levels recorded along West 43rd
Street (Site 1) are within “marginally acceptable” range, whereas existing Lio levels noise levels
along West 44th Street (77 dBA at Sites 2 and 3) are in the “marginally unacceptable” range.
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Proposed Replacement High Schoo! at 521 West 43rd Sfreef, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

FIGURE 8:

SHORT-TERM NOISE MONITORING LOCATIONS
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Proposed Replacement High School af 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan

Environmental Assessment

TABLE23:  SHORY-TERM NoiSE MONITORING SITE RESULTS*

Site Hourly Leq (dBA) Hourly Lo (dBA)
Number Meonitoring Site Location AM Midday PM AM Midday PM
i 520 West 43rd Street 65 63 64 68 66 67
2 502 West 44th Street 71 67 69 74 69 73
3 530 West 44th Street 72 67 67 74 69 69
* Baseline noise monitaring was completed on November 10, 2010 during the time periods 8:00 AM to 8:30 AM, 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM
and 2:00 PM to 3:30 PM.

B.15.4. Potential Impacts of the Project

Mobile Sources

Mobile noise sources near the school site include automobiles, trucks, school buses, and aircraft. Of
all these sources, the dominant noise source is road traffic. The proposed high school is not
expected to increase traffic volumes to any measurable degree. The proposed high school's effect on
traffic-generated noise on sensitive land uses in the surrounding community is expected to be
minimal and consequently would not result in a perceptible increase in noise levels on the adjacent
streets; therefore, no mobile noise impact is expected due to the operations of the proposed high
school, and no detailed study is warranted.

Stationary Source

There will be no project-related stationary sources {e.g., outdoor playground); therefore, no impacts
would result on nearby sensitive uses and no detailed study is warranted.

B.15.5. Interior Building Noise Levels

The proposed high school building would be designed to provide sufficient window-wall attenuation
as shown on Table 24 to ensure that the future interior noise levels in the school classrooms would
be 45 dBA or less. Under future build conditions, noise level increases from vehicular movements
are not expected to change perceptibly from current measured levels and thus would not create a
significant impact on the operation of the high school. Future noise exposure is based on the peak
Lio level measured in November 2010. The greatest existing noise exposure on the proposed school
building is expected to occur along West 44th Street where peak Lio levels are projected to reach a
maximum level of 74 dBA. Noise generated by the relocated PS 51 playground would be masked by
the traffic noise; therefore, the window-wall abatement requirements specified in this section were
established in response to existing traffic noise levels measured on West 44th Street,

In order to maintain a quiet environment where speech intelligibility is critical to classroom learning,
interior noise levels should not exceed 45 dBA. To satisfy this requirement, a minimum of 30 dBA
window-wall attenuation is required on all of the proposed high school building facades facing West
44th Street. A window-wall attenuation of 25 dBA achieved by standard double-pane glass panels
along the school facades facing West 43rd Street
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmentat Assessment

TABLE 24: REQUIRED ATTENUATION VALUES TO ACHIEVE ACCEPTABLE INTERIOR NOISE LEVELS

Marginally Marginally Clearly
Noise Category Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Noise leve! with

. 65 <L1o< 70 TO <L 75 75 <L10< 80 80 <19 85 856 <L10<£ 80 90 <L10< 895
proposed action

Required (I {11} {0 (n (1
Attenuation 25 dBiA) 30 dB{A) 35 dB(A) 40 dB(A) 45 dB(A) 50 dB(A)

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP)

Note: The above composite window-wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings. Commaercial office spaces and meeting rooms would
be 5 dB(A) less in each category. All the above categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternative means of
vendtilation.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.16. PUBLIC HEALTH

Public Health includes the activities that society undertakes to create and maintain conditions in which people can be
healthy. An assessment of public health examines potential impacts on health citywide, or in the case of the
proposed project, on the health of a community or certain groups of individuals that may be affected.

According to the 2010 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 guality, hazardous materials, or noise, no public health analysis is
warranted and no impact is expected. Since no impacts were identified for these subject areas, the

proposed project would not be expected to result in significant adverse impacts on public health and
no further analysis is warranted.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Streef, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.17. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

Neighborhood character is an amalgam of various elements that give neighborhoods their distinct personality such as
the existing—land uses, urban design, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomic conditions, traffic, and
noise levels found there. The 2010 CEQR Technical Manual requires an assessment of neighborhood character
when a project has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts in any of these other technical areas.

B.17.1. Screening Assessment

The proposed public high school facility would be generally consistent with the changing character of
the immediate neighborhood. The project would entail interior renovation of the existing six-story
building and construction of a one-story addition on the roof. The project would change the site’s use
and generate increased pedestrian activity, however, it is not expected to significantly increase
vehicular traffic or cause unmitigatable pedestrian impacts. The building would increase in height by
one story and the renovation could slightly change its visual character; however, the basic massing
and configuration on the site would remain largely unchanged. Overall, the proposed project would
not result in significant adverse impacts to any of the various elements that contribute to
neighborhood character, including land use, urban design, visual resources, historic resources,
socioeconomic conditions, traffic, and noise levels; therefore, the proposed project would not result
in significant adverse impacts to neighborhood character.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhatian
Environmental Assessment

B.18. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Pursuant to CEQR guidance, a detailed analysis of constructidn impacts is not required if the construction period is
short-term and the intensity of activity is not significant.

The proposed project is expected to take approximately 3 years and be ready for occupancy in 2015.
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. Overtime may be required occasionally to
complete some time-sensitive tasks.

Construction activities on the project site and construction-related traffic on nearby streets could
cause temporary disruptive effects in the immediate environs; however, as a primarily interior
renovation project, it would likely have a minimally disruptive effect on the surrounding area.
Construction of the proposed project therefore would not result in significant adverse construction
impacts.

The disruptive effects of the project’s construction activities are described below. Measures will be
undertaken to minimize these effects and maintain public safety during the construction period.

B.18.1. Potential Traffic Impacts During Construction

The added construction workers and truck trip generation associated with construction of the new
school facility would be expected to temporarily affect street conditions in the immediate area. On-
street parking may be partly displaced by construction employee vehicles. Like other construction-
related effects, these effects on traffic and parking conditions would be short-term.

B.18.2. Potential Noise Impacts During Construction

Construction activities generally have short-term noise effects on sensitive sites in the immediate
vicinity of the construction site. Effects on community noise levels during construction include noise
from construction equipment and noise from construction vehicles and delivery vehicles traveling to
and from the site. The level of effect of these noise sources depends upon the noise characteristics
of the equipment and activities involved, the construction schedule, and the distance from sensitive
receptors. At a typical receptor, noise levels would be highest during the early phases of construction
when excavation and heavy daily truck traffic would occur. Scheduling the noisiest activities at the
least-sensitive times of the day would limit their effect on any sensitive uses nearby.

In addition, short-term noise from school construction activities must comply with the NYCDEP's
rules regarding city-wide construction noise mitigation {Chapter 28 of amended Title 15 of the Rules
of the City of New York). In accordance with Section 24-219 of the New York City Noise Code, every
construction site where construction activities take place shall have, conspicuously posted, a
complete and accurate Construction Noise Mitigation Plan to minimize excessive short-term
construction noise throughout the city.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

B.18.3. Potential Air Quality Impacts During Construction
Construction-related effects of the project on air quality would primarily result from:

» Emissions of on-site operations of heavy-duty diesel-fueled equipment (e.g., cranes, etc.); and

« Emissions generated by construction-related vehicles traveling to and from the construction site.

The project's construction-related effects would be typical of construction activities in New York City
in terms of their duration and magnitude. In addition, the construction process in New York City is
highly regulated to ensure that construction period impacts are minimized. The construction process
requires consultation and coordination with a number of city agencies, including the DOT, the
Department of Buildings (NYCDOB), and the NYCDEP, and appropriate construction methods would
be employed to minimize the project's construction impacts. Construction activities will comply with
Local Law 77, which reguires that ultra-low sulfur vehicles be used and best available control
technologies be implemented to reduce tailpipe emissions.

With the mandated control measures, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant
construction-related impacts.
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Proposed Replacement High School at 521 West 43rd Street, Manhattan
Environmental Assessment

APPENDIX A

Works Cited and Personal Contacts

Clinton Housing Development Company (CHDC) website
http;//www.clintenhousing.org/housingdevelopment.html

Curbed NY website
http://ny.curbed.com/archives/2010/03/22/stalled 45story west side tower downsized.php#rea
der_comments

Langan Engineering & Environmental Services P.C. Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA),
May 1, 2009.

New York City Department of City Planning, Robert Dobruskin, phone communication on November
8, 2010

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation website, http://www.nycgovparks.org/

New York City Department of City Planning website, http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/

New York City Department of City Planning. Zoning Handbook, January 2008,

New York City Department of City Planning. Zoning Resolution of the City of New York, update
ongoing.

New York City Department of Education. Proposed 2010-2104 Five-Year Capital Plan, (revised)
November 2010.

New York City Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination, City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR)} Technical Manual, 2010.
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Education

July 21, 2011

The Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the Council

City Hall

New Yark, New York 10007

Dear Speaker Quinn:

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

s |.S. 311, Queens |

« New, Approximately 785-Seat Intermediate School Facility

e Block 1628, Lot 21

s North side of 44™ Avenue between National Street and 97" Place

. Community School District No. 24

¢ Queens Community Board No. 4
The proposed site is located on the block bounded by 43™ Avenue to the north,
44" Avenue to the south, National Place to thé edst and 97" Place to the west in
the Corona section of Queens. It contains a total of approximately 40,000 square

feet (0.92 acres) of lot aréa and also contains a one-story building used as a
plumbing supplies warehouse. Under the proposed project, the SCA would

acquire the site, demolish the existing on-site structure, and construct a new,

approximately 785-seat intermediate school famllty serving students in

Community School District No. 24,

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was published in the New York Post and the
City Record on January 19, 2010. At that time, the SCA proposed to redevelop
the proposed site with a new, approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate
school facility. Queens Community Board No. 4 was notified on January 19,
2010, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site Plan. Queens
Community Board No. 4 held a hearing on the site on February 2, 2010, and
submitted written comments recommending against the proposed site. The City -
Planning Commission was also notified onh January 19, 2010 and recommended
in favar of the proposed site.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 7184728840 F



-3

SCA

Schoal Constructon Authority

Department of
Education

After the 45-day public comment period had expired and the SCA had reviewed
both the comments that had been received and the latest amendment to the
DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014, the SCA has revised
its proposal for the site. Instead of the approximately 612-seat
primaryfintermediate school facility that had been proposed, the SCA now
propases to construct a new, approximately 785-seat intermediate school facility
on the site. Notwithstanding the proposed change in the development program,
the SCA does not propose any modifications to the Site Plan itself.

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

The SCA looks forward to your favorable consideration of the proposed Site
Plan. If you have any questions regarding this Site Plan or would like further
information, please contact me at (718) 472-8220 at your converience.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

]

ice President & General Counsel

c. Hon. Michael R. Bloomberg (w/o attachments)
Hon. Leroy G. Comrie, Land Use Committee
Hon. Brad Lander, Subcommittee on Landmarks,
Public Siting and Maritime Uses
Hon. Jullssa Ferreras, District Councilmember
Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
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SCA

School Construction Authority ©

Deparitment of
Education

July 21, 2011

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:

e |.S.311, Queens

s New, Approximately 785-Seat Intermediate School Facility

+ Block 1628, Lot 21

» North side of 44™ Avenue between National Street and 97" Place
+ Community School District No. 24

+ Queens Community Board No. 4

The proposed site is located on the block bounded by 43™ Avenue to the north,
44™ Avenue to the south, National Place to the east arid 97" Place to the west in
the Corona section of Queens. It contains a total of approximately 40,000 square
feet (0.92 acres) of lot area and also contains a one-story huilding used as a
plumbing supplies warehouse. Under the proposed project, the SCA would
acquire the site, demolish the existing on-site structure, and construct a new,
approximately 785-seat intermediate school facility serving students in
Community School District No. 24.

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was published in the New York Post and the
City Record on January 19, 2010. At that time, the SCA proposed to redevelop
the proposed site with a new, approximately 612-seat primaryfintermediate
school facility. Queens Community Board No. 4 was notified on January 19,
2010, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site Plan. Queens
Community Board No.4 held a hearing on the site on February 2, 2010, and
submitted written comments recommending against the proposed site. The City
Planning Commission was also notified on January 19, 2010 and recommended
in favor of the proposed site.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
iong Island City; NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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Department of
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After the 45-day public cormnment period had expired and the SCA had reviewed
both the comments that had been received and the latest amendment to the
DOE'’s Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014, the SCA has revised
its proposal for the site. Instead of the approximately 612-seat
primaryfintermediate school facility that had been proposed, the SCA now
proposes to construct a new, approximately 785-seat intermediate school facility
on the site. Notwithstanding the proposed change in the development program,
the SCA does not propose any modifications fo the Site Plan itself.

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
enclosed Site Plan to your Honor and the Council for consideration. Enclosed
also are copies of the Environmental Assessment and Negative Declaration that
have been prepared for this project.

The SCA looks forward to your favorable consideration of the proposed Site
Plan. If you have any guestions regarding this Site Plan or would like further
information, please contact me at (718) 472-8220 at your convenience.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

President & General Counsel

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 Schoot Construction Authority Act, notice
has been filed for the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, and any
other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the proposed
project, located in the Borough of Queens, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24.

The proposed site contains a total of approxxmately 40,000 square feet (0.92
acres) of lot area and is located at 97-36 43" Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place. The site is privately owned and is currently being used as a
plumbing supplies warehouse. Site plans and a summary thereof for the
proposed action are available at:

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

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

Construction Authority at the above address and will be accepted until March 5,
2010.

For publication in the New York Post (5 Borough Edltlon) and the City Record on
Tuesday, January 19, 2010.
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ALTERNATE SITES ANALYSES

NEW, APPROXIMATELY
612-SEAT PRIMARY SCHOOL/INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL
97-36 43%° AVENUE
BLOCK 1628, LOT 21

The following locations were also considered as potential sites for a school in
District 24.

1. 111-02 Astoria Boulevard (Block 1705, Lots 1, 5, 10, 61) This
approximately 33,000 square foot assemblage is on the corner of Astoria
Boulevard 111™ Street. It is currently used as a warehouse and demolition
equipment business. The Department of Education conducted a
preliminary review and determined that the site would not be suitable for a
school due to the property’s proximity to a heavily used intersection as
well as the site’s industrial context.

2. 47-01 108™ Street (Block 2003, Lot 1) This site consists of approximately
20,000 square feet of lot area improved with an approximately 5,000
square foot garage. The site was dropped for consideration given the
narrowness of the adjoining avenue and its heavy use for both cars and
farge trucks.

3. 79-48 Albion Avenue (Block 1537, Lots 48 and 62) This property, in an
M-1 zoning district, was offered for sale. A preliminary review determined
that the site was irregular. It was determined that given its size and shape,
this property was not suitable for a school. The site was dropped from
further consideration.



COMMUNITY BOARD #4Q

Serving: Corona, Corona Heights, and Elmhurst

46-11 104" Street

Corona, New York 11368-2882
Telephone: 718-760-3141  Fax: 718-760-5971
e-mail: cbd4g@nyc.rr.com

Helen Marshall Louis Walker
Borough President Chairperson
Barry Grodenchik Richard Italiano
Deputy Borough President : District Manager

Director of Community Boards

February 04, 2010
Sharon L. Greenberg
President and CEO
NYC School Construction Authority
30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, NY 11101

Re:  New, Approx1mately 612-Seat Primary/Intermediate School, Queens Community School District # 24,
Located at 97-36 43" Avenue Corona, NY 11368 Block 1628, Lot 21.

Dear S. L. Greenberg,

In response to your letter dated January 19, 2010 and received at the office of Community Board #4Q via fax
and e-mall following are Community Board #4Q’s actions and recommendations.

Upon receipt, Community Board #4Q scheduled a Public Hearing for February 02, 2010. The testimony at the
Public Hearing included statements from the surrounding residents, FONY, NYPD, CEC District 24, and the
property owner of the proposed site.

The members of Community Board #4Q realize the need for school seats in the District, however as evidenced
by the testimony the site is not suitable for a school for the following reasons:

Engine 289, Ladder 138 of the NYC Fire Department is located adjacent to the proposed site at 97-28
43™ Avenue. Being that this fire house is extremely busy there is a serious safety concern for the

students of the proposed school as well as the safety of firemen exiting the firehouse, on 43" Avenue, in
emergency situations.

The firehouse is also a Landmarked building and there is a concern for the integrity of the

structure during the construction phase of the proposed project.

Noise generated by the fire trucks would be disruptive to the students located in the proposed school.

The NYPD’s 110" Precinct is located at 94-41 43" Avenue, which is a short distance from the proposed
site; the Precinct uses 43" Avenue and 44" Avenue on a regular basis for emergency calls. The traffic
generated by the Precinct will pose a safety issue for students walking to and from the proposed school.
The noise generated by police vehicles, responding to emergency calls would be disruptive to the
students of the proposed school.



43" Avenue is a narrow one-lane in each direction two-way street and heavily trafficked not only by the
FDNY and NYPD but heavy truck traffic and local vehicular is also present on the street,

44™ Avenue is a one-lane one-way street that abuts the Long Island Railroad Port Washington Line.

If the entrance to the proposed school is located on 44% Avenue, given the narrow nafure of the street it
could not safely handle the school bus traffic generated by the proposed school. .

Again, the noise generated by the Long Island Railroad would also be disruptive to the students of the
proposed school,

The surrounding residents are concerned that the proposed school would impact their quality of life,
citing the noise generated from the students and additional pedestrian and vehicle traffic in the area.
The residents are also concerned about what the school would do to their property values.

The site of the proposed school is currently occupied by Wal-Rich a plumbing supply business that has
been located at this site since 1982 and employs approximately 38 employees.

The proposed site is located within one block of Aniqa Halal Live Poultry (96-18 43 Avenue) a poultry
slaughter house and processing plant. The strong odors emitted by this processing plant are unbearable.
Consult with the FDNY, NYPD, or any neighbors in the area regarding the stench that is emitted from
the plant. If the proposed school is built the students will probably not be able to sit in their class rooms
with out being nauseated by the stench emitted from the plant.

A motion was entered to reject this site as unsuitable for a school for the reasons cited at the Public Hearing and
continue to work with the School Construction Authority, Community Leaders, and Elected Officials to identify
suitable alternate sites for schools in our District. The motion passed by 33 in support, 0 in opposition, and 2
abstentions.

It was suggested at the meeting by the Community Board members that a possible site would be in the area
surrounding IS 61Q, 98-50 50™ Avenue. 50" Avenue and 98" Street have sites that are under-utilized and may
be excellent candidates for schools. We will be more than happy to setup a meeting to tour this area.

We will continue to search for suitable sites and forward them to your office.

Attached for your reference is a copy of the draft minutes from the CB #4Q 02/02/2010 Public Hearing,

Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerel

Richard Italiano
District Manager, CB #4Q

Cc:  Helen H, Marshall, QBP
Julissa Ferreras, CD 21
Ross J. Holden, SCA
C. Persheff, SCA
M. Gutierrez, SCA



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY OF NEW YORK
QFFICE OF THE CHAIR
March 1, 2009
Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO
New York City School Construction Authority
30-30 Thomson Avenue

Long Island City, NY 11101-3045
Dear Ms. Greenberger,

This is in response to your latier of January 19, 2010 in which notice was given to the City
Planning Commission of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21 in the borough of
Quecns (Community District 4) for the construetion of a 612-seat Primary/Intermediate School
facility for Community School District 24.

In view of the need for additional primary/intermediate school capacity in this school district, the
City Planning Commission recommends in favor of the proposed site for a new school facility in
CSD 24.

Very sincerely,

N

Amanda M. Burden

C: Kathleen Grimm
Ross Holden
Betty Mackintosh
John Young

Amanda M. Burdan, FAICP Chair
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007-1216
(212) 720-3200 FAX {212) 720-3219
nyc.goviplanning
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SCA

School Construction Authosity

Department of
Education

January 19, 2010

Mr. Nick Comaianni

President

Community Education Council No. 24
68-10 Central Avenue

Glendale, New York 11385

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/Intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Mr. Comaianni:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43 Avenue, betwsen National Street
and 97" Place.

This notification was sent to Queens Community Board No. 4 and the City

Planning Commission. We have requested that Queens Community Board No. 4
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 March 5, 2010.

i have also attached the Site Plan and Alternate Sites Analyses for youf review. If

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

Sincersly,

Fhaa L ghy—

Sharon L. Greenberger

President and CEQC

Attachmenis

(0% Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue 71847280007

Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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January 18, 2010

The Honorable Hiram Monserrate
New York State Senate, 13" District
District Office

32-37 Junction Boulevard

East Elmhurst, New York 11369

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear State Senator Monserrate:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, nofice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43™ Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place.

This notification was sent to Queens Community Board No. 4 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 January 19, 2010, and the SCA will
continue to accept public comments until March 15, 2010, :

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

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

Sincerely,

S (Zhg

Sharon L. Greenberger

President and CEQ

Attachments

c Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenus 7184728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 7184728840F



Department of
Education

January 19, 2010

The Honorable José R, Peralta

New York State Assembly, 30™ District
District Office

82-11 37™ Avenue

Jackson Heights, New York 11372

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Assemblyman Peralta:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 6812-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43™ Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place.

This notification was sent to Queens Community Board No. 4 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 January 19, 2010, and the SCA will
continue to accept public comments untit March 5, 2010.

| 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.
Helden, Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

Erm ey

Sharon L. Greenberger

President and CEC

Attachments

c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue TIBAT28000T

Long Island City, NY 11101 . 718 472 8840 F
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The Honorable Helen Marshall
President, Borough of Queens
St ©y &l 120-55 Queens Boulevard
Department of Kew Gardens, New York 11424
Education

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/Intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Borough President Marshall:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, iocated in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43 Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place.

This notification was sent fo Queens Community Board No. 4 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 January 18, 2010, and the SCA will
continue to accept public comments until March 15, 2010.

| 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, Vice President and General Counsel at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

Sym (e~

Sharon L. Greenberger

President and CEO

Attachments

c Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 472 8000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 TIB4TR 8840 F



Department of
Education

January 19, 2010

The Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the City Council

City Hall

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Speaker Quinn;

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43™ Avenue, between Naticnal Street
and 97" Place. '

This notification was sent to Queens Community Board No. 4 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 January 19, 2010, and the SCA will
continue to accept public comments until March 5, 2010.

1 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, Vice President and General Counsel! at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

Shen (572

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEQ

Aftachments

o Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
Chairperson, Land Use Commitlee
Chairperson, Subcommitiee on Landmarks,

Public Siting and Maritime Uses
Hon, Julissa Ferreras, District Councilmember
Gail Benjamin, Director, Land Use Division
Alonzo Carr, Land Use Division

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Lonyg Istand City, NY 11101 718 4728840 F
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January 19, 2010

Kathleen Grimm

Deputy Chancellor

New York City Department of Education
52 Chambers Street

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School Disfrict No. 24

Dear Kathleen:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, and any
other property in the immediate vicinity which may be necessary for the proposed
project, located in the Borough of Queens, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primaryfintermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43" Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place. :

By statute, the SCA is required to complete the site selection process before
acquiring real property or starting construction of new schools. This process
begins with formal notifications to the Department of Education, City Planning
Commission, and the affected Community Board. The notification 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 to 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.

Attached are copies of the Notice of Filing, the Site Plan, and the Alternate Sites
Analyses for the proposed action. The SCA will accept public comments on this
proposed action until March 5, 2010. All comments will be taken into
consideration in the SCA'’s final decision regarding this matter. If you require any
additional information, please do nof hesitate fo contact Ross at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island Gity, NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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Education

January 19, 2010

Amanda M, Burden, FAICP
Chairperson

City Planning Commission
22 Reade Sireet

MNew York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Ms. Burden:

. Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice

is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43"™ Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place.

Aftached please find copies of the Notice of Filing, the Site Plan, and the
Alternate Sites Analyses for the proposed action. The Authority will accept public
comments on this proposed action until March 5, 2010. All comments will be
taken into consideration in the Authority’s final decision regardirig this matter.

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

Sincerely,

57@’1/(87'@/!/

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

o Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
Sarah Whitham, NYC Department of City Planning

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 14101 718472 8840 F
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Mr. Lou Walker

Chalrperson

T = Queens Community Board No. 4
Department of 46-11 104" Street

Education Corona, New York 11368

i W

Re: New, Approximately 612-Seat Primary/intermediate School, Queens
Community School District No. 24

Dear Mr. Walker:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City Schoo! Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 1628, Lot 21, located in
the Borough of Queens, and any other property in the immediate vicinity which
may be necessary for the proposed project, for the construction of a new,
approximately 612-seat primary/intermediate school facility in Community School
District No. 24. The site is located at 97-36 43" Avenue, between National Street
and 97" Place.

Section 1731.2 states that within thirty (30) days of this notice, a public hearing
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 aitendance of
representatives of the Authority or Department of Education at this hearing.

In addition, §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 Filing,
Site Plan, and Alternaie Sites Analyses for the proposed actich. The Authority
will accept public comments on this proposed action until March 5, 2010. Al
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, Vice President and General Counsel, at (718) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

Byl ghep

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Attachments

c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
Mr. Richard Italiano, District Manager, Queens Community District No. 4

30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 7184728840 F
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STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

DATE: July 20, 2011
SEQR PROJECT NO:: 12-003
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 lmpact Statement (DEIS) will not be prepared.

NAME OF ACTION: 1.S. 311, Queens
New; Approximately 785-Seat
Intermediate School Facility and Schoolyard

LOCATION: 97-36 43™ Avenue
Tax Block 1628, Lot 21

SEQR STATUS: Type |

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, acceptance
of construction funding, and construction of a new, approximately 785-seat
intermediate schooi facility and associated schoolyards in the Corona section 6f
Queens. Construction of this proposed facility would be conducted pursuant to
DOE’s Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2014.

The project site is an approximately 40,000-square-foot (sf) lot located at 97-36
43" Avenue, between National Street and 97" Place (Block 1628, Lot 21). The
project site is a privately-owned plumbing supplies warehouse that has street

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




[.S. 311, Queens
. SEQR Project No. 12-003
I Negative Declaration

July 20, 2011
SCA

‘School Construction Authority

frontage on both 43 and 44" Avenues. The site is adjoined by a three-story
multi-family building to the east, and Fire Engine Company 289 / Ladder
Company 138 to the west.

Pepartment of
Education

The proposed project is intended to address the need for additional public school
capacity in the area, as identified in DOE's Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal
Years 2010-2014. According to the Capital Plan, a total of 4,491 additional seats
at the primary and intermediate school levels are required in District No. 24. The
new facility is expected to help relieve overcrowded condltlons at nearby District
No. 24 schools, such as 1.S. 61, which is located at 98-50 50" Avenue,
approximately one-half mile from the proposed site. 1.S. 61's operated at 104
percent of its capacity during the 2009-2010 school year.

Under the proposed project, the SCA would acquire the site, demolish the
existing on-site structure and construct a new intermediate school facility. Based
on the preliminary design concept, the new school facility would be five stories in
height, and would contain approximately 100,000 gross square feet, consisting of
general education classrooms, cafeteria and gymnasium/assembly space,

library, administrative and support space. An 11,000 square foot play area and a
3,000 square foot passive recreation area are-also included in the design. The
SCA would move forward with acquisition of the property begmnlng in 2011, and
student occupancy of the completed facilities is expected to begin in Fall of 2015.

Reasons Supporting This Determination:

A comprehensive Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and Supplemental
Environmental Studiés for this action were completed and issued on July 20,
2011. 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; open space;
shadows; historic and cultural resources; urban design and visual resources;
community character; natural resources; hazardous materials; infrastructure;
solid waste and sanitation services; energy; transportation; air quality; noise;
construction-related impacts; and, public health.

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

Zoning and Public Policy

The project site contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which
is currently being used by the existing warehouse as a driveway and loading
area. The SCA has confirmed that the City does not plan to widen the street to its
fully mapped width (and such widening would requiré the acquisition of several
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Department of
Education

1.5. 311, Queens

SEQR Project No. 12-003
Negative Declaration
July 20, 2011

private properties) and shall coordinate with the: New York City Department of
Transportation (NYCDOT) and the New York City Department of City Planning
(DCP) to modify the official City Map to conform the mapped street width to the
width of the existing and built right-of-way. The SCA will undertake this proposed
City Map change, which will require review and approval pursuant to the City's
Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) upon receipt of site plan
approval. The demapping of the unbuilt street bed extension would not affect
zoning on the project site or in the study area. '

Historic and Cultural Resources

The project site is located adjacent to Fire Engine Comipany: 289/Ladder
Company 138, which is a designated New York City Landmark and also listed on
the State and National Registers of Historic Places. To avoid potential adverse
physical effects on this architectural resource, a Construction Protection Plan
{CPP) would be developed and implemented prior to the commencement of any
demolition or ¢onstruction activities on the project site. Furthermore, based on
consultation between the SCA and the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation {OPRHP) and to meet the conditions
specified in OPRHP's April 29, 2010 findings letter, that CPP will also be
submitted to OPRHP for review. The CPP will follow the New York City
Department of Buildings (DOB) TPPN #10/88, regarding proccedures for the
avoidance of damage to historic structures resulting from adjacent cohstruction,
and will be prepared in consultation with the New York State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC). TPPN #10/88 requires a monitoring program to reduce the
likelihood of conistruction damage to adjacent NYCLs and S/NR-listed properties
{within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that
canstruction procedures can be changed.

The new school building would be faced in masonry like many nearby buildings,
including Fire Engine Comipany 289/Ladder Company 138. It would be built in
place of a non-historic structure that does not have an important relationship with
the historic fire station. As such, the proposed project would not result in adverse
contextual impacts. The proposed project would also not obstruct views to the
fire station, as the school building would be oriented along 44th Avenue with a
playground located adjacent to the fire station on 43rd Avenue. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant adverse visual or contextual
impacts on Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138.

Transportaftion

The SCA is currently pursuing plans to develop a new 1,110-seat primary school
(P.S.) at 96-18 43rd Avenue {Q315), one block west of the proposed project. The
new P.S. at 96-18 43" Avenue is currently anticipated to be completed before the
proposed project. However, in the event that the new P.S. is not constructed by
2015, the transportation analysis considers two analysis scenarios for the future

Page 3of7



1.S. 311, Queens
: SEQR Project No. 12-003
(B} Negative Declaration

July 20, 2011
SCA

Sehool Canstruction Authority

without the proposed project—Scenario One includes construction of the 1,110-
seat P.S. by 2015. Scenarioc Two assumes that the new P.S. is not constructed
by 2015.

Department of

Education Scenario One

Under Scenario One, in addition to general background growth of the
surrounding neighborhood, both proposed schodls in the study area are
expected to be completed by the year 2015. Vehicular and pedestrian trips:
generated by these two planned school projects and their corresponding
proposed improvements were incorporated in the 2015 No Build analysis. These
include the traffic improvements proposed as part of the new primary school
located at 96-18 43rd Avenue involving installation of All-Way-Stop-Controls
(AWSCs) at the intersections of 43rd and 44" Avenues at 97th Place-to facilitate
safe pedestrian crossings at newly installed crosswalks.

For the streets around the site, future intersection volumes would generally
represent a moderate increase over the existing traffic volumes. The street
capacities at most of the study area intersections would be sufficient to
accommodate these increases. However, the proposed project could require
traffic improvements at the following intersection approaches/lane-groups during
the two peak hours analyzed:

Signalized Intersections

s The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of
Roosevelt Avenue and Junction Boulevard during the AM and PM
peak periods. The impact to this traffic movement at the
intersection could be mitigated by shifting three (3) seconds of
green time from the eastbound and westbound phase io the
northbound and southbound phases.

s. The southbound approach at the intersection of 43rd Avenue and
Junction Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods would
operate more efficiently if parking was prohibited 100 feet from the
southbound approach at this intersection.

Unsignalized Interseactions
» The installation of a two-phase signal at the intersection of 44th
Avenue and Junction Boulevard
« The installation of a three-phase signal at the intersection of 44th
Avenue and National Street.
» The installation of a three-phase signal at the intersection of 45th
Avenue and National Street.

With these improvement measures in place, all of the impacted intersection

approaches/lane groups would operate at the same or at better service
conditions than the No Build conditions.
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SEQR Project No. 12-003
Negative Declaration
July 20, 2011

Seenario Two
Under Scenario Two, only the school at the 1.S. 311 site is constructed by 2015.

For the streets around the site, future intersection volumes would generally
represent a moderate increase over the existing traffic volumes. The street
capacities at most of the study area intersections would be sufficient 0
accommodate these increases. However, the proposed project could require
traffic improvements at the following intersection approaches/lane-groups during
the two peak hours analyzed:

Signalized Intersections
« The northbourid and southtbound approaches at the intersection of
Roosevelt Avenue ahd Junction Bolulevard during the AM and PM
peak periods. The impact to this traffic movement at the
intersection could be mitigated by shifting three {3) seconds of
green time from the eastbound and westbound phase to the
northbound and southbound phases.

Unsignalized Intersections
» The installation of a two-phase signal at the intersection of 44th
Avenue and Junction Boulevard
« The installation of a three:-phase signal at the intersection of 44th
Aventle and National Street.
e The installation of a three-phase signal at the intersection of 45th
Avenue and National Street.

With these improvement measures in place, all of the impacted intersection
approachesflane groups would operate at the same or at better service
conditions than the No Build conditions.

Each of the proposed traffic improvement measures under either Scenario One
or Scenario Two are subject to the review and approval by the New York City
Department of Transpoitation (NYCDOT).

Soil and Groundwater conditions

A Phase | Environmental site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase I Enwronmentai
Site Investigation (ESI) were completed for the proposed project site in June and
December 2009, respectively, The Phase | ESA and Phase 1l ESI were
completed to evaluate the environmental conditions of the site. The site is
located on an approximately 40,000-square-foot lot identified as New York City
Tax Block 1628, Lot 21. A one-story warehouse building owned is located at the
site. The warehouse is used for the storage and distribution of building materials,

‘which include polyvinyi chloride (PVC) pipe, floor tiles, and plumbing fixtures.

Prior to construction of the warehouse building in 1969, the site contained a
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lumber yard, a coal storage yard, and a spur of the Long Island Rail Road
(LIRR}.

The Phase | ESA was prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental
Services, P. C. (Langan) on behalf of the SCA. The Phase | identified on-site
recognized environmental conditions (RECs) related to a dry well, a suspect
underground storage tank (UST), and historic use of the site as a railroad spur
with coal storage areas. Several off-site RECs were also identified, including an
adjoining New York City Fire Department Station with petroleum storage, an
adjoining active auto repair shop, several nearby registered dry cleaners, a
nearby gasoline station, several nearby historic auto repair facilities, an historic
Corona Town Garage with gasoline tanks, and several historic manufacturing
activities (glass making, a foundry, printing, clothing, woodworking and
varnishing) near the site. In addition, environmental concerns were identified,
including potential asbestos-containing material (ACM), suspect polychlorinated
biphenyl (PCB)-containing caulking material and light baltasts, and suspect lead-
based paint (LBP).

Department of
Education

The Phase 1] ESI was completed by Langan on behalf of the SCA to assess
whether the RECs identified in the Phase | ESA have affected the suitability of
the site for use as a public school facllity. Phase 11 ESI field activities consisted of
a geophysical survey, the advancement of three.(3) sub-slab soil vapor points,

five (5} soil vapor points, seven (7) soil borings, eight (8) temporary monitoring
wells, and the collection and laboratory analysis of soil, groundwater and soil
vapor samples from these locations. In addition, two ambient air samples and a
dry well sediment sample were collected for laboratory analysis.

The presence of analytical parameters greater than the corresponding State soll
cleanup objectives for unrestricted use was limited to the encountered historic fill
material. No volatite organic compounds (VOCs) were detected at
concentrations above the corresponding State soil cleanup objectives for
unrestricted use. Selected semij-volatile organic compounds (SVYQCs), PCBs and
metals were détected at concentrations above the corresponding SCOs for
unrestricted use from at least one soil sample within the encountered historic fill
material. The presence of selected metals, PCBs, and SVOCs in the historic fill
material may be related to past use of the site as a railroad spur and/or the
inherent characteristics of urban fiil.

Groundwater was encountered at depths ranging from approximately 28 to 32.5
feet below grade surface with an anticipated groundwater flow direction to the
south-southeast. The VOC trichloroethéne (TCE) was detected above the
corresponding New York State Groundwater Quality Standard at three (3) of
eight (8) sample locations. TCE and a related VOC, tetrachioroethene (PCE),
were also detected in soil vapor at concentrations slightly above the New York
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1.S. 311, Queens ‘ :
SEQR Project No. 12-003 @
Negative Declaration

July 20, 2011

State Department'of Health Air Guideline Value (AGV). Langan attributed the
presence of TCE and PCE in the subsurface to an off-site source.

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and
building materials. Prior to the construction of the project, a pre-design
investigation will be conducted to define the area of PCB-impacted soil in the
southern portion of the proposed site. Any encountered PCB-impacted soil and
the existing dry well will be-removed in accordance with all applicable
regulations. As a preventative measure, a sub-slab vapor barrier and sub-slab
depressurization system (SSDS) would also be incorporated into the foundation
design to prevent potential soil vapor intrusion into the propesed school building.
Any suspect ACM, LBP, and PCB-contairiing materials affected by the proposed
development of the site will be identified and properly managed during
construction activities. For areas of the site where exposed soils may exist {i.e.,
landscaped areas), a twenty-four (24) inch thick layer of environmentally clean fill
will be placed over the soils. To minimize the potential for construction workers’
exposure, standard industry practices, including appropriate health and safety-
measures, will be utilized. '

The proposed project would have the beneficial impact of providing
approximately 785 additional seats of permanent public school capacity at the
intermediate level in Community School District No. 24.
For further information contact:
Contact: Ross J. Holden

Executive Vice President and General Counsel
Address: N_éw York City School Construction Authority

30-30 Thomson Avenue ‘

Long Island City, New York 11101-3045

Telephone: (718) 472-8220

July 20, 2011

Rossy{). Holdgn /\l Date
Exedutive Vi resident & General Counsel o
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Appendix A
State Environmental Quailly Review _
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determing, in an orderly manner, whether & project or action
may be significent. The guestion of whether an action may be significant is not elways easy to answer, Frequently, thers are
aspects of o project thet are subjective or unmeasurable. It is also understood that those who delermine significance may have
littte or no formal knowladga of the saviroriment or may not be technically sxport I environmental analysis. In addition, many who
have knowiedge in one pariicular area may not be aware of the broader concems affecting the question of significance.

The fult EAF is intended 10 provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process has
been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.

Full EAF Components: The full EAF is comprised of thres paris!

Part 1: . Provides objectlve data and information about a given project and s site. By idenlilying basic
projsct data, it assists a reviewer in the analysis ithat fakes place in Parts 7 and 3.
Part 2: Focuzes on idenfifying the range of possibia impacts that may occur flom a project or action. i

provides guidarice as to whether an impact is likely {o be considered small to modsrate or whether

it Is a polentially-large impact. The form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or
reduced. '

Part 3: if any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, then Pait 3 iz used to evaluals whether or
not the impact is actualiy important.

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE — Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

Identify the Porlions of EAF completed for this project: Fart 1 ' Part 2 D Part3

Upon review of the infermation recorded on this EAF (Farts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supposting information,
andg considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by the lead agency that:

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

= Although the project could have a significant effect on the snvironment, there will not be a significant effect
' for this Unlisted Action becguse the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have besn required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will ke prepared.”

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

x

A Conditioned MNegative Declaration is only valid for Unfisted Actions.
1.S. 311 at 97-36 43rd Avenue

Name of Action
New York City School Construction Authority
Name of Lead Agency .
- Kerlfsile o . Tk, Bat esire Serdiced
Print or Type Nams of Responsible Officer in l.ead Agency Tille of Responsibie Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Frep;.a;er (ii-d' 4 '_nx from responsible officer}

JuwirM 20,201

Date




PART | — 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, Paris 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 will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies,
research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

NAME OF ACTION
i.S. at 97-36 43rd Avenue

LocATION OF AGTION (INCLUDE STREET ADDRESS, MUNICIPALITY AND COUNTY)
97-36 43rd Avenue (Block 1628, Lot 21) Corona, Queens

NAME OF APPLICANT/SFONSOR BUSINESS TELEPHONE

New York City School Construction Authority {718} 472-8000

ADDRESS

30-30 Thomson Avenue

CiTy/PO STATE Zip CODE
Long [sland City NY 11101
NAME OF OWNER {IF DIFFERENT} BUSINESS TELEPHONE
Wal-Rich Corporation (800)221-1157 (718) 476-7888
ADDRESS

97-36 43rd Avenue

CITy/PO STATE Zip CODE
Corona NY 11368
DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

The applicant seeks to acquire the site and construct an approximately 785-seat intermediate school facility on Block 1628, Lot 21
in Corona, Queens,

Please Complete Each Question—Indicate N.A. if not applicable

A. Site Description

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

1. PresentLand Use: X Uban <] Industrial [ | Commercial [_] Residential (suburban) [_] Rural (non-farm)

[ | Forest [ ] Agricutture [_] Other

2, Total acreage of project area: 0.92 acres. PRESENTLY AFTER COMPLETION
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricuitural) acres acres
Forested acres acres
Agricultural {Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.) acres acres
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24, 25 of ECL) acres acres
Water Surface Area acres acres
Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill} acres acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 0.92 acres 0.92 acres
Other (Indicate type) acres acres
3. What is predominant soil type(s} on the project site? Pavement and buildings with anthropogenic soil and gneissic till soil
substratum
a. Soil drainage: Well drained 100 ___ %ofsite [__] Moderately well drained % 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? Acres (see INYCRR 370)
4.  Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? [ ] Yes No
What is the depth to bedrock? (in feet) Anticipated at 300 ft below surface
5. Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes: 0-10% 100 % [ ]1015% %
[ ] 15% or greater %
6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the Stateor [><] Yes [ No

National Registers of Historic Places?

7. s project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?|:| Yes @ No




8. What is the depth of the water table? Anticipated at 35-40 feet below surface {in feet)

9. Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer? g Yes D No
10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? D Yes E No
11. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or [::] Yes No
endangered?
According to:

Identify each species:

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

Describe:

13. Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or [:l Yes ><] No
recreation area?

if yes, explain:

14. Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? |:| Yes E] No
15. Streams within or contiguous to project area? _ None.

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

16. Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:  None.
a. Name:

k. Size (in acres):

17. Is the site served by existing public utilities? <] Yes [ ] No
a. If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? <] Yes ] Ne
b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? [ ] Yes No
18. Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, [__| Yes No
Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 3047
18. Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated [ ] Yes No
pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 61772
20. Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste? [ ] Yes No

B. Project Description

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

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor 0 acres,
b. Project acreage to be developed: 0.92 acres initially; 0.92 acres ultimately.
c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped 0 acres.
d. Length of project, in miles: N/A (If appropriate)
e. Ifthe project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed 0 %
f. Number of off-street parking spaces existing None. ; proposed None.
g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour 150 {upon completion of project)?
h. If residential: Number and type of housing units? N/A
One Family Two Family Multiple Farnily Condominium
Initially
Ultimately

i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure _Approx. 77' " height; _Approx. 122°  width; Approx. 258' length.

! Approximately 90 feet to the top of the mechanical space.



i- Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is?
How much natural material (i.e., rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? TBD

3. Wil disturbed areas be reclaimed?

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

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation?

c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation?

100' on 43rd Ave, and 258 on 44th Ave. it

tons/cubic yards.

C<] na [ Yes [ ]No

[ Yes
|:] Yes

<] No
ENO

4. How many acres of vegetation {trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? 0 acres.

Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by [:] Yes
this project?

|Z|No

If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction 36 months, (including demolition)
if multi-phased: N/A
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 of subsequent phases? D Yes [::I No
Will blasting occur during construction? |:j Yes |:] No
Number of jobs generated: during construction TBD ; after project is complete _ Approx. 60
10. Number of jobs eliminated by this project Approx. 30-40
11. Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? [ Yes No
If yes, explain:  The proposed project would directly displace approximately 30 to 40 employees of the existing plumbing
supply business at the project site, Wal-Rich Corp. According to the 2010 City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR} Technical Manual, an assessment of direct business displacement is not warranted if
fewer than 100 employees would be displaced by a project, and no significant adverse impact with respect
fo displacement would occur.
12. Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? <] Yes []Neo
a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc) and amount sewage; 7,850 gallons per day’
b. Name of water body Into which effluent will be discharged Sewage would be discharged into the City sewage system.
13. Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? Type |:[ Yes No
14. Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? |:] Yes No
If yes, explain:
15. Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? |:] Yes X] No
16. Will the project generate solid waste? <] Yes [_] No
a. If yes, what is the amount per menth? 6.3° tons
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? Yes [ INo
c. If yes, give name TBD ; location All waste is collected and sent to a designated disposat facility by the
Department of Sanitation.

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill?
e. I yes, explain:

E Yes D No

Recyclable materials collected at schools would be taken to a recycling facility for processing.

17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? [ ] Yes No
a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? tons/month
h. Hyes, whatis the anticipated site life? years
18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides? |:] Yes No
19. Will project rautinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? E:I Yes No

* 785 students x 10 gallons per day (gpd) = 7,850 gallons.

% 785 students x 4 pounds per week (ppw) = 3,140 x 4 weeks = 12,560 pounds.



20. will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? Yes |:’ No

21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? Yes [__:| No
If yes, indicate type(s): Electric
22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity N/A gallons/minute
23. Total anticipated water usage per day 24,85017 gallons/day
24. Does project involve Local, State, or Federal funding? IZ] Yes |:| No
If yes, explain: Construction costs will be funded by the New York City Department of Education's Five Year Capital

Plan for Fiscal Years 2010 to 2014.

25. Approvals Required:

Type Submittal Date
City, Town, Village Board [ ] Yes <] No
City, Town, Village Planning Board [ ] Yes No
City, Town, Village Zoning Board |__—| Yes No
City, County Health Department [ Yes <] No
Other Local Agencies [ 1 Yes <] No
Other Regional Agencies [::] Yes E No
State Agencies [ 1] Yes No
Federal Agencies [ ] Yes <] No
C. Zoning and Planning Information
1. Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? IE Yes |:| No

If Yes, indicate decision required:
[_] Zoning amendment  [__| Zoning variance [ ] Newrrevision of master ptan || Subdivision
[ ] siteplan [__] Special [__| Resource Other  Project would require zoning overrides from the Deputy

use management Mayor for Education and Comrmunity Development;
permit pian project would require demapping of unbuilt portion of 44th
Avenue on the project site.

2. What is the zoning classification{s) of the site? M1-1; RS
3.  What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?

10,000 sf x 2.0 FAR (R5) = 20,000 sf

30,000 sf x 2.4 FAR (M1-1) = 72,000 sf
4. What is the proposed zoning of the site? No change to the existing zoning is proposed.
5. What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?

NIA
6. Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? E Yes [ {No
7. What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a “-mile radius of proposed action?

Land Use: Residential, institutional, manufacturing, commercial

Zoning: M1-1, M3-1, R4, R4B, R4-1, R5, R6B, Ci-4, C2-2, C2-3, C24
8. s the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses with a % mile? Yes [ ]Neo
9. [fthe proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? N/A

a.  What is the minimum lot size proposed?
10. Will the proposed action require autherization(s) for the formation of sewer of water districts? |:| Yes No
11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, Yes ]:| No

education, police, fire protection)?

a. If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? Yes [ ]no
12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? E@ Yes |:| No

a. lf yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic? |:| Yes ]:| No

! 785 students x 10 gpd = 7,850 + (0.17 x 100,000 sf for air conditioning) = 24,850 gallons



D. Informational Details

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

E. Verification

1 certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

. /
Applicant/Sponsor Name  Alicia Wolff, AICP Date / / 7/ / ,
7

Signature /&%éﬂ k% Tile  Senior Planner, AKRF
v /,

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



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 wherever possible 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 not indicate the importance of each question.

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

instructions (Read Carefully)

a.  Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2, Answer Yes if there will be any |mpact

b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.

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

d. 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. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it be looked at further.

e. If a reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.
f.  Ifa potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be 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.
IMPACT ON LAND 1 2 ) 3
1. Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change Small to Potential | Can Impactbe
to the project site? O NO N YES | Moderate Large Mitigated by Project
Impact Impact Change
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%. o H Lyes [INO
Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet. O | Oyes 0ONO
Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles. O O Oyes CINO
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 3 feet of existing O £1 Cves [INO
ground surface.
Consotnr'téctzggg that wilt continue for more than 1 year or involve more than one phase m 0 OYEs [INO
Excavatioq for' mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 tons of natural O 0O ClYeEs [ NO
material (i.e., rock or soil) per year.
Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill. (] [ Oyes [CINO
Construction in a designated floodway. O O COyes CONO
Other impacts O = Uyes LINO
2. Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land
forms found on the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, ] NO O YES
geological)
Other impacts - - Lyes LINO




IMPACT ON WATER
3.  Will Proposed Action affect any water body
designated? {Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the | NO O YES
Environmental Conservation Law, ECL)
Examples that would apply to column 2
Developable area of site contains a protected water body.
Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of a protected stream.
Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water body.
Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.

Other impacts

4. Wil Proposed Action affect any non-protected n
existing or new body of water?

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.

NO O YES

Other impacts

5. Will Proposed Action affect surface or ground water
quality or quantity?

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action will require a discharge permit.

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

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

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

Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

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

Propesed 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.

Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or chemical products greater
than 1,100 galions.

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

Proposed Action locates commercial andfor industrial uses which may require new
or expansion of existing waste treatrent and/or storage facilities.

n NO 0O YES

Other impacts

1

Small to
Moderate
Impact

0D Ooaoono

g oo

O E0OOgOo0 oad

O O o o

2
Potential
Large
Impact

0 o o

O ODoooo gog O

O o 0O O

3

Can Impact be
Mitigated by Project
Change

Oyes CLINO
Oyes [ONO
Oyves [INO
Ovyes [INO

Oyes ONO

Oyes CINO
Ldyes [CINO
COyes [INO

Oyves [CONO
Oyes [CINO

Ovyes LOINo

Ovyes LINo
Ovyes Ono

Oyes LINoO
Llyes LINO

Oyes EINo

Ovyes Ono
Ovyes Ono
Oyes Ono
Oyes COnNo




6. Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or patterns, 1 2 3
or surface water runoff? Small to Potential Can Impact be
W N0 O YES | hoderate Large Mitigated by Project
Impact Impact Change
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would change flood water flows. O O LIyes [OINO
Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion. 0 O Oves [INO
Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns. O O Oyes [ONO
Proposed Action will allow development in a designated floodway. O 0 Oyes [INO
Other impacts = = Lves Lino
IMPACT ON AIR
7.  Will Proposed Action affect air quality?
See Chapter 6, “Air Quality.” W NO O YES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or mare vehicle trips in any given hour. O [m| Oyes ONO
Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of refuse per hour. O 0 Oyes CONO
Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. Per hour or a heat source
producing more than 10 miltion BTU's per hour. O = LIvEs LINO
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the amount of land committed to industrial 0 O CIvEs CINO
use.
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of industrial development within 0 0 OYEs CINO
existing industrial areas.
Other impacts O O Uyes OnNo
IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS
8. Will Proposed Action affect threatened or
endangered species? u NO O 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. O = Liyes LINO
Removal or any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. M B Oyes LCINO
Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other than for
agricultural purposes. O B Dyes LINO
Other impacts O (] Oyes [CINO
9. Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-
threatened or non-endangered species? n NO D YES
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident or migratory fish, 0 OYES [INO
shelifish, or wildlife species.
Proposed Action requires the removal or more than 10 acres of mature forest (over
100 years of age) or other locally important vegetation, o s Lves LINO
Other impacts O | dvyes [CINO
IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
10. Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land m NO O YES
resources?
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, etc.) o s Dyes LINo
Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of agricultural land. O O OYeEs LINO
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 (W] | Oyes CONO
land.
The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricuitural land
management systems (e.g. subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping) 0 0 OYEs CINO
or create a need for such measures (e.9. cause a farm field to drain poorly due
to increased runoff).
Other impacts O O Cyes [CINO




IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (If 1 2 3
necessary, use the Visual EAR Addendum Section m NO O YES Small to Potential Can Impact be
617.20, Appendix B.) Moderate Large Mitigated by Project
impact Impact Change

Examples that would apply to column 2

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

Proposed land uses, project components visible to users of aesthetic resources
which will eliminate or significantly reduce their enjoyment of the aesthetic a 8 Ldyes [INO
qualities of that resource.

Project components that will result in the elimination or significant screening of 0 0 C1vEs [INO
scenic views known to be important to the area,

Other impacts O a Ovyes ONO

O O Ovyves LINO

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
12. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of
historic, prehistoric or paleontological importance? | NO [ YES
See Chapter 3, “Historic and Cultural Resources.”
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action oceurring wholly or partially within or substantially contiguous to

any facility or site listed on the State or National Register of Historic places. u 0 OYEs LINO
Any impact to an archeological site or fossil bed located within the project site. O [} Oyes [INO
Proposed Action will oceur in an area designated as sensitive for archeological sites
on the NYS Site Inventory. . . Dyes LINo
Other impacis = - Dyes LINO
IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

43. Will Proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of

existing or future open spaces or recreational | NO [ YES

opportunities?
Examples that would apply to colurmn 2
The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity. O O Oyes [OwNoO
A major reduction of an open space important {o the community. O O Oyes EINO
Cther impacts - U LyEs LINO




IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS
14. Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or
unigue characteristics of a critical environmental area N
{CEA) established pursuant to subdivision 6NYCRR
617.14(g)? ’
List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of the CEA

NO O YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action io locate within the CEA?

Propesed 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 resource?

Other impacts

IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation

systems? B NO [1 YES
See Chapter 5, “Transportation.”
Examples that would apply to column 2
Alteration of present patterns of movement of people andfor goods.
Proposed Action would result in major traffic problems.
Other impacits

IMPACT ON ENERGY

16. Will Proposed Acticn affect the community's sources -

of fuel or energy supply?
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
maijor commercial or industrial use.

NO O YES

Other impacts

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT

17. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration

as a result of the Proposed Action? O NO M YES
See Chapter 7, “Noise.”
Examples that would apply to column 2
Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive facility.
Qdors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day).
Proposed Action will preduce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise
levels for noise outside of structures. Noise would occur during certain hours
from an outdoor, at-grade playground on the project site.
Proposed Action will remove natural harriers that would act as a noise screen.
Other impacts

O ogoDo
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L1 YES
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O YEs

O YES
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LI NO
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O NO
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O No
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IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH
18. Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety? W NO O YES
Examples that would apply to column 2
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 & chronic low level discharge or emission.
Proposed Action may result 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
flammable 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

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER OF COMMUNITY OR

NEIGHBORHOOD

19. Will Proposed Action affect the character of the
existing community?

Examples that would apply fo 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 conftict 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.)

Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future projects.

Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment. Approximately 30-40 jobs
would be eliminated by the Proposed Action.

M NO 0O YES

Other impacts

mROO OOdOo@O o
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iJNO
OnNo

20 Is there, or is there likely to be, public controversy related to potential

adverse environmental impacts?
ONO * EYES*

*The proposed project may result in the displacement of the plumbing supply
business currently on the project site. While this would not constitute an
adverse environmental impact under SEQRA, the displacement of this
business may result in public controversy.

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

Impact, Proceed to Part 3




Executive Summary

A. INTRODUCTION

The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) proposes the site selection,
acquisition, acceptance of construction funding, and construction of a new Intermediate School
(I.8.) facility with the capacity of approximately 785 seats in the Corona section of Queens. The
proposed school would serve Community School District (CSD) 24 and would accommodate
children in grades six through eight, as well as special education students. The project site, an
approximately 40,000-square-foot (sf) lot located at 97-36 43rd Avenue, between 97th Place and
National Street (Block 1628, Lot 21), currently contains a one-story warehouse building.

Alihough design plans for the new building have not been finalized, it is expected that the
proposed school building would contain approximately 100,000 gross square feet (gsf) and
would be five stories and approximately 77 feet in height (90 feet to the top of the mechanical
space). An approximately 11,000-sf outdoor playground area would be located in the northern
portion of the site at 43rd Avenue, and an approximately 3,000-sf open space with passive uses
(e.g., benches and landscaping) would be located to the west of the school building on 44th
Avenue.

The proposed project is located within R-5 and M1-1 zoning districts; schools are not permitted
as-of-right in manufacturing districts as per Section 22-00 of the Zoning Resolution. As such, the
project would require a zoning use override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and
Community Development. While the design of the school is not yet final, preliminary plans
show that the project would result in zoning bulk non-compliances, including permitted floor
area, and requirements related to rear yard, maximum street wall, sky exposure plane, and
planted arcas. Therefore, the SCA would also seek a zoning bulk override.

The project site also contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is currently
being used by the existing warehouse as a driveway and loading area. SCA is currently
coordinating with the New York City Department of Transportation and the New York City
Department of City Planning to demap the portion of the street within the project site boundary
that is currently mapped as an extension of the existing street bed of 44th Avenue. The SCA will
undertake the New York City Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) for the change to
a New York City map upon completion of the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
process. Funding for design and construction of this project would be provided in the New York
City Department of Education’s Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010 to 2014,

For the purpose of this environmental review, it is assumed that construction of the proposed
project would begin in 2012 and the student occupancy would begin in September 2015,
Accordingly, 2015 has been selected as the Build Year for which the environmental assessment
areas have been analyzed. It is assumed that if the proposed project does not proceed, the project
site would remain in its current state (the “No Action” scenario).
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SCA is currently pursuing plans to develop a new 1,110-seat Primary School (P.S.) at 96-18
43rd Avenue (Q315), one block west of the proposed project. The new P.S. at 96-18 43rd
Avenue is currently anticipated to be completed before the proposed project. However, in the
event that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015, this enviropmental analysis considers two
analysis scenarios for the future without the proposed project—Scenario One includes
construction of the 1,110-seat P.S. by 2015. Scenario Two assumes that the new P.S. is not
constructed by 2015.

B. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

The proposed school would improve land use conditions in the study area and enliven the project
block by providing a new educational facility on a site that currently has industrial uses and
contains a warchouse. At up to five stories in height, the proposed facility would be slightly
taller but generally consistent with structures in the study area. The proposed school would be
compatible with the uses currently found in the study area, including the residential, commercial,
and community facility uses. The proposed school would also be compatible with the new 1,110-
seat P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue, one block west of the proposed project, in the event that it is
constructed by 2015.

The project site is also adjacent to industrial and community facility uses, including light
industrial/manufacturing, auto related uses, and a firchouse. The new school would have
buffering to separate it from the existing industrial, auto related, and community facility uses,
including fencing and landscaped buffers along the perimeters to separate it from the existing
industrial uses. Therefore, the development of the proposed school facility is not expected to
affect adjacent land uses along 44th Avenue, or surrounding residential, commercial, or
industrial uses, and would not result in significant adverse impacts on land use. Thus, under
Scenario Two, in which the existing industrial use remains at 96-18 43rd Avenue, the proposed
project would not result in any impacts to land use.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed project would replace an industrial use with a community facility that is allowed
in R-5 zoning districts as-of-right and in M1-1 zoning districts by Special Permit from the Board
of Standards and Appeals pursuant to Section 42-31 of the New York City Zoning Resolution.
Instead of a Special Permit, the SCA would seek approval of a zoning use override from the
Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit the project to proceed. While
the design of the school is not yet final, preliminary plans show that the project would result in
zoning bulk non-compliances, including permitted floor area, and requirements related to rear
yard, maximum street wall, sky exposure plane, and planted areas. Therefore, the SCA would
also seek zoning bulk overrides. As described above, the project site also contains a portion of a
mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is currently being used by the existing warchouse as a
driveway and loading area. SCA is currently coordinating with the New York City Department
of Transportation (NYCDOT) and the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) to
demap the portion of the street within the project site boundary that is currently mapped as an
extension of the existing street bed of 44th Avenue. The SCA will undertake ULURP demapping
for the change to a New York City map upon completion of the CEQR process.
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If the zoning override is granted, it would apply only to the project site and would have no
impact on neighboring zoning or property. The demapping of the unbuilt street bed extension
would not affect zoning on the project site or in the study area. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no significant adverse impacts to local zoning or public policy.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

In the future with the proposed project, the existing warehouse building on the site would be
replaced with a new school that would be similar in scale to existing buildings and compatible
with surrounding residential, industrial, commercial, and community facility uses. In addition,
the increase in traffic volumes with the proposed project is not-expected to result in significant
adverse impacts to the character of the community. Therefore, the proposed project would have
no significant adverse impacts on community character,

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The new school would provide additional community resources for area residents, and is
expected to relieve overcrowding in nearby elementary schools. The Police and Fire Departments
monitor conditions to determine how their personnel are deployed. Decisions to alter existing
deployment patterns would be made only in response to a demonstrated change in demand. Police
and fire services would be adjusted as deemed necessary by both agencies, and no significant
adverse impacts to police or fire services are expected to result from the proposed project.

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESQURCES

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The disturbance memorandum prepared in March 2010 determined that the project site has low
sensitivity for precontact archaeological resources and no sensitivity for historic period
archaeological resources. The memorandum concluded that no further archaeological study was
warranted. The report was accepted by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) in comments dated April 26, 2010, Therefore, the proposed
project would not have significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Since there are no known or potential architectural resources on the project site, the proposed
project would have no adverse impacts on architectural resources on the project site.

In a letter dated April 29, 2010, OPRHP determined that the proposed project would have “No
Adverse Impact on cultural and historic resources cligible for or listed on the National Register
of Historic Places,” provided OPRHP reviews the new school’s design to determine its effects
on the nearby National Register (NR)-eligible former Tiffany Studios Complex and NR-listed
Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138.

The project site is located adjacent to Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138, an
architectural resource. To avoid potential adverse physical effects on this architectural resource,
a Construction Protection Plan {CPP) would be developed and implemented prior to the
commencement of any demolition or construction activities on the project site. As requested by
OPRHP and to meet the conditions specified in OPRHP’s April 29, 2010 findings letter, the CPP
will be submitted to OPRHP for review. The CPP will follow the New York City Department of
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Building (DOB) TPPN #10/88, regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic
structures resulting from adjacent construction, and will be prepared in consultation with the
New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission (LPC). TPPN #10/88 requires a monitoring program to reduce the
likelihood of construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and S/NR-listed properties (within 90
feet) and to detect at an carly stage the beginnings of damage so that construction procedures can
be changed.

The former Tiffany Studios Complex is located approximately 170 feet west of the project site
so would not be affected by inadvertent construction-related impacts by the proposed project.
Therefore, the CPP would not include protective measures for this architectural resource.

The new school is expected to be faced in masonry like many nearby buildings, inciuding Fire
Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138. It would be built in place of a non-historic structure
that does not have an important relationship with the historic fire station. As such, the proposed
project would not result in adverse contextual impacts. The proposed project would also not
obstruct views to the fire station, as the school building would be oriented along 44th Avenue
with a playground located adjacent to the fire station on 43rd Avenue. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in significant adverse visual or contextual impacts on Fire Engine
Company 289/Ladder Company 138.

The proposed project would also not have a direct physical or visual effect on the former Tiffany
Studios Complex, as there are several intervening buildings and no visual relationship between
the project site and this potential architectural resource. In a letter dated April 29, 2010, OPRHP
determined that the proposed project would have “No Adverse Impact on cultural and historic
resources eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places,” provided OPRHP
reviews the new school’s design.

Overall, the proposed project is not expected to have significant adverse impacts on historic
resources.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

URBAN DESIGN

As currently planned, the proposed project would remove the existing one-story warehouse and
redevelop the site with a new school building that would be up to five stories in height. Based on
preliminary plans, the new school would be a free-standing rectangular building with its primary
entrance on 44th Avenue. An outdoor playground would be located in the northern portion of the
project site along 43rd Avenue and an early childhood play area would be located west of the
new school building along 44th Avenue. The western portion of the new school would be set
back seven feet from the sidewalk on 44th Avenue; the building’s eastern portion would be set
back from the sidewalk by approximately 10 feet in the area near the school’s primary entrance.
1t is anticipated that the new school would be faced in red brick and concrete and would have a
setback at the fourth floor. An approximately 16-foot-high chainlink fence with a gate would be
located on the 43rd Avenue property line.

The new school building would positively affect the character of the adjacent strectscape by
replacing the one-story brick warehouse and surface parking lot with a new school building,
playground, open space, and landscaping. The school would enliven that area by introducing new
pedestrian activity to the project site, and would not alter any natural features, street pafterns, or

S-4



Executive Summary

block shapes in the study area. As there are no visual resources on the project site, the proposed
project would have no adverse impacts on such resources.

The proposed school would be consistent with the existing mix of uses in the study area. Its
footprint would be larger than the houses and apartment buildings in the study area, but it would
be comparable to the warehouses located in the study area, including those on the east and west
sides of 97th Place and 43rd Avenue. Although the proposed school building would be
approximately two stories taller than most study area buildings, this would not be a substantial
difference. The new school building would be similar in height to Public School 19 located at
40-30 99th Street, approximately 240 feet north of the study area. In addition, the planned P.S.
Q315, at approximately 170 feet west of the project site, is expected to be a five-story,
approximately 70-foot-tall building; it would therefore be similar in height and massing to the
proposed project.

In sum, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on visual character on
the project site or in the swrrounding study area.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed school would not cbstruct views in the study area. Views to the fire station on
43rd Avenue, a visual resource, would be maintained from existing vantage points, with views
of its principal facade on 43rd Avenue remaining unchanged. Therefore, the proposed project
would not adversely affect this visual resource. There are no notable view cerridors and no other
visual resources in the study area; therefore, there would be no adverse effects with the proposed
project.

Overall, the proposed project would not adversely affect visual character or important visual
elements on the project site or in the surrounding study area.

TRANSPORTATION

TRAFFIC

Traffic impacts for both signalized and unsignalized intersections are considered significant and
require examination of improvements if they result in an increase of 5 or more seconds of delay
in a lane group over No Build levels beyond mid-level of service (LOS) D. For No Build LOS E,
a 4-second increase in delay is considered significant. For No Build LOS F, a 3-second increase
in delay is considered significant, Tmpacts are also considered significant if levels of service
decrease from acceptable LOS A, B, or C in the No Build condition to marginally unacceptable
LOS D, or unacceptable LOS E or F in the future Build condition. In the event of such impacts,
potential improvement measures will be examined. In addition, the 2010 CEQR Technical
Manual states that for the minor approach to trigger significant impacts at an unsignalized
intersection, a total of 90 passenger car equivalents (PCEs) must be identified in the future build
condition in any peak hour.

It should be noted that this proposed demapping of an extension of the existing street bed of 44th
Avenue will not alter the traffic circulation patterns in the study area and will have no affect on
the traffic operating conditions at the study area intersections.
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Scenario One

Under Scenario One, in addition to the general background growth, both primary schools in the
study area are expected to be completed by the year 2015. Vehicular and pedestrian trips
generated by these two planned school projects and their corresponding proposed geometric
improvements were incorporated in the 2015 No Build analysis. These include the traffic
improvements proposed as part of the new primary school located at 96-18 43rd Avenue
involving installation of All-Way-Stop-Controls (AWSCs) at the intersections of 43rd and 44th
Avenues at 97th Place to facilitate safe pedestrian crossings at newly installed crosswalks.

For the sireets around the site, future intersection volumes would generally represent a moderate
increase over the existing traffic volumes. The stroet capacities at most of the study area
intersections would be sufficient to accommodate these increases. However, the proposed
project could require traffic improvements at the following intersection approaches/lane-groups
during the two peak hours analyzed:

Signalized Intersections

e The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and
Junction Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods; and

e The southbound approach at the intersection of 43rd Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak periods.

Unsignalized Intersections

s The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak periods;

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period'; and

s The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and National Street during the
AM and PM peak periods.

Scenario Two

Under Scenario Two, the new AWSCs proposed as part of the planned primary school located at
96-18 43rd Avenue would still be incorporated in the analysis. This is because the proposed
primary school and the proposed LS. 311 are in close proximity of each other. Regardless of the
completion schedule for the new primary school, the proposed AWSCs would be required to
facilitate the safe pedestrian crossings for the proposed 1.S. 311.

For the streets around the site, capacities at most of the approaches would be sufficient to
accommodate these increases. However, based on the impact criteria discussed earlier, the
proposed project could cause significant adverse impacts at the following intersection
approaches/lane-groups during the two peak hours analyzed:

! For the unsignalized intersection significant impact criteria, the difference in the westbound delays at this
intersection between the No Build and Build conditions would not be considered a significant adverse
impact per CEQR criteria because there are less than 90 vehicles at the westbound approach during the
AM peak hour.
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Signalized Intersections

¢ The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and
Junction Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods.

Unsionalized Intersections

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak periods;

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period'; and

* The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period.

Mitigation

Five of the intersections in the study area would experience significant traffic impacts in the

2015 Scenario One Build condition as a result of the project-generated traffic. The proposed

improvement measures—consisting of signal timing modifications, approach daylighting

(prohibiting parking at the approach for approximately 100-feet), and installation of new traffic
signals—are recommended as part of the proposed project.

Four of the intersections in the study area would experience significant traffic impacts in the
2015 Scenario Two Build condition as a result of the project-generated traffic. The proposed
improvement measures—consisting of signal timing modifications and installation of new traffic
signals—are recommended as part of the proposed project.

All of these improvement measures are subject to review and approval by NYCDOT. With these
improvement measures in place, all of the impacted intersection approaches/lane groups would
operate at the same or at better service conditions than the No Build conditions.

TRANSIT OPERATIONS

The project site is served by Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street-Corona Plaza stations (No. 7
subway line) which are operated by New York City Transit (NYCT). The No. 7 train operates
between Times Square-42nd Street in Manhattan and Flushing-Main Street in Queens.

Based on the travel demand estimates, it was determined that approximately 19 project-
generated subway trips during each of the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods will be spread
across several station elements at the Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street-Corona Plaza
Stations. As specified by the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, if the proposed project is
considered unlikely to create any noticeable constraints on any subway station elements or to
produce a significant transit impact, a quantitative analysis is not required. Consequently, the
proposed project is not expected to create any operational constraints on transit.

Based on the travel demand estimates and the availability of Q23, Q58, and Q72 bus routes near
the project site, it was determined that no individual bus route would experience 50 or more peak
hour bus trips in one direction—the CEQR recommended threshold for undertaking quantified

! For the unsignalized intersection significant impact eriteria, the difference in the westbound delays at this
intersection between the No Build and Build conditions would not be considered a significant adverse
impact per CEQR criteria because there are less than 90 vehicles at the westbound approach during the
AM peak hour.
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bus analysis. Consequently, it is expected that the project would not create a noticeable
constraint on bus eapacity; therefore, a quantitative bus analysis is not warranted.

PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

Based on CEQR criteria, the analyzed pedestrian clements (crosswalks, corner reservoirs, and
sidewalks) would operate at acceptable levels under both the 2015 Scenario One and Scenario Two
Build conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse
pedestrian impacts under either scenario.

PARKING

The proposed school would not provide any on-site parking spaces and would gencrate a
demand of approximately 27 parking spaces by faculty/staff commuting by auto. Since the on-
street parking utilization in the study area during the AM peak hour is expected to be 95 percent
in the 2015 Scenario One No Build condition, and 93 percent in the 2015 Scenario Two No
Build condition, parking demand generated by the proposed project would be accommodated by
the available on-street parking spaces within the Y%-mile radius of the project site. This would
result in an overall on-street parking utilization rate of approximately 96 or 94 percent,
respectively, for Scenario One or Two, in the % -mile study area in the 2015 Build conditions.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to the supply and
demand of on-street parking in the study area.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

The CEQR Technical Manual considers a location to be a high-pedestrian-accident location if it
has five or more pedestrian-related accidents in any year of the most recent three-year period for
which data are available. Data on traffic accidents at study area intersections were obtained from
the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) for the period between March 31,
2007 and March 31, 2010. During this period, a total of 97 reportable accidents (including 30
pedestrian-related accidents) occurred at the study area intersections. A rolling total of accident
data identified the intersections of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue and Junction
Boulevard and 43rd Avenue as high pedestrian accident locations. At the intersection of Junction
Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue, nearly half of the pedestrian-related accidents were related to
vehicles making left or right turning movements while pedestrians were crossing with the signal.
The remaining accidents involved vehicles going straight and entering a parked position. With
respect to geometric conditions, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue is
signalized and provides three regular crosswalks and one high-visibility (school) crosswalk. In
addition, “School Advance” signs are posted at all approaches at this intersection. At the
intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue, two of the pedestrian-related accidents
were related to vehicle making left or right turning movements while pedestrians were crossing
with the signal, two involved vehicles going straight, and two were listed with causes unknown.
With respect to geometric conditions, this intersection is signalized and provides three high-
visibility (school) crosswalks and one regular crosswalk. In addition, “School Crosswalk™ signs
are posted at all approaches at this intersection. '

With the proposed project, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue would
experience modest increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Measures to increase pedestrian
safety at this intersection could include the installation of pedestrian safety sign such as “Turning
Vehicles Yield to Pedestrians” on all approaches, repainting the one existing high-visibility

S-8



Executive Summary

(school} crosswalk, and replacing the three approaches with regular crosswalks with high-
visibility (school) crosswalks. With these measures in place, the projected increases in vehicular
and pedestrian levels at the intersection of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue are not
expected to result in any significant adverse pedestrian safety impacts.

With the proposed project, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue would
experience moderate increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Measures to increase
pedestrian safety at this intersection could include the repainting of all three high-visibility
{(school) crosswalks, painting the one regular crosswalk with a high visibility crosswalk, and the
installation of pedestrian safety signs such as “Turning Vehicles Yield to Pedestrians” on all the
approaches. In addition, it is anticipated that SCA would coordinate with the relevant agencies
regarding school crossing guards to facilitate pedestrians crossing at this intersection during the
school related morning and afternoon peak periods. With these measures in place, the projected
increases in vehicular and pedestrian levels at the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd
Avenue are not anticipated to exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related
accidents.

AIR QUALITY

MOBILE SOURCE ANALYSIS

The results of the CO analysis indicate that the cumulative impact of the proposed project along
with the planned P.S. nearby would not result in any violations of the 8-hour CO standard. In
addition, the incremental increases in 8-hour average CO concentrations are very small, and
consequently would not exceed thé de minimis CO criteria.

The results of the PM analyses indicate that the cumulative vehicle trips generated by both the
proposed project and the nearby P.S. would not result in PM;, concentrations that would exceed
the NAAQS, and that the annual and daily (24-hour) PM; s cumulative increments are predicted to
be well below the interim guidance criteria. Therefore, the proposed project and the nearby P.S.
would not result in significant adverse impacts from mobile sources.

HEAT AND HOT WATER SYSTEM SCREENING ANALYSIS

A screening analysis was performed to assess the potential for air quality impacts from the
proposed school’s heat and hot water systems. The analysis was based on the use of natural gas,
total square footage of the proposed school, and an exhaust height of 80 feet. The nearest
distance to a building of a similar or greater height was determined to be beyond 400 feet;
therefore, in accordance with the guidance provided in the CEQR Technical Manual, the 400-
foot distance was chosen for the analysis. The use of natural gas would not result in any
significant stationary source air quality impacts because the proposed school would be below the
maximum permitted size in accordance with the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual.
Since the proposed P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue would be shorter than the proposed project, the
heat and hot water system analysis conducted is applicable to both Scenario One and Scenario
Two and neither would result in the potential for significant adverse impact on air quality.

INDUSTRIAL SOURCE SCREENING ANALYSIS

A field survey was conducted to determine whether there were any industrial sources in the
project study area and to identify potential sites that might have New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) permits. Information was requested from NYCDEP on a
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business found to be operating within the study area that in the past had a permit with the New
York State Department of Environmental Consetvation (NYSDEC), according to the Envirofacts
database. NYCDEP indicated that the business did not have or require any air emissions permits
because it no longer engaged in activities that would result in emissions of concern. Therefore, a
detailed industrial source analysis is not required, and there would be no potential for significant
adverse impacts on the proposed school from existing businesses in the manufacturing district.
The conclusions of this assessment are applicable to both Scenario One and Scenario Two.

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS

The results of the recirculation analysis indicate that a spill in a fume hood as described above
would produce maximum concentrations at the nearest intake location below the corresponding
STELs sct by OSHA and/or NIOSH for any of the chemicals selected for analysis.

The results of the analysis of emissions from the proposed school’s fume hood exhaust system
show that the maximum concentrations found at the receptor of highest impact would be lower
than the corresponding impact threshold. Therefore, there would be no significant impact on air
quality from potential chemical spills in the school laboratory hoods.

NOISE

Based on the playground design/layout as currently contemplated, the change in noise levels at
97-42 43rd Avenue would be greater than 5 dBA during those portions of the school day when
the playground is being used. These noise level increases would be considered significant under
SCA criteria. However, predicted interior noise levels associated with the proposed playground
would be expected to be less than the CEQR 45 dBA Liq interior noise level guideline. As a
result, the noise level increases at this location would be considered significant increases but
would not constitute a significant impact.

With the smaller open space design/layout, the change in noise levels at 97-12 43rd Avenue
would be less than 5 dBA during those portions of the school day when the open space is being
used. As a result, the noise level increases at this location would be not be considered a
significant impact.

The school building’s fagade design would include the use of double-glazed windows, and
would be designed to comply with Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (OITC) rating, as defined
by the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM). Designing the proposed
development based on these standards would provide sufficient attenuation to achieve the CEQR
interior noise level requircments. In addition, the proposed school would have an alternate
means of ventilation (i.e., air conditioning). The building mechanical system (including heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e.,
Subchapter 5, §24-227 of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City
Department of Buildings and Mechanical Codes) and to avoid producing levels that would result
in any significant increase in ambient noise levels.

SOIL AND GROUNDWATER

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the site was completed on behalf of the New
York City School Construction Authority (SCA), in June 2009. The main objective of the Phase
I ESA was to identify the presence or likely presence, use, or release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products which are defined in American Socicty of Testing and Materials (ASTM)
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Standard Practice E 1527-05 as recognized environmental conditions (RECs). In addition, other
environmental issues or conditions such as radon, asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-
based paint (LBP), and polychlorinated biphenyl- (PCB-) containing equipment were evaluated.
The Phase I ESA included a site inspection, a review of the existing data on geology and
hydrology of the area, and a review of historical maps, local agency records, and other
documents to assess past and current uses of the proposed project site and adjacent areas.

The Phase I ESA identified on-site RECs related to a dry well, a suspect underground storage
tank (UST) and historic use of the site for a rail road spur with coal storage areas. Several off-
site RECs were also identified, including an adjoining New York City Fire Department Station
with petroleum storage, an adjoining active auto repair shop, several nearby registered dry
cleaners, a nearby gasoline station, several nearby historic auto repair facilities, an historic
Corona Town Garage with gasoline tanks, and several historic manufacturing activities (glass
making, a foundry, printing, clothing, woodworking and varnishing) near the site. In addition,
environmental concerns were identified at the site, including potential ACM, suspect PCB-
containing caulking material and light ballasts, and suspect LBP on interior and exterior painted
surfaces. A Phase II Environmental Site Investigation (ESI) was completed on behalf of the SCA
in December 2009 to assess the RECs identified in the Phase I ESA.

Based on the Phase I and Phase II investigations, the proposed project would not result in
impacts from contaminated media and building materials if the following measures are followed.

» Prior to the construction of the project, the extent of PCB-impacted soil will be delineated as
part of a pre~-design investigation.

* Any PCB-impacted soil identified during the pre-design investigation will be removed in
accordance with all applicable regulations.

e The existing dry well and its contents will be removed and managed in accordance with all
applicable regulations.

e As apreventative measure, a soil vapor barrier and a sub slab depressurization system would
be installed below the building to prevent the potential for soil vapor intrusion into the
proposed school building.

e Prior to construction, any ACM, LBP, and PCB-confaining materials affected by the
preparation of the site for use as a public school will be identified and properly managed
during construction activities.

e  For areas of the site where exposed soils may exist (i.e., landscaped areas), a 24-inch-thick
layer of environmentally clean fill will be placed over the soils.

e In addition, to minimize the potential for construction workers® expasure, standard industry
practices, including appropriate health and safety measures, will be utilized.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

It is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would require a total of approximately
36 months to complete, although the major external construction activities are expected to be
compieted within approximately 31 months. Based on current plans, construction would begin in
2012 and be completed in 2015.

Construction would begin with the fencing and screening of the site followed by site demolition,
excavation and grading. First, any economically salvageable materials are removed. Then the
building is deconstructed using large equipment. Typical demolition requires solid temporary
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walls around the building to prevent accidental dispersal of building materials into areas
accessible to the general public. As the building is being deconstructed, bulldozers and front-end
loaders would be used to load materials into dump trucks. The demolition debris would be sorted
prior to being disposed at landfills to maximize recycling opportunities. Soil would be excavated
from the project site and removed by truck to a licensed landfill or recycling facility. If soil
containing petroleum or other contaminated materials is discovered during excavation activities,
it would be segregated and disposed of in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local
regulations and guidelines. Additionally, all material that needs to be removed from the site
would be disposed of in accordance with applicable requirements. Where bedrock is shallow it is
likely that solid rock excavation would be necessary. While the specific methods used for rock
excavation cannot be determined uniil a subcontractor is selected, excavation typically includes
rock drilling and/or controlled blasting, and the use of heavy excavation equipment and cranes to
remove broken rock from the site. During this period, piles would be driven, as necessary, to
support the building, and pile caps would be formed and concrete poured to build the
foundations for the building. Next, the project’s structural frame and exterior fagade would be
erected. Construction of the exterior enclosure, or “shell” of the building would include
construction of the building’s framework (installation of beams and columns), floor decks,
facade (exterior walls and cladding), and roof construction. In the final year one to two years of
construction, interior finishing would proceed, including electrical work, plumbing, wall and
ceiling construction, painting, floorwork, and other finishing items along with the completion of
the remaining exterior work, such as utility and fagade work. During this time, most work would
ocecur inside, and operation of heavy on-site equipment would be infrequent. As construction
nears completion on the interior of the project, final site work would commence and would
include construction of the outdoor play yards and landscaping.

The estimated average number of workers on site by phase would be: 40 workers for
mobilization, demolition, excavation and foundation; 60 workers for superstructure and exterior
work; 120 workers for interior construction and fit-out; and 40 workers for exterior finishing and
landscaping. The majority of construction activities would take place Monday through Friday,
although if necessary, the delivery or installation of certain equipment could occur on weekend
days. Hours of construction are regulated by the New York City Department of Buildings {DOB)
and apply in all areas of the City. Almost all work could occur between 7 AM and 6 PM on
weekdays, although some workers would arrive and begin to prepare work areas before 7 AM.
Occasionally, Saturday or overtime hours would be required to complete time-sensitive tasks.
Weekend work requires a permit from the DOB and, in certain instances, approval of a noise
mitigation plan from the NYCDEP under the City’s Noise Code.

Much of the proposed project’s construction staging would occur within the project site, thereby
limiting any effects on surrounding roadways and pedestrian elements. However, certain
construction activitics may require the temporary closing, narrowing, or otherwise impeding of
44th Avenue, the sidewalk along 44th Avenue, as well as the sidewalk and parking lane
immediately adjacent to the project site along 43rd Avenue.

Under Scenario One, construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue would proceed along
the same timeframe with the construction schedule of the proposed project. It is assumed that
while the major external construction activities associated with the two projects would occur at
similar times, they would be short-term in nature (lasting less than two years). SCA would
coordinate construction activities of the two projects to ensure that access is provided to nearby
residences, businesses, and community facilities at all times.
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Executive Summary

Under Scenario Two, construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue would proceed at some
point in the future. While the construction timetable for P.S. in this Scenario is unknown under
this scenario, it is unlikely that the major external construction activities associated with the two
projects would overlap (i.e. last longer than two consecutive vears). Furthermore, as described
below, the construction activities for both projects will be subject to New York City Local Law
77, which would require the use of best available technology (BAT) for equipment at the time of
construction. Therefore, once one of the planned schools is operational, no construction—related
impacts associated with the other planned school would occur with these measures in place.

As with most development in New York City, construction of the proposed project may be
disruptive to the surrounding area for limited periods of time throughout the construction period.
The following techmical areas were analyzed to determine the proposed project’s temporary
effects on transportation systems, air quality, noise, historic and cultural resources, hazardous
materials, natural resources, land use and neighborhood character, socioeconomic conditions,
community facilities, open space, and infrastructure, as well as the economic benefits associated
with the construction. The analysis concluded that the proposed project would not result in
extensive construction-related effects with respect to any of the analysis areas of concern.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are expected to occur as a result of construction. *
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Chapter 1: Project Description

A. INTRODUCTION

The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) proposes the site selection,
acquisition, acceptance of construction funding, and construction of a new Intermediate School
(1.8.) facility with the capacity of approximately 785 seats in the Corona section of Queens (see
Figure 1-1). The proposed school would serve Community School District (CSD) 24 and would
accommodate children in grades six through eight, as well as District 75 special education
students. The project site, an approximately 40,000-square-foot (sf} lot located at 97-36 43rd
Avenue, between 97th Place and National Street (Block 1628, Lot 21), currently contains a one-
story warehouse building (see Figure 1-2).

Although design plans for the new building have not been finalized, it is expected that the
proposed school building would contain approximately 100,000 gross square feet (gsf) and
would be five stories and approximately 77 feet in height (90 feet to the top of the mechanical
space). An approximately 11,000-sf outdoor playground area would be located in the northern
portion of the site at 43rd Avenue, and an approximately 3,000-sf open space with passive uses
(e.g., benches and landscaping) would be located to the west of the school building on 44th
Avenue (see Figure 1-3).

The proposed project is located within R5 and M1-1 zoning districts; schools are not permitted
as-of-right in manufacturing districts as per Section 22-00 of the Zoning Resolution. Therefore,
the project would require a zoning use override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and
Community Development. While the design of the school is not yet final, preliminary plans
show that the project would result in zoning bulk non-compliances, including permitted floor
area, and requirements related to rear yard, maximum street wall, sky exposure plane, and
planted areas. Therefore, the SCA would also seek zoning bulk overrides.

The project site contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is currently
being used by the existing warechouse as a driveway and loading area. SCA is currently
coordinating with the New York City Department of Transportation and the New York City
Department of City Planning to demap the portion of the street within the project site boundary
that is currently mapped as an extension of the existing street bed of 44th Avenue. The SCA will
undertake the New York City Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) for the change to
a New York City map upon completion of the City Environmental Quality Review {(CEQR)
process. Funding for design and construction of this project would be provided in the New York
City Department of Education’s Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010 to 2014,

B. PURPOSE AND NEED

Construction of the new school facility has been proposed to provide additional public school
capacity at the intermediate school level in CSD 24. According to the latest DOE school
utilization profile for 2009 to 2010, intermediate schools in CSD 24 are operating at 92 percent
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capacity, with a district-wide capacity of 11,465 and a district-wide enrollment of 10,534. The
intermediate school located in closest proximity to the project site is the LS. 61/Leonardo Da
Vinci School, located approximately 0.4 miles from the project site at 98-50 50th Avenue. 1.S.
61 is operating at 104 percent capacity, with 2,005 seats.

C. ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

For the purpose of this environmental review, it is assumed that construction of the proposed
project would begin in 2012 and the student occupancy would begin in September 2015.
Accordingly, 2015 has been selected as the Build Year for which the environmental assessment
areas have been analyzed. It is assumed that if the proposed project does not proceed, the project
site would remain in its current state (the “No Action” scenario).

SCA is currently pursuing plans to develop a new 1,110-seat Primary School (P.8.) at 96-18
43rd Avenue, one block west of the proposed project. The new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue is
currently anticipated to be completed by the proposed project’s Build Year, 2015. However, in
the event that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015, this environmental analysis considers two
analysis scenarios for the future without the proposed project—Scenario One includes
construction of the 1,110-seat P.S. by 2015, and Scenario Two assumes that the new P.S. is not
constructed by 20135.

D. PROJECT SITE AND PROPOSED SCHOOL

The approximately 40,000-sf project site is located in the Corona section of Queens. The site,
consisting of Block 1628, Lot 21, is a through-lot located on the block bounded by 44th Avenue
to the south, 43rd Avenue to the north, National Strect to the east, and 97th Place to the west.
The site has frontage on 43rd and 44th Avenues. The project site currently contains a one-story,
approximately 27,560-square-foot warehouse building.

The project site is adjacent to the Long Island Rail Road/Port Washington branch railroad tracks,
which extend along 44th and 45th Avenues. The site is located in a predominantly residential
area, though there are also a number of industrial uses along 44th Avenue and 97th Place within
the study area.

With the proposed project, the existing warehouse structure on the project site would be
removed. As mentioned above, design plans for the proposed project are not yet finalized;
however, it is expected that the proposed school building would contain approximately 100,000
gsf and would be five stories and approximately 77 feet in height (90 feet to the top of the
mechanical space). The main entrance to the school would be located on 44th Avenue, and a
‘secondary entrance would be located on 43rd Avenue. An approximately 11,000-sf outdoor
playground area would be located in the northern portion of the site at 43rd Avenue, and an
approximately 3,000-sf open space with passive uses (e.g., benches and landscaping) would be
located to the west of the school building on 44th Avenue

The new school facility would contain approximately 785 seats for students in grades six
through eight, including 84 seats for District 75 special education students, and would contain
classrooms, administrative spaces, a gymnasium, library, cafeteria, and kitchen facilities. The
new school would employ approximately 60 teachers, administrators, and support staff. The
school would operate during normal school hours, likely between 8:00 AM to 3:30 PM between
September and June. *
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Chapter 2: | Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the effects of the proposed project on land use, zoning, and community
character. The proposed project would entail demolition of an existing one-story warchouse
building and the construction of a new five-story, approximately 785-seat Intermediate School
(I.S.) facility for students in grades six through eight in Corona, Quecns. Land use issues
associated with the proposed project include potential changes in local land uses and
neighborhood land use patterns. Zoning and public policy issues include the compatibility of the
proposed project with public policies and zoning requirements.

As described below, this analysis concludes that construction of the proposed project would be
compatible with, and supportive of, existing land uses and ongoing land use trends in the study
area, and would not result in any significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, or community
character.

B. METHODOLOGY

The 400-foot land use study area roughly extends to 41st Avenue to the north, Corona Avenue to
the south, Junction Boulevard to the west, and 102nd Street to the east (see Figure 2-1). This
analysis identifies anticipated changes in land use, zoning, and commmunity character that are
expected to occur independently of the proposed project by 2015, the project’s build year, and
assesses any potential adverse impacts to land use, zoning, and community character that would
occur as a result of the proposed project.

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing land use patterns and trends are described below for the project site and the study area.
This is followed by a discussion of zoning and community character for both areas.

LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

The project site is located at 97-36 43rd Avenue and Corona, Queens (Block 1628, Lot 21), and
is bounded by 44th Avenue to the south, 43rd Avenue to the north, National Street to the east,
and 97th Place to the west. It is currently developed with a one-story, 27,560 square foot (sf)
warehouse building. The project site also contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th
Avenue, which is currently being used by the existing warehouse as a driveway and loading
area. The site has a total lot area of approximately 40,000 sf.
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STUDY AREA

The study area, generally defined as the 400-foot area surrounding the project site, contains a
mix of uses, the most predominant of which are residential, with several manufacturing and
institutional uses located nearby. The project site is adjacent to the Long Island Railroad/Port
Washington branch railroad tracks, which extend along 44th and 45th Avenues.

Residential buildings in the study area primarily consist of single-family detached and semi-
detached homes, as well as multi-family homes and smali- to medium-sized apartment buildings,
and range in height from two to four stories. Along National Street, east of the project site, many
of the residential buildings contain ground-floor commercial spaces with neighborhood retail
uses such as laundromats, florists, restaurants, and beauty salons.

Industrial uses in the study area include the one-story 27,560 square foot warchouse building
that currently exists at the project site, a poultry processing center located one block west of the
project site, and several warehousing and shipping companies. Other industrial uses in the arca
include auto-related uses, such as auto body garages and gas stations. Commercial uses are
primarily located along Junction Boulevard, National Street, Corona Avenue, and 102nd Street
and include supermarkets as well as other neighborhood-oriented retail such as video stores,
restaurants, and laundromats.

There are several community facility uses in the study area. The 110th Police Precinct is located
west of the project site on 43rd Avenue. Fire response services in the study area are provided by
Engine 289, Ladder 138, Baitalion 46, located at 97-28 43rd Ave, which is adjacent to the
project site to the west. Religious uses in the area include a church, an Islamic Mosque, a
Buddhist Temple, and a Jehovah’s Witness Kingdom Hall, all of which are located on the east
side of National Avenue between 41st Avenue and 44th Avenue. Another church is located on
43rd Avenue between 99th Street and National Street.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

PROJECT SITE

A portion of the project site (approximately 30,000 sf) is located in an M1-1 manufacturing
zoning district, and a portion (approximately 10,000 sf} is located in an RS residential zoning
district (see Figure 2-2). M1-1 districts permit light manufacturing uses that must meet stringent
performance standards and are often located adjacent to residential and commercial districts.
M1-1 zoning districts have a maximum allowable floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.0 for
manufacturing and commercial uses, and a maximum FAR of 2.4 for community facility uses.
Schools are not allowed as-of-right in M1 zones, RS zoning districts are medium-density
residential districts that are typified by small apartment buildings and three-story attached
houses. R5 districts often provide a transition between lower- and higher-density neighborhoods,
and have a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.25 for residential uses and a maximum FAR of
2.0 for community facility uses. Schools can be built as-of-right in R5 zoning districts.

STUDY AREA

The central portion of the study area, to the north of the Long Island Railroad tracks, is within
the M1-1 district, described above. The northern and southern portions of the study area contain
residential R5 (described above) and R6B districts. R6B districts generally contain four-story
attached row houses, many of which are set back from the street by stoops or front yards, and
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Chapter 2: Land Use, Zoning, and Community Character

allow a maximum FAR of 2.0. The R6B District contains commercial overlays along National
Street. Within the study area, a C2-3 commercial overlay is mapped on the west side of National
Street from 41st Avenue to just south of 43rd Avenuc and on the east side of National Street just
south of 43rd Avenue. A C2-2 commercial overlay is mapped along the cast side of National
Strect between 42nd and 43rd Avenues. Within these overlay districts, the maximum
commercial FAR is 2.0.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Community character is defined as the combination of a number of traits, including land use,
urban design and visual resources, traffic, and noise. These elements are considered together to
create a sense of the neighborhood in which a project is proposed, so that the compatibility of
the project within its community sefting can be presented and assessed.

PROJECT SITE AND STUDY AREA

The community character of the Corona section of Queens is generally that of a medium-density
residential area and also includes a mix of commercial, industrial, and community facility uses.
The Long Island Railroad/Port Washington line railroad tracks, which are located above grade
and run in an east-west direction, bisect the study area,

Junction Boulevard and National Street are both busy, two-way streets that run north-south
through the study area. Corona Avenue is a busy, two-way street that runs generally east-west
through the study area. Each of these streets typically carries local traffic, with one travel lane in
each direction and a parking lane on each side of the street. These streets are also retail corridors,
with neighborhood retail located on the ground floor of many residential buildings. Other
establishments, such as auto-related businesses and houses of worship, are also located along
these streets. Roosevelt Avenue is also a busy, two-way street that runs east-west just outside of
the study area to the north. Roosevelt Avenue is a major retail corridor, with neighborhood retail
located on the ground floor of many residential buildings,

The area immediately to the north of the Long Island Railroad/Port Washington branch railroad
tracks, including the project site, contains several large industrial and commercial uses, while the
remainder of the study area to the north and south of the project site is primarily residential. The
residential character of the area is defined by a combination of detached houses, and two- to
four-story semi-attached and attached brick and frame buildings. A variety of religious
institutional uses, including churches, mosques, and temples are present in this area as well.

The neighborhood’s pedestrian activity is mainly concentrated on National Street, Junction
Boulevard, Corona Avenue, and Roosevelt Avenue. Pedestrian traffic is mainly to and from bus
stops, as well as to the retail and service shops along the thoroughfares. The area is served by the
Q23, Q58 and Q72 bus routes, which run along National Street, Corona Avenue, and Junction
Boulevard, respectively. The #7 subway line runs elevated above Roosevelt Avenue. Two
subway stations along Roosevelt Avenue at Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street are just outside
of the study area limits.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

A new school facility would provide additional commumity resources for area residents. The
project is not expected to place additional demands on hospitals and other health care facilities,
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libraries, or public school or day care facilities. This section focuses, therefore, on police and fire
protection services.

The project is served by the 110th Police Precinct. The precinct house is located at 94-41 43rd
Avenue in the Elmhurst section of Queens, approximately % mile west of the project site. The
project site is served by Engine 289, Ladder 138, Battalion 46 located at 97-28 43rd Ave, which
is adjacent to the project site to the west.

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

In the future without the project, the existing one-story building on the site is expected to remain
in operation as a warehouse by 20135,

As described in Chapter I, “Project Description,” the School Construction Authority (SCA) is
currently pursuing plans to develop a new 1,110-seat Primary School (P.S.) at 96-18 43rd
Avenue, one block west of the proposed project. The new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue is currently
anticipated to be completed by the proposed project’s Build Year, 2015. However, in the event
that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015, this environmental analysis considers two analysis
scenarios for the fiture without the proposed project—Scenario One includes construction of the
1,110-seat P.S. by 2015, and Scenario Two assumes that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015
and the existing industrial use remains on that site.

No additional projects planned within the study area. However, a four-story residential building
is under construction just outside of the study area at the northeast corner of the intersection of
Junction Boulevard and 42nd Avenue.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

In the future without the proposed project, the zoning on the project site and within the study
area is expected to remain unchanged.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

In the future without the proposed project, it is anticipated that the general character of the
community in which the proposed project is located would remain as it is today, with a mix of
uses and low-rise character. Any new development that might occur in the study area is not
expected to be substantially different from what currently exists, nor is it expected to introduce a
significant new source of traffic or noise. Therefore, no change to the existing community
character is expected in the future without the proposed project. o

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The Police Department has no known plans for any changes that will affect law enforcement
services in this portion of the 110th Precinct. Similarly, there are no other projects or changes in
fire protection services or equipment expected by the 2015 build year.
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E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

With the proposed project, the existing warehouse structure currently located on the project site
would be demolished. The design plans for the proposed project are not yet finalized, however,
it is expected that the proposed school building would contain approximately 100,000 gsf and
would be five stories and approximately 77 feet in height (90 feet to the top of the mechanical
space). The main entrance to the school would be located on 44th Avenue. An approximately
11,000-sf outdoor playground area would be located at ground level in the northern portion of
the site, and an approximately 3,000-sf open space with passive uses (e.g., benches and
landscaping) would be located to the west of the school building on 44th Avenue.

STUDY AREA

The proposed school would improve land use conditions in the study area and enliven the project
block by providing a new educational facility on a site that currently has industrial uses and
contains a warehouse. At up to five stories in height, the proposed facility would be slightly
taller but generally consistent with structures in the study area. The proposed school would be
compatible with the mix of uses currently found in the study area, including residential,
commercial, and community facility uses. The proposed school would also be compatible with
the new 1,110-seat P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue, one block west of the proposed project, in the
event that it is constructed by 20135 (Scenario One).

The project site is also adjacent to industrial and community facility uses, including light
industrial/manufacturing, auto related uses, and a firehouse. The new school would have
buffering to separate it from the existing industrial, auto related, and community facility uses,
including fencing and landscaped buffers along the perimeters to separate it from the existing
industrial uses. Therefore, the development of the proposed school facility is not expected to
affect adjacent land uses such as the firehouse, the industrial and automotive service facilities
located along 44th Avenue, or surrounding residential, commercial, or industrial uses. Thus,
under Scenario Two, in which the existing industrial use remains at 96-18 43rd Avenue, the
proposed project would not result in any impacts to land use, zoning, or community character.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed project would replace an industrial use with a community facility that is allowed
in R-5 zoning districts as-of-right, and in M1-1 zoning districts by Special Permit from the
Board of Standards and Appeals pursuant to Section 42-31 of the New York City Zoning
Resolution. Instead of a Special Permit, the SCA would seck approval of a zoning use override
from the Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit the project to
proceed. While the design of the school is not yet final, preliminary plans show that the project
would result in zoning bulk non-compliances, including permitted floor area, and requirements
refated to rear yard, maximum strect wall, sky exposure plane, and planted areas. Therefore, the
SCA would also seek zoning bulk overrides. The project site also contains a portion of a mapped
street along 44th Avenue, which is currently being used by the existing warehouse as a driveway
and loading area. SCA is currently coordinating with the New York City Department of
Transportation and the New York City Department of City Planning to demap the portion of the
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street within the project site boundary that is currently mapped as an extension of the existing
street bed of 44th Avenue. The SCA will undertake the New York City Uniform Land Use
Review Procedure (ULURP) for the change to a New York City map upon completion of the
City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process.

If the zoning override is granted, it would apply only to the project site and would have no
impact on neighboring zoning or property. The demapping of the unbuilt street bed extension
would not affect zoning on the project site or in the study area. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no significant adverse impacts to local zoning.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

In the future with the proposed project, the existing warehouse building on the site would be
replaced with a new school that would be similar in scale to existing buildings and compatible
with surrounding residential, industrial, commercial, and community facility uses. The increase
in traffic volumes with the proposed project is not expected to result in any significant adverse
impacts to the character of the community.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The new school would provide additional community resources for arca residents, and is
cxpected to relieve overcrowding in nearby elementary schools. The Police and Fire
Departments monitor conditions to determine how their personnel are deployed. Decisions to alter
existing deployment patterns would be made only in response to a demonstrated change in
demand. Police and fire services would be adjusted as deemed necessary by both agencies, and no
significant adverse impacts to police or fire services are expected to result from the proposed
project.
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Chapter 3: Historic and Cultural Resources

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter assesses the potential of the proposed project to affect historic resources. The
project site (Block 1628, Lot 21} is a through-block site located at 97-36 43rd Avenue, between
97th Place and National Street in the Corona section of Queens (see Figure 3-1). The site
currently contains a one-story, L-shaped brick warchouse and a small paved parking area.

Historic resources include both archaeological and architectural resources. The study area for
archaeological resources is the project site, which is the area that could be disturbed by the
project’s construction. Study areas for architectural resources are determined based on the area
of potential effect for construction-period impacts, such as ground-borne vibrations, and the area
of potential effect for visual or comtextual effects, which is usuvally a larger area. The
architectural resources study area for this project is defined as being within an approximately
400-foot radius of the project site (see Figure 3-1).

For this analysis, known architectural resources include properties listed on the State and
National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR) and properties determined eligible for S/NR listing,
New York City Landmarks (NYCLs), and properties determined eligible for landmark status.
Potential architectural resources are properties that may meet the criteria of eligibility for S/NR
listing and/or NYCL designation.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

AKRF prepared a disturbance memorandum for the project site in March 2010, The disturbance
memorandum, the results of which are summarized below, concluded that the project site has
low sensitivity for precontact archacological resources and no sensitivity for historic period
archaeological resources. The memorandum was submitted to the New York State Office of
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) for review and comment on March 23,
2010. In a letter dated April 26, 2010, (see Appendix A,) OPRHP concurred with the
recommendations, described below (see Appendix A).

BACKGROUND HISTORY

The precontact period refers to the time when Queens was inhabited by Native Americans, prior
to the settlement of New York by FEuropean colonists. In general, Native American
archaeological sites are characterized by close proximity to coastal areas, with access to marine
resources, fresh water sources, and areas of high elevation. Because of the varied resources
provided by the nearby marshes, Flushing Creek, and Flushing Bay, the project site could have
been utilized by Native Americans for the exploitation of natural resources. However, the project
site was gently sloping and there were more level areas to the north. Further, the project site was
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at a great distance from water courses for a permanent settlement to have been located there.
Therefore, it does not scem likely that a campsite or permanent settlement would have been
located on the project site.

Further indication of the potential presence of Native American activity near a project site is
indicated by the number of precontact archaeological sites that have been previously identified
in the vicinity of the project site. The closest site identified is the “Indian Site” excavated by Dr.
Ralph Solecki in the 1930s. However, little is known about this site, including its exact location,
and attempts to obtain more information about the excavation and its results have not been
successful. Additional sites were identified along the shores of Flushing Creek and its
surrounding marshes to the east of the project sitc. In addition, a Native American trail may have
been located in the vicinity of the project site.

By the mid-19th century, the Corona section of Queens was predominantly used for agricultural
purposes although several roads had been cut through the area by that time. The 1844 Hasseler
map depicts three roads in the vicinity of the project site that appear to be precursors of modern
Junction Boulevard and Corona and National Avenues and no structures are depicted within the
project site on that map. Maps dating to the 1840s and 1850s continue to depict farmland in the
vicinity of the project site. However, after the construction of the rail line south of the project
site and several new roads made the area more accessible, the Corona neighborhood of Queens
was increasingly developed.

The adjacent rail line was initially operated by the Flushing Rail Road, although it was later
operated by the Flushing and North Side Railroad and finally the Long Island Rajlroad (LIRR),
which controls the tracks today. While today the tracks run on elevated platforms, they were
originally at ground level and a station house was originally located to the west of the project
site in the center of what is now 44th Avenue near its intersection with National Avenue. The
station house was later relocated to an area immediately south of the project site within what is
now the streetbed of 44th Avenue midway between 97th Place and 99th Street. Although a
pathway associated with the new depot entered the project site, no structures were depicted
within the project site during the 19th century and the only structures on the entire block were
located along its eastern side, along National Avenue.

By the turn of the 20th century, additional structures were built within Block 1628, although
none were within the project site. A railroad spur was constructed within the project site by the
late 1920s. The spur included two tracks: one that diverged from the main rail line and
comnected to the other, which ran through the center of the project site. A Sanborn map from
1931 depicts a small, 1-story trapezoidal structure with a dashed outline, which may suggest that
it was not a formal structure. Maps from this time also depict a serics of circular “coal pockets”
near the eastern side of the site which at that time was operated by the “Corona Fuel Company.”
No additional structures were depicted on the project site during the mid-20th century and there
is evidence that portions of the site were used for the storage of lumber. In the 1960s, the station
house adjacent to the site was closed and relocated further east. In 1969, the existing
factory/warehouse was constructed on the project site. :

POTENTIAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

Precontact Sensitivity

As discussed previously, the precontact sensitivity of project sites in New York City is generally
evaluated by a site’s proximity to level slopes, water courses, well-drained soils, and previously
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Chapter 3: Historic and Cultural Resources

identified precontact archacological sites. Precontact archaeological sites are generally found at
shallow depths, usually within five feet of the original ground surface. While the project site’s
original topography may have made the site attractive to Native Americans for resource
exploitation, it is not likely that a campsite or permanent habitation site would have been located
there. In addition, while there may be evidence that a Native American trail ran in the vicinity of
the project site, only one poorly documented precontact site appears to have been identified
within one mile of the project site. Although there has been a lack of documented disturbance
related to 19th and 20th century development on the project site, soil borings show that the soil
profile across the site is inconsistent and it appears that soils may have been moved and
redeposited, possibly as a result of railroad uses during the early 20th century or the construction
of the existing building. While the possibility that fill levels that may have served to protect the
original ground surface may have existed at one point, the lack of continuity presented in the soil
borings suggests that this may not be the case. Therefore, the disturbance memorandum
submitted to SHPO concluded that the site is considered to have low sensitivity for precontact
archaeological resources.

Historic Sensitivity

Historic maps depict the project site as undeveloped until the carly 20th century. There is no
record of any domestic occupation on the site nor were any substantial structures ever present
before the circa 1969 construction of the existing factory/warehouse. Therefore, the disturbance
memeorandum concluded that the project site is determined to have no sensitivity for historic
period archaeoclogical resources.

ARCHITECTURAL RESQURCES

PROJECT SITE

There are no known architectural resources on the project site. The project site is currently
occupied by a one-story, L-shaped warehouse that was constructed circa 1969. The cinder block-
and brick-faced building has a flat roof and irregularly-spaced window and door openings, some
of which have been altered (see Views 1 and 2 of Figure 3-2). The building does not meet age
criteria {50 years) for listing on the S/NR and is not architecturally distinguished. Therefore,
there are no architectural resources on the project site.

STUDY AREA

Known Architectural Resources
There are two known architectural resources in the 400-foot study area.
Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138 (S/NR, NYCL)

The fire station, located at 97-28 43rd Avenue, is immediately west of the project site. The
building was designed by architects Satterlee & Boyd and built in 1912-1914. It is a three-story,
red brick-faced French Renaissance-style building with a steeply pitched mansard roof. The
building is faced in Siony Creek granite at its base with buff-colored Indiana limestone above,
which is also used on the second and third floor window surrounds and the roof cornice. The
building’s design also incorporates brick, bronze, and marble medallions, and decorative
ironwork. The fire station was bailt soon after the 1898 Consolidation of Greater New York as
part of a campaign to bring professional fire service to Queens. It is one of the earliest fire
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stations designed during the automobile age and has two side-by-side bays specifically designed
for motorized vehicles (see View 3 of Figure 3-3).

Former Tiffany Studios Complex (S/NR-eligible)

Louis Comfort Tiffany’s Corona factory complex included the Tiffany Furnaces and the Tiffany
Studios. The Tiffany Furnaces were located on the northwest corner of 43rd Avenue and 97th
Place across from the Studios, however, the Furnaces were demolished between 1631 and 1951.
.The former Tiffany Studios Complex continues to occupy the eastern end of the block bounded
97th Place and 43rd, 44th, and Junction Avenues. The Furnaces opened in 1892 as the
“Sturbridge Glass Works,” a business established by Louis Comfort Tiffany. The Furnaces were
where Tiffany successfully developed opalescent glass that was marketed under the trademarked
name “Favrile,” meaning handmade.

The company produced high volumes of glass, experimented in glass colors and pottery glazing,
and perfected techniques of assembling stained glass windows and lamps at the Corona factory
complex. Heavier work was also done at the Corona factory, including making and soldering
glass, assembling lamps, and making bronze. The factory also produced decorative light fixtures,
metal-work, enamelware, ceramics, and jewelry that were sold at the Tiffany showroom in
Manhattan.

The Tiffany company was dissolved in the late 1920s as the stained glass and decorative items
that the company produced went out of style. In 1928 the Tiffany factory’s bronze and ironworks
studios, including the material and equipment, were purchased by the General Bronze
Corporation. When Tiffany Studios filed for bankruptcy in 1931, the Studios building complex
was acquired by Roman Bronze Works, a company that had served as a subcontractor to Tiffany
in prior years. The company continued operating as bronze and aluminum foundries in the
Studios buildings, producing such works as the statues of Prometheus and Atlas for Rockefeller
Center. During World War II the foundry was used for defense work which disrupted the
organization of the artisans. The former Studios complex buildings have since been used by a
variety of tenants, including electronics and garment businesses, a church, and a live poultry
business.

The former Tiffany Studios Complex comprises attached one- to three-story industrial buildings
that are faced in brick and cinder block. The buildings on the castern end of the complex, built
between 1893 and 1902, have windows with brick segmental arch headers and lintels and a
cornice with decorative brick corbelling and dentils (see View 4 of Figure 3-3). Some windows
have been infilled with brick, door openings have been cut into the north facade, and metal
sceurity screens have been installed on most door openings. Several ground level windows have
closed gray metal shutters. The western portion of the complex includes two buildings that were
constructed by 1915. Facing 43rd Avenue is a one-story foundry, an east-west oriented building
with a pitched roof along its length and a raised shed-like component at the ridge. The foundry’s
north facade has nine large rectangular window openings, with both horizontal pivot windows
and fixed lights. A large vehicular entrance and a doorway also open from this fagade, both of
which have rolling metal security screens (see View 4 of Figure 3-3). The western portion of the
complex’s 44th Avenue frontage is a fwo-story utilitarian structure faced in brick and cinder
block. It has two loading docks and five small window openings on the first floor, and 17
window bays on the second floor. The windows have metal screens and shutfers.

There are no potential architectural resources in the study arca. Other than the two known
architectural resources, buildings in the study area include a mix of older two- and three-story
attached, detached, and semi-detached houses, most of which have been altered with vinyl
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Chapter 3: Historic and Cultural Resources

siding, porch enclosures, and new windows. There are also both older and newer two- and three-
story, brick-faced apartment buildings, one- to three-story industrial buildings and warchouses,
and institutional buildings. The buildings in the study area, apart from the two architectural
resources described above, do not appear to meet the criteria for S/NR listing or NYCL
designation.

C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Architectural resources that are listed on the National Register or that have been found eligible
for such listing are given a measure of protection from the effects of federally-sponsored or
federally-assisted projects under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Although
preservation is not mandated, federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse impacts on such
resources through a notice, review, and construction process. Properties listed on the State
Register are similarly protected against impacts resulting from state-sponsored or state-assisted
projects under the State Historic Preservation Act. Private property owners using private funds
can, however, alter or demolish their properties without such a review process.

PROJECT SITE

In the future without the proposed project, it is assumed that the project site will remain in its
current condition with a one-story brick building and surface parking and will not be developed
by the 2015 analysis year.

STUDY AREA

There are no projects within the study area that are currently under construction, There is one
known development project planned in the study area that may be completed by the project’s
2015 Build year, or it may be completed after 2015. This No Build project is a new 1,100-seat
primary school on the site of the former Tiffany Studios Complex, a known architectural
resource, which is located one block west of the project site at 97-18 43rd Avenue. This No
Build project involves the demolition of the former Tiffany Studios Complex. There is no visual
relationship between the project site and this architectural resource, however, as there are several
intervening buildings.

Absent the proposed project, it is possible that the former Tiffany Studios Complex could be
listed on the S/NR or determined eligible or designated a NYCL.

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The disturbance memorandum prepared in March 2010 determined that the project site has low
sensitivity for precontact archaeological resources and no sensitivity for historic period
archaeological resources. The memorandum concluded that no further archaeological study was
warranted. The report was accepted by OPRHP in comments dated April 26, 2010. Therefore,
the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect archaeological resources.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

In general, potential impacts on architectural resources can include both direct physical impacts
and indirect impacts. Direct impacts include demolition of a resource and alterations to a
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resource that cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource could also be damaged from
vibration (i.e., from construction blasting or pile driving) and additional damage from adjacent
construction that could occur from falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage from
construction machinery. Adjacent construction is defined as any construction activity that would
oceur within 90 feet of an architectural resource, as defined in the New York City Department of
Buildings (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #1 0/88.! Indirect impacts such
as contextual impacts may include isolation of a historic resource from its setting or visual
relationships with the streetscape, changes to a resource’s visual prominence, elimination or
screening of publicly accessible views of a historic resource, introduction of significant new
shadows or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on sun-sensitive historic
resources, and introduction of incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements to a
resource’s setting,

PROJECT SITE

With the proposed project, the project site would be redeveloped with a new intermediate school.
Design plans for the proposed project are not yet finalized, however, it is expected that the
proposed school building would be up to five stories and approximately 77 feet in height (90 feet
to the top of the mechanical space). The building would be rectangular in shape and oriented
with its primary entrance on 44th Avenue. An outdoor playground area would be located in the
northern portion of the project site along 43rd Avenue and a passive open space for students
would be located west of the new school building along 44th Avenue. New trees, grassy arcas,
and paving would screen the school building from the fire station to the north. It is expected that
the new school would be faced in masonry. Since there are no known or potential architectural
resources on the project site, the proposed project would have no adverse impacts on
architectural resources on the project site.

In a letter dated April 29, 2010, (see Appendix A,) OPRHP determined that the proposed project
would have “No Adverse Impact on cultural and historic resources eligible for or listed on the
National Register of Historic Places,” provided OPRHP reviews the new school’s design to
determing its effects on the NR-eligible (the former Tiffany Studios Complex) and NR-listed
(Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138} resources in the study area.

STUDY AREA

The project site is located adjacent to Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138, an
architectural resource. Therefore, to avoid potential adverse physical effects on this architectural
resource, a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) would be developed and implemented prior to
the commencement of any demolition or construction activities on the project site. The CPP
would follow DOB’s TPPN #10/88, regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to
historic structures resulting from adjacent construction, and would be prepared in consultation
with SHPO and LPC. TPPN #10/88 requires a monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of
construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and S/NR-listed properties (within 80 feet) and to
detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction procedures can be changed

! TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard
{0 historic structures. TPPN #10/88 ouflines procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures
resulting from adjacent construction, defined as construction within a lateral distance of 90 feet from the
historic resource.
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As requested by OPRHP and to meet the conditions specified in OPRHP’s April 29, 2010
findings letter, the CPP would be submitted to OPRHP for review.

The former Tiffany Studios Complex is located approximately 170 feet west of the project site
so would not be affected by inadvertent construction-related impacts by the proposed project.
Therefore, the CPP would not include protective measures for this architectural resource.

The proposed project also is not expected to result in any adverse visual or contextual impacts on
Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138. The proposed project would replace a one-
story warehouse with a new institutional building. Like the fire station, another institutional
building in the study area, the proposed school would be taller than most other nearby buildings.
However, study area buildings range in height from one to four stories. In addition, the LIRR’s
embankment and bridge extend through the study area immediately south of the project site. It is
expected that the new school would be faced in masonry like many nearby buildings, including
Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138. The new school would be built in the location
of a non-historic structure that has no meaningful relationship with the historic fire station. As
such, the proposed project would not result in adverse contextual impacts. The proposed project
would also not obstruct views to the fire station as the schoel building would be oriented along
44th Avenue with a playground located adjacent to the fire station on 43rd Avenue. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in any adverse visual or contextual impacts on Fire Engine
Company 289/Ladder Company 138.

The proposed project would not have a direct physical or visval effect on the former Tiffany
Studios Complex as there are several intervening buildings and no visual relationship between
the project site and this architectural resource. Further, as described in Section C abeve and in
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” this architectural resource may be demolished in the future
without the proposed project,

As stated above, OPRHP determined that the project would not adversely impact cultural and
historic resources in the study area provided OPRHP’s review of the new school’s design.

Overall, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect archaeological or architectural
TESOUrces. *
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Chapter 4: Urban Design and Visual Resources

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the potential of the proposed project to affect urban design and visual
resources. The through-block project site is located at 97-36 43rd Avenue, between 97th Place
and National Street on Block 1628, Lot 21 in the Corona section of Queens. As per the
guidelines presented in the 2010 New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
Technical Manual, the urban design and visual resources study area is consistent with the study
area for the analysis of land use, zoning and public policy and is defined as 400 feet from the
boundary of the project site. Views of the project site are generally not available beyond this
distance from the project site. The study area is roughly bounded by 42nd Avenue to the north,
Corona Avenue to the south, the mid-block east of National Avenue to the east, and the mid-
block west of 97th Place to the west (see Figures 4-1 and 4-2).

The following preliminary assessment addresses urban design and visual resources for existing
conditions and the future without and with the proposed actions for the year 2015, when the
proposed project is expected to be completed. The basis for comparison is the No Action
scenario. It is assumed that if the proposed project does not proceed, the project site would
remain in its current condition.

As described below, the proposed project would replace a one-story, L-shaped warehouse and a
portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is currently used as a driveway and
loading area, with a new intermediate school building, a playground area, open space, and
landscaping. The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) has not yet finalized
project plans for the proposed school; however, as currently contemplated, the new school
building would be five stories (approximately 77 feet) in height with an outdoor playground area
located in the northern portion of the project site along 43rd Avenue and an open space with
passive uses (e.g., benches and landscaping) located west of the new school building along 44th
Avenue. The new school would be similar in bulk to apartment buildings and warehouses in the
study arca. It would also be similar in height to Public School 19, approximately 240 feet north
of the study area, and the No Build project Public School 315, to be located approximately 170
feet west of the project site. With the proposed project, the new school would cover
approximately 32 percent of the lot. It would not be expected to adversely affect wind or
sunlight conditions in the surrounding area. The proposed project would not alter the strect
paitern, block shapes, or natural features of the study area, mor would it introduce an
incompatible use. Although some views in the study area would be altered by the addition of a
new building on the project site, as described below, no significant visual resources or view
corridors would be obstructed.

This preliminary assessment concludes that in comparison to the No Action scenario, the
proposed project would not be expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to urban
design and visual resources on the project site or in the study area and does not require further
analysis.

Revised DRAFT 4-1 July 3, 2011
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B. EXISTING CONDITIONS
PROJECT SITE

URBAN DESIGN

The project site contains a one-story (15- and 17-foot-tall), L-shaped warchouse with its primary
facade on 43rd Avenue and its secondary fagade on 44th Avenue (see Views 1 and 2 of Figure
4-3). The project site building is faced in brown brick and cinder block and has a flat roof and
window and door openings of varying sizes. The building is approximately 27,560 square feet
(sf) in size, and is below the permitted maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for the project site (2.0
for the northern portion within the R5 Residential Zoning District and 2.4 for the southern
portion within the M1-1 Manufacturing Zoning District).

The project site also contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is
currently being used as a driveway and loading area for the existing warchouse. A driveway
entrance is located on 44th Avenue. There is an approximately 10-foot-tall chain link fence
along the 44th Avenue property line. The project site has a total lot area of approximately
40,000 sf. Existing lot coverage is approximately 68 percent.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The building on the project site is not architecturally distinctive or visually prominent.
Therefore, there are no visual resources on the project site.

One visual resource is visible from the project site—Fire Engine Company 289/Ladder
Company 138 at 97-28 43rd Avenue. This historic, architecturally distinctive three-story (46-
foot-tall) building is located immediately west of the project site on 43rd Avenue. This early
20th century fire station is faced in red brick, limestone, and granite and has a mansard roof and
two garage entrances (see View 3 of Figure 4-4).

STUDY AREA.

URBAN DESIGN

The two primary thoroughfares in the study area arc National and Corona Avenues. National
Avenue is approximately 66 to 70 feet wide and Corona Avenue is 80 feet wide. National
Avenue extends diagonally northeast-southwest through the study area and Corona Avenue
follows a triangulated route in the study area (see Figure 4-1). Both avenues carry two-way
traffic. Other streets in the study arca include narrow north-south streets north and west of
National and Corona Avenues and narrow north-south and diagonal streets south and southeast
of these avenues. Streets and avenues north of the project site generally have two-way traffic
while streets south of the project site carry one-way traffic. Streets and avenues throughout the
study area have curbside parking. Most blocks in the study area have irregular shapes and sizes
due to the angles of National, Corona, and Nicholls Avenues. Most blocks have their skewed,
short ends along National or Corona Avenues. In general, smaller blocks are located south of the
project site.

Most buildings in the study area are residential, including free-standing, semi-detached, and
attached houses; small apartment buildings; and residential buildings, including tenements and
converted houses, with ground floor commercial uses. Most study area buildings do not cover
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their entire lots. Houses and residential buildings with ground floor commercial use generally have
small rectangular or square footprints, while apartment buildings have larger footprints. Most
houses are two to three stories, faced in brick or vinyl siding, and have gambrel or gable roofs.
Many houses are set back from the sidewalk by small yards and have front stoops and front
porches, some of which are enclosed (see Views 4 and 5 of Figure 4-5). Most apartment buildings
are older two- to three-story buildings, though there are also some newer apartment buildings in
the study area (see View 6 of Figure 4-6). Residential buildings with ground floor commercial uses
are smaller, older two- to three-story buildings located on National and Corona Avenues (see View
7 of Figure 4-6). These structures are built to the sidewalk, are faced in brick or siding {including
vinyl siding), and have large glass storefront windows.

Industrial and warehouse buildings in the study area are generally limited to buildings near the
intersection of 43rd Avenue and 97th Place. These include a one- to three-story red brick building
complex that ocoupies the eastern end of the block facing 43rd and 44th Avenues and 97th Place,
a one-story brown brick warehouse at the northwest comner of 43rd Avenue and 97th Place, and
one- and two-story warehouses on the east side of 97th Place between 42nd and 43rd Avenues
(see View 8§ of Figure 4-7). These buildings are block-like in form and have large footprints
compared to the smaller footprints of the residential buildings in the study area.

Four institutional buildings are located in the study area. As described above, immediately west
of the project site is a three-story fire station (see View 3 of Figure 4-4). East of the project site at
99-14 43rd Avenue is the Faith Bible Church of Corona, a three-story rectangular building that
rises without setbacks and is faced in dark brown brick at its base and tan brick on the upper
floors. Also east of the project site is a two-story, white brick-faced building occupied by the Fu
Yen True Buddha Temple located at 43-10 National Avenue. It is built to the sidewalk and has a
yellow awning above its enfrance. The Masjid Alfalah, a mosque, at 42-16 National Avenue is
located northeast of the project site. The building is set back from the sidewalk beyond a tall metal
fence and a white minaret. The building has an #rregular footprint and a small white dome on its
roof (see View 9 of Figure 4-7).

The Long Island Rail Road (LIRR)’s concrete retaining walls and bridge are the most defining
streetscape elements in the study area, as these structures visually and physically separate areas
north and south of the rail line, The concrete retaining walls extend east-west through the study
area on either side of the LIRR right-of-way, adjacent to 44th and 45th Avenues. The retaining
walls are approximately 10 feet tall and are characterized by graffiti and are in poor repair in
some locations. Above the retaining walls, the LIRR tracks are set at a higher elevation at the top
of the embankment. Tall electrical poles and cables are also located above the LIRR tracks. 97th
Street, 97th Place, and 98th Street terminate at the retaining walls and are not through-streets. A
steel bridge carries the LIRR tracks over National Avenue, permitting through vehicular traffic.
Billboards are affixed to the retaining walls near National Avenue (see Views 10 through 13 of
Figure 4-8).

Other streetscape elements in the study area include standard cobra head street lamps; fire
hydrants; mail boxes; telephone booths; bus stops on Corona Avenue; street trees; and telephone
poles with overhead lines. The houses and apartment buildings in the study area are generally set
back from the street behind a fenced-in small grassy lawn or a paved yard. Many houses have
curb cuts for driveways. Most houses and some apartment buildings also have decorative brick
walls or metal fences with gates along the property line. Some newer apartment buildings have
driveways in front of the buildings.
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The topography of the study area is generally flat, however, there is a slight decline south on
97th Place and National Avenue toward the Long Island Railroad (LIRR) embankment and
bridge and a decline west on 43rd and 44th Avenues west of 97th Place. Natural features in the
study area are limited to small grassy yards with trees and shrubs on some residential properties.
Most streets also have street trees, including several mature trees, although street trees on
National Avenue are limited in number.

The study area was field surveyed in late winter. No notable pedestrian wind conditions were
experienced at that time. Most buildings in the study area are one to three stories in height and
most streets are 50 to 70 fect wide. In general, these conditions allow sunlight to reach the study
area streets throughout the day.

VISUAL RESOURCES

There are no notable view corridors in the study area. Views east and west on 42nd and 43rd
Avenues extend for long distances but are limited to views of adjacent buildings. The
approximately 10-foot-tall LIRR embankment restricts views along 44th and 45th Avenues to
those areas to the north and south of this structure, respectively. Views on the north-south streets
generally terminate at the LIRR embankment. Long views on National and Corona Avenues are
available due to their widths. However, the LIRR bridge obscures views on National Avenue
where it crosses between 44th and 45th Avenues. Views in other parts of the study area are
generally limited to buildings on the same street.

As described above, there is one visual tesource in the study area—Fire Engine Company
289/Ladder Company 138 at 97-28 43rd Avenue (see View 3 of Figure 4-4). Located
immediately west of the project site’s 43rd Avenue frontage, this three-story building is a taller,
architecturally distinctive building visible in views east-west on 43rd Avenue and in views south
on 97th Place and 99th Street.

C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

PROJECT SITE

In the future without the proposed action, the project site is expected to remain unchanged by the
2015 build year. Therefore, the urban design character of the project site would not be altered.

OTHER FUTURE PROJECTS

There is one known development project planned in the study area. This No Build project is a
new 1,100-seat primary school (Q315) proposed for construction one block west of the project
site at 97-18 43rd Avenue. Because this No Build project is currently in the planning stages, it
may be completed by the project’s 2015 Build year or it may be completed after 2015. With
either scenario, this No Build project is not expected to adversely affect the urban design or
visual character of the project site since the project site does not have a physical or visual
relationship with the No Build site. The planned Q315 school will contribute to the urban design
and visual character of the study area by adding new pedestrian activity to the area.
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D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
PROJECT SITE

URBAN DESIGN

As described above, plans for the proposed project are not yet finalized; however, as currently
anticipated, the proposed project would remove the existing one-story warehouse, loading area,
and driveway from the project site and redevelop the site with a new, approximately 100,000-
gross-square-foot (gsf) school building that would be five stories (approximately 77 feet) in
height. Based on preliminary plans, the new school would be a free-standing rectangular
building that would be oriented with its primary entrance on 44th Avenue. On 44th Avenue, the
western portion of the new building would be set back seven feet from the sidewalk; the
building’s eastern portion would set back from the sidewalk by approximately ten feet in the
area near the school’s primary entrance. It is anticipated that the new school would be faced in
red brick and concrete and would have a setback at the fourth floor. An approximately 11,000-sf
outdoor playground area would be located in the northern portion of the project site along 43rd
Avenue and an approximately 3,000-sf open space with passive uses (e.g., benches and
landscaping) would be located west of the new school building along 44th Avenue (see Figures
4-9 and 4-10 and Figure 1-3 of Chapter 1, “Project Description). An approximately 16-foot-hight
chainlink fence with a gate would be located on the 43rd Avenue property line,

The total square footage of the proposed building would be approximately 72,440 sf greater than
the existing building on the project site that would be retained in the No Action scenario. The
proposed school building would be approximately 60 feet taller than the existing building. It
would have a smaller footprint than the No Action scenario building, as the new school building
would occupy approximately 52 percent of the lot with the new building occupying most of the
sonthern portion of the project site and some of the northern portion of the project site. The
remainder of the project site would contain a playground oriented along 43rd Avenue and open
space to the west of the proposed building along 44th Avenue.

As with the existing building, which would be retained in the No Action scenario, preliminary
plans for the new school show that the proposed project would result in zoning bulk non-
compliances, including requirements related to rear yard, maximum street wall height, sky
exposure plane, and planted areas. In addition, as currently contemplated and shown in Table 4-
1, the zoning floor area of the proposed project would not be in compliance with existing
applicable floor area requirements. Therefore, zoning waivers from the Deputy Mayor for
Education and Community Development would be required for rear yard, maximum street wall
height, sky exposure plane, planted areas, use, and bulk requirements.

Table 4-1
Project Site Zoning
Maximum Area within Zoning Maximum
Zoning District Allowable FAR District Allowable ZFA Proposed ZFA
RS 2.0 10,000 20,000
2.4
M1-1 {community facility) 30,000 72,000
Totals 92,000 100,000

Sources: NYC School Construction Authority, Zoning Resolution of the City of New York

4-5
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The project site also contains a portion of a mapped street along 44th Avenue, which is currently
being used by the existing warehouse as a driveway and loading area. SCA is coordinating with
the New York City Department of Transportation and the New York City Department of City
Planning to demap the portion of the street within the project site boundary that is currently
mapped as an extension of the existing street bed of 44th Avenue, as described in Chapter 2,
“Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.”

The proposed project, like the No Action scenario, would be constructed on an existing block,
and would not entail any changes to street patterns, public open spaces, or natural features on the
project site. The use on the project site would change from a warehouse in the No Action
scenario to a public school with the proposed project. Although the proposed project would
result in a building of a different height, use, bulk, and lot coverage than the existing building on
the project site, these changes would not be considered adverse, as the proposed school would be
constructed in an area characterized by a variety of building types, heights, sizes, and uses (see
discussion below and Figures 4-3 through 4-8). While the proposed project would not comply
with certain aspects of the zoning regulations, the anticipated changes to the pedestrian
experience would not be considered likely to disturb the vitality, walkability, or visual character
of the project site.

Overall, the new school building would be expected to positively affect the character of the adjacent
streetscape by replacing the one-story brick warehouse, loading area, and driveway with a new
school building, playground, open space, and landscaping. The school would enliven the area by
introducing new pedestrian activity to the project site and surrounding area.

VISUAL RESOURCES

As there are no visual resources on the project site, the proposed project would have no adverse
impacts on such resources. Views to the fire station would remain available from existing
vantage points along the sidewalk adjacent to the project site. The new school would not
adversely affect these views,

STUDY AREA

URBAN DESIGN

The proposed school building would be constructed on an existing block and would not alter
street patterns or block shapes in the study area. The proposed school would be consistent with
the existing mix of uses in the study area.

As currently contemplated, the proposed school building would be similar in shape and form to
existing warehouses in the study area. The school would be faced in masonry—red brick and
concrete—like many study area buildings. The building’s footprint would be larger than the
houses and apartment buildings in the study area, but would be comparable to the footprints of
warehouses located in the study area on the east and west sides of 97th Place and 43rd Avenue.
In addition, Primary School Q315, as described in “The Future Without the Proposed Project,”
may be constructed by the 2015 build year. It will be located one block west of the project site
and will be similar in footprint size and cladding materials to the proposed new school.

The new building’s lot coverage would be similar to other study area buildings. Alihough the
proposed school building would be approximately 77 feet tall, approximately two stories taller
than most nearby study area buildings, this would not be perceived as a substantial difference in
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surrounding pedestrian views (see Figures 4-9 and 4-10). (For reference, Figures 4-9 and 4-10
provide a three-dimensional representation of the future streetscape as developed as-of-right, as
well as with the proposed project.) In addition, the new primary school (Q315) to be located one
block west of the project site will be of a similar height and massing to the proposed project.
Further, because of the height of nearby buildings and because the proposed school would be
oriented along 44th Avenue with a playground along 43rd Avenue, the school would not be
visible from certain vantage points north of the project site on 43rd Avenue.

The proposed school would be built in an area characterized by a variety of building uses,
shapes, and forms and would be located across 44th Avenue from the LIRR embankment, a tall
structure in the study area. The new school building would be similar in height to Public School
19 located at 40-30 99th Strect (approximately 240 feet north of the study area), a five-story,
approximately 75-foot-tall building. In addition, the No Build Public School Q315, at
approximately 170 fect west of the project site, is expected to be a five-story, approximately 70-
foot-tall building. Therefore, there would be no impacts to building uses, shapes, and forms as a
result of the proposed project.

As described above, on 44th Avenue, the western portion of the proposed building would set
back seven feet from the sidewalk and the eastern portion would be set back from the sidewalk
by approximately ten feet in the area near the primary entrance, and would include a playground
area on its 43rd Avenue frontage open space with passive uses {e.g., benches and landscaping)
would be located of the new school building on 44th Avenue. The new school, playground area,
and open space would add active uses to the project site that would enliven the study area’s
streetscape.

Because the proposed school building would be constructed on an existing block and would not
alter street patterns or block shapes in the study area, there would be no impacts to natural
features as a result of the proposed project. The new school building would also not be expected
to adversely affect wind or sunlight conditions in the surrounding area.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed school would not obstruct views in the study area. Views to the fire station on
43rd Avenue, a visual resource, would be maintained from existing vantage points, with views
of its principal fagade on 43rd Avenue remaining unchanged. Therefore, the proposed project
would not adversely affect this visual resource. There are no significant view corridors and no
other visual resources in the study area. Therefore, there would be no adverse impacts with the
proposed project.

Overall, this preliminary assessment concludes that in comparisen to the No Action scenario, the
proposed project would not be expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to urban
design and visual resources on the project site or in the study area and does not require further
analysis. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

The proposed school would generate new trips from students and staff traveling to and from the
project site. This section examines the potential for impacts of the proposed school project on
transportation—traffic, parking, transit and pedestrian~—conditions in the Corona section of
Queens. The proposed school, expected to be operational in 2015, would serve Community
School District (CSD) 24 accommodating a total of 785 students in grades six through eight,
including approximately 84 District 75 special education students. In terms of staff, the proposed
school would employ approximately 60 teachers and administrative personnel.

Based on travel demand estimates, the proposed project would exceed the 2010 Cigy
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual thresholds for undertaking quantified
traffic, parking and pedestrian analyses. However, since the proposed project would not exceed
the CEQR threshold for undertaking a quantified transit analyses—i.e. 200 peak hour transit
riders at any given subway station element and/or bus route—it is not expected to result in
significant adverse fransit impacts in the study area. For informational purposes, this chapter
provides a qualitative assessment of transit conditions in the study area.

B. METHODOLOGY

The operation of all of the signalized intersections and unsignalized intersections in the study
area were assessed using methodologies presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) vsing the Highway Capacity Software (HCS+ 5.5). The HCM procedure evaluates the
levels of service (LOS) for signalized and unsignalized intersections using stop control delay, in
seconds per vehicle, as described below.,

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

The average contrel delay per vehicle is the basis for LOS determination for individual lane
groups (grouping of movements in one or more travel lanes), the approaches, and the overall
intersection. The levels of service are defined as follows:

" Table 5-1
LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections

LOS Average Control Delay

A = 10.0 seconds

B >10.0 and = 20.0 seconds
c >20.0 and = 35.0 seconds
D >35.0 and < 55.0 seconds
E >55.0 and = 80.0 seconds
F >80.0 seconds

Source: Transportation Research Board. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

Revised DRAFT J-1 July 5, 2011
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Although the HCM methodology calculates a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio, there is no strict
relationship between v/c ratios and LOS as defined in the HCM. A high v/c ratio indicates
substantial traffic passing through an intersection, but a high v/c ratio combined with low
average delay actually represents the most efficient condition in terms of traffic engineering
standards, where an approach or the whole intersection processes traffic close to its theorctical
. maximum capacity with minimal delay. However, very high v/c ratios—especially those
approaching or greater than }.0—are often correlated with a deteriorated LOS. Other important
variables affecting delay include cycle length, progression, and green time. LOS A and B
indicate good operating conditions with minimal delay. At LOS C, the number of vehicles
stopping is higher, but congestion is still fairly light. LOS D describes a condition where
congestion levels are more noticeable and individual cycle failures (a condition where motorists
may have to wait for more than one green phase to clear the intersection) can occur. Conditions
at LOS E and F reflect poor service levels, and cycle breakdowns are frequent. The HCM
methodology also provides for a summary of the total intersection operating conditions. The
analysis chooses the two critical movements (the worst case from each roadway) and calculates a
summary critical v/c ratio. The overall intersection delay, which determines the intersection’s
LOS, is based on a weighted average of control delays of the individual lane groups. Within
New York City, the midpoint of LOS D (45 seconds of delay) is generally considered as the
threshold between acceptable and unacceptable operations.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT CRITERIA

According to the criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual, impacts are considered
significant and require examination of mitigation if they result in an increase in the Action
condition of 5 or more seconds of delay in a lane group over No Action levels beyond mid-LOS
D. For No Action LOS E, a 4-second increase in delay is considered significant. For No Action
1.OS F, a 3-second increase in delay is considered significant. In addition, impacts are
considered significant if levels of service deteriorate from acceptable A, B, or C in the No
Action condition to marginally unacceptable LOS D (a delay in excess of 45 seconds, the
midpoint of LOS D), or unacceptable LOS E or F in the future Action condition.

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

For unsignalized intersections, the average control delay is defined as the total elapsed time from
which a vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This
includes the time required for the vehicle to travel from the last-in-queue to the first-in-queue
position. The average control delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the
service rate or capacity of the approach and the degree of saturation. The LOS criteria for
unsignalized intersections are summarized as follows:

Table 5-2
LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
LOS Average Control Delay
< 10.0 seconds
> 10.0 and < 15.0 seconds
> 15.0 and < 25.0 seconds
> 25.0 and < 35.0 seconds
> 35.0 and < 50.0 seconds
> 50.0 seconds
Source: ?ransportation Research Board. Hiigﬁway Capacity Manual, 2000.

mm|o|0|®ix
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The LOS thresholds for unsignalized intersections are different from those for signalized
intersections. The primary reason is that drivers expect different levels of performance from
different types of transportation facilities. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is
designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an unsignalized intersection; hence, the
corresponding control delays are higher at a signalized intersection than at an unsignalized
intersection for the same LOS. In addition, certain driver behavioral considerations combine to
make delays at signalized intersections less onerous than at unsignalized intersections. For
example, drivers at signalized intersections are able to relax during the red interval, whereas
drivers on minor approaches to unsignalized intersections must remain attentive to the task of
identifying acceptable gaps and vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in
the amount of delay experienced by individual drivers at unsignalized intersections. For these
reasons, the corresponding delay thresholds for unsignalized intersections are lower than those
of signalized intersections. As with signalized intersections, within New York City, the midpoint
of LOS D (30 seconds of delay) is generally perceived as the threshold between acceptable and
unacceptable operations.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT CRITERIA

The same sliding scale of significant delays described for signalized intersections applies for
unsignalized intersections. For the minor street to trigger significant impacts, at least 90 passenger
car equivalents (PCE) must be identified in the future Action condition in any peak hour.

PARKING CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT

The parking analysis identifies the extent to which on-street and off-street parking is available
and utilized under existing and future conditions, It takes into consideration anticipated changes
in area parking supply and provides a comparison of parking needs versus availability to
determine if a parking shortfall is likely to result from parking displacement atiributable to or
additional demand generated by a proposed action. Typically, this analysis encompasses a study
area within ¥-mile of the project site. If the analysis concludes a shortfall in parking within the
Y-mile study area, the study area could sometimes be extended to %-mile (reasonable for certain
uses, such as amusement parks, arenas, beaches, and other recreational facilities) to identify
additional parking supply.

Outside of Manhattan, and areas in the South Bromx, Flushing, Jamaica, Long Island
City/Astoria, Downtown Brooklyn, and Greenpoint/Williamsburg, a parking shortfall that
exceeds more than half the available on-street and off-street parking spaces within %4-mile of the
project site may be considered sigpificant. Additional factors, such as the availability and extent
of transit in the area, proximity of the project to such transit, and patterns of automobile usage by
area residents, could be considered to determine significance of the identified parking shortfall.
In some cases, if there is adequate parking supply within ¥4-mile of the project site, the projected
parking shortfall may also not necessarily be considered significant.

PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

The adequacy of the study area’s sidewalks, crosswalks, and comer reservoir capacities in
relation to the demand imposed on them is evaluated based on the methodologies presented in
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), pursuant to procedures detailed in the CEQR
Technical Manual.

3-3
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Sidewalks are analyzed in terms of pedestrian flow. The calculation of the average pedestrians
per minute per foot (PMF) of effective walkway width is the basis for a sidewalk level-of-
service (LOS) analysis. The determination of walkway LOS is also dependent on whether the
pedestrian flow being analyzed is best described as “non-platoon” or “platoon.” Non-platoon
flow occurs when pedestrian volume within the peak 15-minute period is relatively uniform,
whereas, platoon flow occurs when pedestrian volumes vary significantly with the peak 15-
minute period. Such variation typically occurs near bus stops, subway stations, and/or where
adjacent crosswalks account for much of the walkway’s pedestrian volume.

Crosswalks and street corners are not easily measured in terms of free pedestrian flow, as they
are influenced by the effects of traffic signals. Street comers must be able to provide sufficient
space for a mix of standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians
(crossing the street or moving around the corner). The HCM methodologies apply a measure of
time and space availability based on the area of the corner, the timing of the intersection signal,
and the estimated space used by circulating pedestrians.

" The total “time-space” available for these activities, expressed in square feet-second, is
calculated by multiplying the net area of the corner (in square feet) by the signal’s cycle length.
The analysis then determines the total circulation time for all pedestrian movements at the corner
per signal cycle (expressed as pedestrians per second). The ratio of net time-space divided by the
total pedestrian circulation volume per signal cycle provides the LOS measurement of square
feet per pedestrian (SFP).

Crosswalk LOS is also a function of time and space. Similar to the street corner analysis,
crosswalk conditions are first expressed as a measurement of the available area (the crosswalk
width multiplied by the width of the streef) and the permitted crossing time. This measure is
expressed in square feet-second. The average time required for a pedestrian to cross the street is
calculated based on the width of the street and an assumed walking speed. The ratio of time-
space available in the crosswalk to the total crosswalk pedestrian occupancy time is the LOS
measurement of available square feet per pedestrian. The LOS analysis also accounts for
vehicular turning movements that traverse the crosswalk.

The LOS standards for sidewalks, corner reservoirs, and crosswalks are summarized as follows:

Table 5-3
Level of Service Criteria for Pedestrian Elements
Sidewalks Corner Reservoirs
LOS Non-Platoon Flow Platoon Flow and Crosswalks
A < 5 PMF <0.5 PMF > 60 SFP
B8 >5and <7 PMF > 0.5 and £3 PMF > 40 and < 60 SFP
C > 7 and < 10 PMF >3 and <6 PMF > 24 and < 40 SFP
D > 10 and <15 PMF > 6 and < 11 PMF > 15 and < 24 SFP
E > 15 and < 23 PMF >11and < 18 PMF > 8 and < 15 SFP
F > 23 PMF > 18 PMF <8 SFP
Notes: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot; SFP = square feel per pedestrian.
Source: New York City Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual (May 2010).

The CEQR Technical Manual specifies that a mid-LOS D condition or better is considered
reasonable for sidewalks, comer reservoirs, and crosswalks within Central Business District
(CBD) areas, which include Midtown and Lower Manhattan, Downtown Brooklyn, Long Island

5-4
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City, Downtown Flushing, and Downtown Jamaica, and other areas having CBD type
characteristics, while acceptable LOS elsewhere in the city (non-CBD areas) is LOS C or better.

SIGNIFICAN. T IMPACT CRITERIA

The determination of significant pedestrian impacts considers the level of predicted deterioration
in pedestrian flow or decrease in pedestrian space between the No Action and Action conditions.
For different pedestrian elements, flow conditions, and area types, the CEQR procedure for
impact determination corresponds with various sliding-scale formulas, as further detailed below.

Sidewalks

There are two sliding-scale formulas for determining significant sidewalk impacts. For non-
platoon flow, the increase in average pedestrian flow rate (Y) in PMF needs to be greater or
equal to 3.5 minus X divided by 8.0 (where X is the No Action pedestrian flow rate in PMF [Y =
3.5 — X/8.0]) for it to be a significant impact. For platoon flow, the sliding-scale formula is Y 2
3.0 — X/8.0. Since deterioration in pedestrian flow within acceptable levels would not constitute
a significant impact, these formulas would apply only if the Action pedestrian flow exceeds LLOS
C in non-CBD arcas or mid-LOS I3 in CBD areas. The following table summarizes the sliding
scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical Manual for determining potential significant
sidewalk impacts.

Table 5-4
Significant Impact Guidance for Sidewalks

Sources:

pedestrian flow rate in PMF.
New York City Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual (May 2010).

Non-Platoon Flow Platcon Flow
Sliding Scale Formula: Sliding Scale Formula:
Y23.5-X8.0 Y23.0-X/8.0
Non-CBD Areas CBD Areas Non-CBD Areas CBD Areas
No Action | Action Ped. | No Action | ActionPed. | No Action | Action Ped. | No Action | Action Ped.
Ped. Flow (X,| Flow Incr. (Y,| Ped. Flow (X, | Flow Incr. (Y,| Ped. Flow (X,| Flow Incr. {Y,| Ped. Flow (X, | Flow Incr. {Y,
PMF) PMF} PMF) PMF) PMF) PMF) PMF) PMF)
7.4107.8 2286 - - 34t038 =26 ~ -
7.91t08.6 =25 - - 3.9t046 =25 - -
871094 =24 - - 471054 =24 - -
9.5t010.2 =23 - - 5.51t06.2 =23 - -
10.3t011.0 =22 10.310 11.0 222 8.3i07.0 =22 68.3107.0 222
11.1t011.8 =21 11110118 =21 71i07.8 =21 71107.8 =221
11.9t012.6 =20 11910126 2.0 781086 =20 791086 =2.0
1270134 =19 12.7 {0134 =19 871094 =19 871094 =19
13.51014.2 =1.8 1351014.2 =18 9.51010.2 218 8.51010.2 >1.8
14310 15.0 >1.7 14.3 {0 15.0 =17 10.10 11.0 =217 10.t0 1.0 =17
i5.1t0 15.8 >1.6 15.110 15.8 >1.6 i11.110 11.8 >1.6 11.1t011.8 =16
15.910 16.6 z1.5 159 to 16.6 215 11.910 12.6 >15 11910126 =15
16.7to 17.4 214 16.7 to 17.4 214 12.710 134 214 12710134 z1.4
17.51018.2 213 17.51018.2 =13 13.5t0 14.2 =1.3 13.51t014.2 =13
18.310 19.0 =1.2 18.3 to 19.0 212 14.3t0 15.0 z1.2 14.310 15.0 =12
19.11t0 19.8 =11 19.1t0 19.8 = 1.1 15.110 15.8 =211 15.1t0 15.8 2141
19.9 to 20.6 =1.0 19.9 t0 20.6 z1.0 15910 16.6 >1.0 15910 16.6 1.0
20710214 >0.9 20.7t021.4 =0.8 16.7 to 17.4 =08 16.7t0 17.4 209
21510222 >0.8 21510222 >0.8 17.51018.2 =0.8 17.5t018.2 208
223t023.0 0.7 22.3t023.0 >0.7 18.31t0 19.0 =07 18.3 to 18.0 207
>23.0 = 0.6 >23.0 >0.6 >18.0 > 0.6 > 19.0 > 0.6
Notes: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot; Y = increase in average pedestrian flow rate in PMF; X = No Action
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Corner Reservoirs and Crosswalks

The determination of significant comer and crosswalk impacts is also based on a sliding scale
using the following formula: Y = X/9.0 — 0.3, where Y is the decrease in pedestrian space in SFP
and X is the No Action pedestrian space in SFP. Since a decrease in pedestrian space within
acceptable levels would not constitute a significant impact, this formula would apply only if the
Action pedestrian space falls short of LOS C in non-CBD areas or mid-LOS D in CBD areas.
The following table summarizes the sliding scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical
Manual for determining potential significant corner reservoir and crosswalk impacts.

Table 5-5
Significant Impact Guidance for Corners and Crosswalks

Sliding Scale Formula:

Y2>X/9.0-0.3
Non-CBD Areas CBD Areas
No Action Pedestrian | Action Pedestrian Space| No Action Pedestrian | Action Pedestrian Space
Space (X, SFP) Reduction (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) Reduction (Y, SFP)
25.810 26.6 =26 - -
249 t0 25.7 =25 - -
24.0t0 24.8 224 - -
23110239 223 - -
22210230 222 - -
21.310 221 =21 21310 21.6 =21
204t021.2 =20 204t021.2 =20
19.51t020.3 =19 19.51t0 20.3 =1.9
18.6 10 19.4 =1.8 18.61019.4 =18
17710 18.5 =17 17.7t018.5 =217
16.8t017.6 =16 16.810 17.6 z1.6
16910 16.7 =215 15910 16.7 =15
15.0t0 15.8 =214 15.01015.8 =14
14.11014.9 =1.3 14110 14.9 =213
13.21014.0 =12 13210 14.0 . =1.2
12.3t0 13.1 >1.1 12.31013.1 21.1
11410122 =1.0 11.4t012.2 z1.0
10.5t1011.3 =09 10.5t0 11.3 =09
9.6t0 104 =08 9.61010.4 =08
8.7109.5 =07 871095 =07
781086 =0.8 7.81t0 86 =0.6
691t07.7 =0.5 69107.7 20.5
6.0t0 6.8 =204 6.0t06.8 =04
511059 =03 51105.9 =03
<51 =02 <5.1 =02
Notes: SFg = square feet per padestrian; Y = decrease in pedestrian space in SFP; X = No Action pedestrian space
in SFP.

Sources: New York City Mayor's Office of Environmental Ceordination, CE QR Technical Manual (May 2010).

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY EVALUATION

An evaluation of vehicular and pedestrian safety is necessary for locations within the traffic and
pedestrian study areas that have been identified as high accident locations, where 48 or more
total reportable and non-reportable crashes or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury crashes
occurred in any consecutive 12 months of the most recent three-year petiod for which data are

5-6
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available. For these locations, accident trends would be idenfified to determine whether
projected vehicular and pedestrian traffic would further impact safety at these locations or
whether existing unsafe conditions could adversely impact the flow of the projected new trips.
The determination of potential significant safety impacts depends on the type of area where the
project site is located, traffic volumes, accident types and severity, and other contributing
factors. Where appropriate, measures to improve traffic and pedestrian safety should be
identified and coordinated with the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT).

C. TRAFFIC ANALYSES

EXISTING CONDITIONS

ROADWAY NETWORK

To assess the potential traffic impacts assoctated with the development of the project, nine key
intersections were identified that would most likely be affected by the project-generated traffic
(see Figure 5-1). These include three signalized and six unsignalized intersections. The
signalized intersections are:

*  Roosevelt Avenue and Junction Boulevard;
¢ 43rd Avenue and Junction Boulevard; and
¢ Corona Avenue and Junction Boulevard.

The unsignalized intersections are:

e 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard;
*  45th Avenue and Junction Boulevard;
e 44th Avenue and 97th Place;

e 44ith Avenue and National Street;

s 45th Avenue and National Street; and
o  43rd Avenue and 97th Place.

Major roadways in the study area are discussed as follows:

e Roosevelt Avenue is a major two-way east-west roadway that operates with one effective
moving lane in each direction and provides curbside (mostly metered) parking on both sides.

e Junction Boulevard is a major two-way north-south roadway that operates with one effective
moving lane in each direction. Curbside parking is generally permitted on both sides of
Junction Boulevard in the study area, specifically along the segments between Roosevelt
Avenue and 43 Avenue.

¢ 43rd Avenue is a local two-way east-west street that operates with one effective moving lane
in each direction and provides curbside parking on both sides.

o 44th Avenue is a local one-way westbound street providing a connection between 114th
Street in the east and 94th Street in the west. Within the study area, it operates with ons
effective moving lane and provides curbside parking on the north side of the street.
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e 45th Avenue is a local one-way eastbound street providing a connection between 94th Street
in the west and 111th Street in the east. Within the study area, it operates with one effective
moving lane and provides curbside parking on the south side of the street.

e Corona Avenue is a major two-way east-west roadway that operates with one effective
moving lane in each direction and provides curbside parking on both sides of the street.

e O7th Place is a local two-way north-south street providing a connection between 44th
Avenue in the south and 41st Avenue in the north. It operates with one effective moving lane
in each direction and provides curbside parking on both sides of the street.

e National Street is a two-way north-south street that operates with one effective moving lane
in each direction and provides curbside parking on both sides of the street.

TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Existing traffic volumes for the study area intersections were primarily established based on
field counts conducted in January 2010. In addition to the January 2010 field counts, traffic data
was collected in November 2010 at the intersection of 43rd Avenue and 97th Place in order to be
consistent with the traffic study area identified for the potential new school located at 96-18 43rd
Avenue. Furthermore, to determine any changes in the study area traffic levels that my have
occurred since January 2010, updated Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts were conducted
at key locations to record any variations in peak hour traffic levels.

To supplement the field data, inventories of roadway geometry, traffic controls, bus stops, and
parking regulations/activities were also recorded to provide appropriate inputs for the
operational analyses. In addition, official signal timings obtained from New York City
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) were used in the analysis for all of the signalized
intersections. Figures 5-2 and 5-3 show the existing traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak
hours, which were determined to take place from 7:45 to 8:45 AM and 2:30 to 3:30 PM,
respectively.

Junction Boulevard carries the heaviest traffic volumes in the study area, ranging from
approximately 765 to 980 vehicles per hour (vph) in both directions during the AM and PM peak
hours. Two-way peak hour traffic volumes on Roosevelt Avenue are in the range of
approximately 775 to 835 vph, while the two-way peak hour traffic volumes on Corona Avenue
range from approximately 440 to 775 vph during the AM and PM peak hours. National Street
carries two-way peak hour traffic volumes ranging from approximately 610 to 720 vph during
the AM and PM peak hours. Two-way peak hour traffic volumes on 43rd Avenue range from
approximately 240 to 455 vph. Other local streets in the study area—including 44th and 45th
Avenues, and 97th Place—carry up to approximately 155 vph during the two peak hours.

LEVELS OF SERVICE

Tables 5-6 and 5-7 present the service conditions for the study area’s signalized and
unsignalized intersections. The capacity analysis indicates that most of the study area’s
signalized intersection approaches operate acceptably—at mid-LOS D (delays of 45 seconds or
less for signalized intersections and 30 seconds or less for unsignalized intersections) or better
for the two peak hours—with the following exceptions:

e The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and
Junction Boulevard, which operate at beyond mid-L.OS D and at LOS F, during the AM and
PM peak hours, respectively;
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: Table 5-6
2010 Existing Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Signalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Lane | VIC | Delay Lane | VIC | Delay
Intersection / Approach Group | Ratio | {spv) | LOS | Group | Ratio | (spv) | LCS
Rooseveit AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastbound LTR 069 242 [ LTR 079 304 C
Westboundy LTR 061 214 C LTR 066 233 C
Northbound LTR 079 478 D LTR 081 502 D
Southbound  LTR 1.05 913 F LTR 102 856 F
Intersecticn 468.3 D Infersecticn 47.3 D
43rd AvenuelJunction Boulevard '
Westbound LTR 067 258 Cc LTR 073 285 C
Northbound LTR 057 1386 B LTR 063 148 B
Southbound] LTR 080 215 C LTR  0.85 25.1 C
Intersection 20.1 C intersection 22.6 C
Corona AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 055 169 B LTR 079 252 C
Westbound LTR 036 135 B LTR 046 15.0 B
Northboundd LTR 066 19.0 B LTR 080 249 C
Scuthbound] LTR  0.70 209 C LTR 075 229 C
Intersection 18.1 B Intersection 22.8 C
Note: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Tum; LOS: Level of Service.
Table 5-7

2010 Existing Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Lane VIC | Delay Lane VIC | Delay
Intersection / Approach Group | Ratio | (spv) | LOS | Group | Ratio | (spv) | LOS
[44th Avenuel/Junction Boulevard
Westbound LTR 054 457 E LTR 1.28 2371 F
Northbound] LT 0.05 8.4 A LT 0.08 9.6 A
45th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastbound LTR 0.24 26.2 D LTR 0.54 51.5 F
Southbound LT 0.07 9.2 A LT 0.09 9.9 A
44th Avenue/97th Place
Westbound TR 0.10 9.5 A TR 0.16 9.9 A
44th Avenue/National Street
Westbound] LTR 028 212 c LTR 0.50 30.6 D
Northbound] LT 0.02 8.4 A LT 0.04 8.4 A
l45th Avenue/National Street
Eastbound LTR 0.30 19.8 C LTR 0.42 26.5 D
Southbound] LT 0.01 8.3 A LT 0.04 8.7 A
[42rd Avenue/97th Place
Eastbound LTR 0.00 7.8 A LTR 0.01 8.0 A
Westboundd LTR 0.01 7.6 A LTR 0.00 7.6 A
Northbound LTR 0.02 111 B LTR 0.02 11.2 B
Southboundy LTR 0.08 12.4 B LTR 0.06 12.8 B

Note: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Tum; LOS: Level of Service.

* The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard, which
operates at LOS E and LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively;

® The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and Junction Boulevard, which
operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour; and
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e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street, which
operates at beyond mid-LOS D during the PM peak hour.

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Future 2015 conditions without the proposed project were estimated by increasing existing
traffic and pedestrian levels to reflect expected growth in overall travel through and within the
study area, As per the 2010 CEQR guidelines, an annual background growth rate of 0.5 percent
was assumed for an overall compounded growth of approximately 2.5 percent by 2015.

Besides the general background growth, notable projects expected to be completed in the study area
by the year 2015 include an 800-seat primary school at 50-51 98th Street (located between 50th
Avenue and Christie Avenue) and a new 1,110-seat primary school at 96-18 43rd Avenue, across
97th Place from the proposed project site. However, since the school at 96-18 43rd Avenue is still in
the planning stages and is subject to a separate discretionary approval, two No Build scenarios were
assessed—one assuming the school at 96-18 43rd Avenue is constructed by the proposed project’s
2015 Build year, and the other assuming the school is constructed later. Furthermore, therc was a
recent change in the street direction on 45th Avenue between Junction Boulevard and 94th Street
from one-way eastbound to one-way westbound. This street direction change has been incorporated
in the No Build analysis.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Scenario One

Under Scenario One, in addition to the general background growth, both primary schools in the
study area are expected to be completed by the year 2015. Vehicular and pedestrian trips
generated by these two planned school projects and their corresponding proposed geometric
improvements were incorporated in the 2015 No Build analysis. These include the traffic
improvements proposed as part of the new primary school located at 96-18 43rd Avenue
involving installation of All-Way-Stop-Controls (AWSC) at the intersections of 43rd and 44th
Avenues at 97th Place to facilitate safe pedestrian crossings at newly installed crosswalks.

The 2015 Scenario One No Build traffic volumes are shown in Figures 5-4 and 5-5 for the AM
and PM peak hours, respectively. Tables 5-8 and 5-9 present a comparison of Existing and
Scenario One No Build conditions for signalized and unsignalized intersections, respectively.
Based on the analysis results, the majority of the approaches/lane-groups would operate at the
same LOS as in the existing conditions with the following notable exceptions:

¢ The northbound approach at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and Junction Boulevard
which would deteriorate from LOS D to LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours;

e The southbound approach at the intersection of 43rd Avenue and Junction Boulevard which
would deteriorate from LOS C to LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours;

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard which
would deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F during the AM peak hour;

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street which
would deteriorate from LOS C to LOS F during the AM peak hour and from LOS D to LOS
F during the PM peak hour; and

510
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Table 5-8
2010 Existing and 2015 Scenario One No Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Signalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

2010 Existing 2015 No Build 2010 Existing 2015 No Build
|intersectionf] Lane | VIC |Delay| - | Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | V/C |Delay
Approach | GroupRatio| {spv) [LOS| Group {Ratio| {(spv) |LOS|[Group [Ratiol (spv) [LOS|Group [Ratio] {(spv) LOS
Roosevelt AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 069 242 C|LTR 075 271 CHJ LTR 078 304 C ] LTR 085 354 C
Westbound] LTR 061 214 C [ LTR 083 219 C | LTR 066 233 C | 1LTR 068 243 C
Northboundd LTR 079 478 D | LTR 103 929 F (| LTR 0381 50.2 D | LTR 1.08 1081 F
Southbound] LTR 105 93 F | LTR 144 1238 F || LTR 102 856 F | LTR 1.10 1099 F
Intersection  46.3 D | Intersection 657 E ) Intersection 47.3 D [ Intersection 675 E
43rd AvenuelJunction Boulevard
Westboundl LTR 067 258 C | LTR 069 266 C | LTR 073 285 C | LTR 075 206 C
Northboundd LTR 057 136 B | LTR 078 213 C || LTR 063 148 B | LTR 08 268 C
Southbound] LTR 080 215 CILTR 100 492 DI LTR 085 251 C|[LTR 1.00 516 D
intersection 201  C | Intersection 347 C || Intersection 226 C | Intersection 37.7 D
Corona Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastboundf LTR 055 169 B LTR 062 188 B || LTR 079 252 C | LTR 08 305 C
Westboundf LTR 036 135 B | LTR 038 137 B | LTR 046 150 B | LTR 047 152 B
Northboundf LTR 066 190 B| LTR 074 218 C|| LTR 080 249 C | LTR Q90 338 C
Southbound] LTR 070 209 C | LTR 073 219 ClHlLTR 075 229 C|[LTR 078 245 C
Intersection  18.1 B { Infersection 19.8 B | Intersection 22.8 C | Intersection 27.6 C
Note: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.
Table 5-9

2010 Existing and 2015 Scenario One No Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2010 Existing 2015 No Build 2010 Existin 2015 No Build
Intersection/] Lane | V/C |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC | Delay
Approach | Group!Ratio| (spv) LOS|Group |Ratio| (spv) LOS||/Group |Ratio| {spv) LLOS|Group |Ratio| {spv} |LOS]|
44th Avenuel/Junction Boulevard
Westbounﬂ LTR 054 457 E | LTR 209 5983 F § LTR 128 2371 F | LTR 446 1676.0 F
Northboun LT 005 94 A | LT 045 97 A LT 008 96 A | LT 009 98 A
45th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 0.25 269 D LTR 054 515 F
Northboun LTR 001 91 A LTR 001 93 A
Southbound] ET 007 93 A | LTR 015 133 B LT 008 96 A{LTR 020 143 B
[d4th Avenue/87th Place
Westbound] TR 010 85 A | TR 017 7.9 A TR 016 99 A | TR 022 85 A
Southbound R 010 7.1 A R 011 73 A
Intersection 7.6 A Intersection 8.0 A
44th Avenue/National Street
Westbound] LTR 028 212 C | LTR 059 58 F | LTR 050 306 D{LTR 105 1563 F
Northboun LT 002 84 A LT 0.07 116 B LT 004 84 A LT 009 115 B
[45th Avenue/National Street ]
Eastbounﬂ LTR 030 198 C | LTR 062 518 F||LTR 042 265 D|{ LTR 087 997 F
Southboun LT 001 83 A LT 001 84 A LT 004 87 A{LTR 004 88 A
[43rd Avenue/d7th Place
Eastbound LTR 0.00 78 A ! LTR 038 99 A LTR 001 80 A|LTR 03 88 A
Westboundt LTR 0.01 76 A | LTR 036 100 B jLTR 000 76 A|LTR 041 105 B
Northboundt LTR 002 111 B | LTR 002 83 A LTR 002 112 B|LTR 002 83 A
Southbound} LTR 0.08 124 B} LTR 007 87 AJLTR 006 128 B|LTR 005 87 A
Intersection 9.9 A Intersecticn  10.1 B
INote: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.
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e The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and National Street which would
deteriorate from LOS C to LOS F during the AM peak hour and from LOS D to LOS F
during the PM peak hour.

Secenario Two

Under Scenario Two, in addition to the general background growth, only the primary school
located at 50-51 98th Street is cxpected to be completed by the year 2015. Vehicular and
pedestrian trips generated by the planned school project were incorporated in the 2015 No Build
analysis. :

The 2015 Scenario Two No Build traffic volumes are shown in Figures 5-6 and 5-7 for the AM
and PM peak hours, respectively. Tables 5-10 and 5-11 present a comparison of Existing and
Scenarioc Two No Build conditions for signalized and unsignalized intersections, respectively.
Based on the analysis results, the majority of the approaches/lane-groups would operate at the
same LOS as in the existing conditions with the following notable exceptions:

o The northbound approach at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and Junction Boulevard
which would deteriorate from LOS D to LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours; and
e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard which
would deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F during the AM peak hour.
Table 5-10
2010 Existing and 2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Signalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2010 Existin 2015 No Build 2010 Existing 2015 No Build
Intersection} Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC ]Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay
I Approach ]| Group |Ratio| {spv) LOS|Group [Ratio {(spv) LOS|Group |Ratio! (spv) LOS) Group |Ratic| (spv) LOS|
IRoosevelt AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastoound] LTR 069 242 C|LTR 073 257 C | LTR 078 304 C |LTR 083 333 C
Westboundl LTR 061 214 C | LTR 063 218 C || LTR 066 233 C ) LTR 088 242 C
Northboundl 'TR 078 478 D| LTR 0.89 602 E || LTR 081 502 D|LTR O0M 648 E
Southboundd LTR 405 913 F | LTR 1.10 1078 F I LTR 102 86 F | LTR 1.07 986 F
Interseciion 46.3 D | Intersection  53.9 D | Intersection 47.3 D | Intersection 54.7 D
[43rd AvenuelJunction Boulevard )
Westboundd LTR 087 258 C | LTR 069 266 C|LTR 073 285 C|LIR 075 296 C
Northbound] LTR 057 4136 B | LTR 061 144 B | LTR 083 148 B | LTR 067 160 B
Southbound LTR 080 215 C|LTR 085 253 C|fLTR 085 251 C|LTR 088 288 C
Intersection 20.1 G | Inlersection 22.2 C | Intersection  22.6 C | Infersection 24.8 C
Carona AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastbound LTR 055 169 B |LTR 058 178 B LTR 079 252 C;LTR 082 2786 C
Wesiboundl LTR 036 135 B | LTR 038 137 BN LTR 046 150 B LTR 047 152 B
Morthboundl LTR 066 190 B | LTR 071 207 C | LTR 080 248 C|LTR 087 303 C
Southbound LTR 070 208 C | LTR 068 203 C | LTR 075 229 C |LTR 072 218 C
Intersection 181 B | Intersection 18.7 B | intersection 228 C | Intersection 250 C

Note: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Turn: LOS: Level of Service.
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Table 5-11
2010 Existing and 2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2010 Existing 2015 No Build 2010 Existing 2015 No Build
Intersection] Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC [Delay
Approach | Group|Ratio| (spv) LOSjGroup |Ratio| {spv} |LOS||Group |Ratio| (spv) LOS| Group |Ratio} {spv} LOS
[44th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Westbound LTR 054 457 E | LTR 062 575 F (| LTR 128 23vy1 F | LTR 140 2953 F
Northboun LT 005 94 A LT 005 98 A LT 008 968 A LT 009 98 A
45th Avenuel/Junction Boulevard
Eastbound§ LTR 024 262 D LTR 054 515 F
Northboun LTR 001 9.0 A LTR 001 91 A
Southboun LT 007 92 A |LTR 007 96 A LT 002 96 A | LTR 010 100+ B
[44th Avenue/97th Place }
Westhoundd TR 010 95 A| TR 01t 95 Al TR 016 99 A| TR 047 99 A
i44th Avenue/National Street )
Westbounj LTR 028 212 C|LTR 031 231 C | LTR 050 306 D|LTR 055 348 D
Northboun LT 002 84 A | LT 003 85 A LT 004 84 A| LT 004 85 A
45th Avenue/National Street :
Eastboundt LTR 0.30 198 C | LTR 033 213 C||LTR 042 265 D | LTR 046 203 D
Southboun LT 001 83 A LT 004 84 A LT 004 87 A|LTR 004 388 A
43rd Avenuef/97th Place
Eastbound LTR 000 78 A |LTR 000 79 A|LTR 001 80 A|[LTR 001 80 A
Westboundd LTR 001 76 A | LTR 001 76 A LTR 000 76 A | LTR 000 76 A
Northboundd LTR 002 111 B} LTR 002 112 B LTR 002 112 B} LTR 002 112 B
Southboundd LTR 008 124 B | LTR 0.08 126 B | LTR 006 128 B |j LTR 0.07 130 B

INote: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION AND MODAL SPLIT

The proposed school would serve Community School District (CSD) 24 and would
accommodate students in grades six to eight. Modal split estimates for the intermediate school
students were determined based on the information presented in environmental studies for other
school projects with comparable characteristics and the New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council (NYMTC) data for Queens County. In terms of modal split estimates for special education
students, it was assumed that due to their special needs, they would primarily use school buses or be
dropped off by autos. The modal split estimates for the staffffaculty were based on the reverse-journey-
to-work (RITW) information from the 2000 US Census Data.

INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL

The intermediate school would serve approximately 701 students (not including special education
students). To accurately estimate the number of student trips on a typical day, a 10 percent
absentec rate was assumed, yielding a total of 631 students. In addition, it is estimated that
approximately 90 percent, or about 568 of the students, would arrive and depart during the
morning and afternoon peak hours. The trip generation and modal splits for the proposed
intermediate school students are presented in Table 5-12.
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Table 5-12
Trip Generation
Intermediate School Students

Students
Travei Mode Percent | Person Trips |  Vehicle Trips
AM PEAK HOUR
Automobile (drop-offs/pick-ups)* 10% 57 44
Taxi 0% 0 0
School Bus/Van* 5% 28 2
Public Transit 10% 57 —_
Walk 75% 426 —
PM PEAK HOUR
Automobile (drop-offs/pick-ups) 10% 57 44
Taxi 0% 0 0
School Bus/Van* 5% 28 2
Public Transit 10% 57 —
Walk 75% 426 —
Notes:
 Both inbound and outbound vehicle trips takes place during the same peak hour
IStudent Vehicle Occupancy = 1.3
chool Bus/Van Occupancy = 17

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

The proposed school would serve approximately 84 special education students. To accurately estimate
the number of student trips on a typical day, a 10-percent absentee ratc was assumed, yielding a daily
total of 76 students attending school. In addition, it is estimated that about 90 percent or approximately
68 students would arrive and depart during the morning and afternoon peak hours. The trip generation
and modal splits for the special education students are presented in Table 5-13.

Table 5-13
Trip Generation
Special Education Students

Students
Travel Mode Percent | PersonTrips | Vehicle Trips

. ~— AM PEAK HOUR
Automobite (drop-offs/pick-ups)* 25% 17 13
School BusfVan* 75% 51 3
Public Transit 0% 0 -
Walk 0% 0 —

PM PEAK HOQUR

Automobile {(drop-offs/pick-upsy* 25% 17 13
Schoo! Bus/Van* 75% 51 3
Public Transit 0% 0 —
Walk 0% 0 —
Notes:
* Both inbound and outbound vehicle trips takes place during the same peak hour
Student Vehicle Ogcupancy = 1.3
School Bus/Van Qccupancy = 17
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Chapter 5: Transportation

TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

The school facility would be staffed by approximately 60 teachers and administrative staff, It is
estimated that about 90 percent of the teachers and administrative staff would arrive and depart
during the morning and afternoon peak hours. The trip generation and modal splits for the teachers
and administrative staff are presented in Table 5-14.

Table 5-14
Trip Generation
Teachers and Administrative Staff

Staff
Travel Mode Percent | Person Trips I Vehicle Trips
AM PEAK HOUR
Automobile (Drive) 55% 30 24
Taxi 2% 1 1
Subway 15% 8 —
Local Bus 7% 4 —
Walk 21% 11 —
PM PEAK HOUR
Automobile {Drive) 55% 30 24
Taxi 2% 1 1
Subway 15% 8 —
Local Bus 7% 4 —
Wall 21% 11 —
Notes:
Staff Vehicle Occupancy = 1.23
(1) Modal splits based on Reverse-Journey-To-Work (RJTW) information from the 2000 U.S. Census Data.

SITE ACCESS AND STUDENT DROP-OFFS

The main entrance for the proposed school facility would be located on 44th Avenue between
97th Place and National Street and the secondary entrance would be located on 43rd Avenue
between 97th Place and National Street. Based on the location of the project site and the
direction of traffic flow on the streets/roadways in the study area, a majority of the student auto
drop-offs/pick-ups were asswmed to take place on 43rd Avenue between Junction Boulevard and
National Street near the school’s secondary entrance, while the remaining student auto drop-
offs/pick-ups and all school bus drop-offs/pick-ups were assumed to take place on 44th Avenue
in front of the main entrance. All the staff-generated auto trips were assigned to on-street parking
in the study area.

PROJECT VEHICLE ASSIGNMENT

Project-generated traffic was assigned to the study area network based on the local travel
patterns and the most likely approach paths to and from the project site. Project-generated traffic
entering the study area was distributed in the following manner: 24 percent from the north, 25
percent from the south; 24 percent from the east and 27 percent from the west.

PROPOSED STREET DEMAPPING

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the project site also contains a portion of a
mapped street along 44th Avenue. The New York City School Construction Authority (SCA) is
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currently coordinating with NYCDOT and the New York City Department of City Planning
(NYCDCP) to demap this portion of the street (within the project site boundary) that is currently
mapped as an extension of the existing street bed of 44th Avenue. It should be noted that this
proposed demapping will not alter the traffic circulation patterns in the study area and will have
no affect on the traffic operating conditions at the study area interscctions presented in this
chapter.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

As discussed in the preceding “The Future without the Proposed Project” section, two No Build
scenarios were assessed—Scenario One assumed that the construction of a new 1,110-seat
primary school at 96-18 43rd Avenue would be completed by 2015, while Scenario Two
assumed that the primary school would be constructed later than 2015. Traffic operations under
both scenarios are discussed in the following sections.

Scenario One

Figures 5-8 and 5-9 show the total project-generated traffic volumes on the streets surrounding
the site in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Figures 5-10 and 5-11 show the estimated
Scenario One future with the proposed project (Build) condition volumes for the AM and PM
peak hours, respectively. Tables 5-15 and 5-16 present a comparison of the Scenario One No
Build and Build conditions for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

For the streets around the site, capacities at most of the approaches would be sufficient to
accommodate these increases. However, based on the impact criteria discussed earlier, the
proposed project could cause significant adverse impacts at the following intersection
approaches/lane-groups during the two peak hours analyzed:

Signalized Intersections

e The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and
Tunction Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods; and

e The southbound approach at the intersection of 43rd Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak hours.

Unsignalized Intersections

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak periods;

e The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period'; and

o The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and National Street during the
AM and PM peak periods.

! As described in Section B, “Methodology,” for the unsignalized intersection significant impact criteria,
the difference in the westbound delays at this intersection between the No Build and Build conditions
would not be considered a significant adverse impact per CEQR criteria because there are less than 90
vehicles at the westbound approach during the AM peak hour.
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Table 5-15
2015 Scenario One No Build and Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis

Signalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 No Build 2015 Build
Intersection/] Lane | VIC (Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC (Delay Lane | VIC |Delay
Approach |Group|Ratio| {spv) LOS|Group|Ratio| {spv) |LOS| [Group |Ratio| (spv) L. OS|Group|Ratio| {(spv) LOS!
Roosevelt Avenue/Junction Boulevard

Eastbound] LTR 075 271 C | LTR 078 284 C LTR 085 354 C |LTR 087 372 D
Westbound] LTR 0863 219 C | LTR @63 219 C LTR 068 243 C | LTR 062 244 C
Northbound LTR 1.03 929 F | LTR 1.6 1351 F {4 LTR 1.08 1081 F | LTR 121 157.0 F [
Southbound] LTR 1.14 {238 F ] LTR 1.17 1354 F | LTR 140 1092 F | LTR 1.13 1188 F H

Intersection 65.7 E | Intersection 783 E Intersection  67.5 E | Intersection 812 F
43rd Avenue/Junction Boulevard .

Westbound] LTR 069 266 C |LTR 070 268 C LTR 075 206 C |LTR 076 300 C
Northbound] LTR 0.78 213 C | LTR 086 277 C LTR 086 268 C | LTR 094 369 D
Southbound] LTR 1.00 49.2 D | LTR 114 960 F | LTR 100 516 D {LTR 1142 878 F

Intersection  34.7 C | Intersection 576 E Intersection 37.7 D | Intersection 564 E
iCorona Avenue/Junction Boulevard .

Eastbound] LTR 062 188 B | LTR 065 186 B LTR 086 305 C |LTR 088 331 C
Westbound] LTR 038 137 B | LTR 038 137 B LTR 047 152 B | LTR 047 152 B
Northbound) LTR €74 218 C | LTR 076 228 C LTR 080 338 C | LTR 092 369 D
Southbound] LTR 0.¥3 219 C | LTR 0.76 235 C LTR 078 245 C | LTR 082 272 C

Interseclion 19.8 B | Intersection 20.8 C Intersection 27.6 C | Intersection 300 C
Notes: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.
- implies a significant adverse impact

Table 5-16
2015 Scenario One No Build and Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis

Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 No Build 2015 Build
|Intersectionf] Lane | VIC (Delay! Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | V/C |Delay

Approach |Group|Ratiol (spv) LOS|Group|Ratio| (spv) LOSj [Group |Ratio| {spv) LOS|Group|Ratio| {spv} 1.OS)
M4th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Westboundf LTR 2.09 5983 F | LTR 3.38 11950 F M| LTR 446 1676.0 F | LTR 6.00 2381.0 F [
Norhbound] LT 005 97 A | LT 005 97 A LT 0.00 998 A| LT 003 98 A
45th Avenuel/Junction Boulevard
Northbound] LTR 0.01 91 A |LTR 001 82 A LTR 001 983 AILTR 001 93 A
Southboundd LTR 015 133 B [ LTR 019 157 C LTR 020 143 BIELTR 025 173 C
[44th Avenue/97th Place
Westhoundd TR 017 79 A | TR 021 82 A TR 022 85 A | TR 027 89 A
Southboundd R 010 7.1 A R 012 73 A R 011 73 A R 015 76 A

Intersection 76 A |Intersection 7.9 A Intersection 8.0 A |Intersection 84 A
[44th Avenue/National Street

Westbound LTR 059 568 F | LTR 0.88 1287 F LTR 1.05 1563 F | LTR 1.52 357.2 F
Northboundd LT 0.07 116 B | LT 012 140 B IT 009 115 B | LT 013 140 B
45th Avenue/National Street ‘

Eastbound] LTR 082 519 F |LTR 083 966 F H#| LTR 087 997 F | LTR 1,16 2056 F {+
Southbound] T 001 84 A LT 002 85 A LTR 004 88 A|[LTR 004 88 A
43rd Avenue/97th Place

Eastbound LTR 038 89 A |LTR 045 109 B LTR 036 98 A |LTR 042 106 B
Westbound LTR 0.36 100 B [ LTR 040 106 B LTR 041 105 B |LTR 044 110 B
MNorthboundl LTR 0.02 83 A |LTR 0.03 84 A LTR 002 83 A |LTR 004 84 A
Southbound LTR 0.07 87 A |LTR 0067 89 A LTR 005 87 A |LTR 005 89 A

Intersection 9.9 A |lIntersection 106 B Intersection 10.1 B | Intersection 106 B
Notes: L: Left Tumn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.
+ implies a signiﬁcam adverse impact
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Scenario Two

Figures 5-8 and 5-9 show the total project-generated traffic volumes on the streets surrounding
the site in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Figures 5-12 and 5-13 show the estimated
Scenario Two future with the proposed project (Build) condition volumes for the AM and PM
peak hours, respectively. Tables 5-17 and 5-18 present a comparison of the Scenario Two No
Build and Build conditions for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

Table 5-17
2015 Scenario Two No Build and Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Signalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 No Build 2015 Build
ntersection] Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC {Delay Lane | VIC |Delay
r] | Approach | Group|Ratio {spv) LOS|Group|Ratio| {spv) LOS] |Group |Ratioj| {spv) LOS|Group Ratio| {(spv) LOS
Roosevelt AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 073 257 C |LTR 0.75 268 C LTR 083 333 C|LTR 085 350 C
Westbound] LTR 063 218 C|LTR 063 219 C LTR 088 242 C|LTR 0688 243 C
Northbound] LTR 0.89 602 E | LTR 099 810 F pf LTR 091 648 E LTR 1.03 935 F
Southbound] LTR 110 107.8 F | LTR 1,13 119.4 F pji LTR 107 986 F LTR 1.09 1062 F ¥
Intersection 53.9 D |lIntersection 618 E Intersection 547 D |Intersection 632 E
13rd Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Westbound] LTR 069 266 C |LTR 070 269 C LTR 075 206 C|LTR 076 300 C
Northbound] LTR 061 144 B | LTR 068 166 B LTR 067 160 B |LTR 074 186 B
Southbound] LTR 0.85 253 C | LTR 084 372 D LTR 088 288 C|LTR 085 399 D
Intersection 22.2 C |lIntersection 282 C Intersection 248 C | Intersection 304 C
Corona Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 058 178 B | LTR 061 184 B LTR 082 276 C|LTR 085 294 C
Westbound] LTR 038 137 B | LTR 038 137 B LTR 047 152 B |LTR 047 152 B
Northbound} LTR 074 207 € | LTR 073 215 C LTR 087 303 C|LTR 089 327 C
Southbound] LTR 068 203 C|LTR 071 215 C LTR 072 218 C |LTR 076 236 C
Intersection 18.7 B [ Intersection 185 B Intersection 25.0 C |intersection 267 C
Notes: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Tum; LOS: Level of Service.
L implies a significant adverse impact
Table 5-18

2015 Scenario Two No Build and Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2015 No Build 2015 Bulld 2015 No Build 2015 Build
Intersection/] Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC (Delay
Approach |Group|Ratio| {spv) L. OS|Grou Ratio| (spv} LOS| [|Group |Ratio| (spv) LOS|Group Ratio| (spv) OS_

l44th AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Westbound] LTR 0.62 57.5
Northbound LT 0.05 986
45th AvenuelJunction Boulevard

F | LTR 1.04 1505
A
Northbound] LTR 001 90 A |LTR 0.01 8.1
A
A

LT 005 97

+Hl LTR 1,40 205.3
LT 009 98

LTR 2.23 6574
LT 008 99

LTR 001 9.1
LTR 0.10 _10.0+

LTR 001 9.2

Southbound} LTR 0.07 9.6 LTR_0.08 105 LTR_0.42 111

44th Avenue/97th Place

» |m>» |2

F F
A A
A A
8 B
Westbound] TR 0.1 95 TR 014 76 A|[] TR 017 29 TR 021 82 A
Southbound R_004 89 A R 005 70 A
A A
D F
A A
D E
A A

Intersection 7.4 Intersection 7.9

l44th Avenue/National Street
Westbounﬂ LTR Q.31 2341
Northbxoun LT 0.03 85
l45th Avenue/National Street
Easlboungl LTR 0.33 213

LTR 041 318
LT 004 95

LTR 055 34.8
LT 0.04 85

LTR 072 605
LT _0.06 95

LTR 042 285
LT 0.01 84

LTR 046 293
LTR 004 88

LTR 0.59 43.8
LTR 0.04 8.8

0 B0
>0 |»0

Southboun LT 001 8.4
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Table 5-18 (cont’d)
2015 Scenario Two No Build and Build Conditions Level of Service Analysis
Unsignalized Intersections

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 No Build 2015 Build
Flntersecﬂon Lane | V/C |Delay Lane | VIC (Delay Lane | VIC |Delay Lane | VIC |Delay
Approach {Group Ratio| (spv) LOS|Group [Ratio| (spv) LOS! [IGroup |Ratio} {spv} LOS|Group|Ratio| {spv) 1.OS| |

[43rd Avenue/97th Place

Eastboundd LTR 000 79 A [ LTR 032 95
Westbound] LTR 001 76 A | LTR 0.38 101
Northbound] LTR 0.02 112 B | LTR 0.03 81
Southbound] LTR 0.08 126 B | LTR 0.06 86
Intersection 9.7
Notes: L: Left Tumn; T: Through; R: Right Turn; LOS: Level of Service.
[+ implies a significant adverse impact

LTR 001 80 A|LTR 029 93 A
LTR 000 76 A | LTR 042 106 B
LTR 002 112 B{ LTR 004 81 A
LTR 007 130 B [ LTR 0.05 86 A
intersection 9.9 A

P> > w>

It should be noted that under Scenario Two, the new AWSCs proposed as part of the new
primary school located at 96-18 43rd Avenue would still be incorporated in the analysis. This is
due to the fact that the new primary school and the proposed 1.S. 311 are in close proximity of
each other and regardless of the completion schedule for the new primary school, the proposed
AWSCs would be required to facilitate the safe pedestrian crossings for the proposed LS. 311. -
These proposed project improvements are reflected in the LOS results presented in Table 5-18,

For the streets around the site, capacities at most of the approaches would be sufficient to
accommodate these increases. However, based on the impact criteria discussed carlier, the
proposed project could cause significant adverse impacts at the following intersection
approaches/lane-groups during the two peak hours analyzed:

Signalized Intersections

* The northbound and southbound approaches at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue and
Junction Boulevard during the AM and PM peak periods.

Unsignalized Intersections

¢ The westhound appfoach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and Junction Boulevard during
the AM and PM peak periods;

¢ The westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period'; and

e The eastbound approach at the intersection of 45th Avenue and National Street during the
PM peak period.

! As described in Section B, “Methodology,” for the unsignalized intersection significant impact criteria,
the difference in the westbound delays at this intersection between the No Build and Build conditions
would not be considered a significant adverse impact per CEQR criteria because there are less than 90
vehicles at the westbound approach during the AM peak hour.
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MITIGATION

SCENARIO ONE

As discussed under “Probable Impacis of the Proposed Project,” five of the intersections in the
study area would experience significant traffic impacts in the 2015 Scenario One Build condition
as a result of the project-generated traffic. Table 5-19 summarizes the improvement measures—
consisting of signal timing medifications, approach daylighting (prohibiting parking at the
approach for approximately 100-feet), and installation of new traffic signals—recommended as
part of the proposed project. Please note that all of the improvement measures summarized in
Table 5-19 are subject to review and approval by NYCDOT.

With these improvement measures in place, all of the impacted intersection approaches/lane
groups would operate at the same or at befter service conditions than the No Build conditions.
Tables 5-20 and 5-21 compare the LOS conditions for the No Build, Build, and Build with
Improvement conditions for these intersections. ‘

Table 5-19
Scenario One Recommended Improvements
intersection ] AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Signalized Intersections
rhift 3 seconds of green lime from the  [Shift 2 seconds of green time from the
Roosevelt Avenue/Junction Boulevard|EB/WB phase to the NB/SB phase. EB/WB phase to the NB/SB phase.
Daylight the NB appreach.
43rd AvenuefJunction Boulevard _|Daylight the SB approach. aylight the SB approach.
Unsignalized Intersections
Provide 2 phase signal with the following[Provide 2 phase signal with the following
fiming plan: timing plan:
: . Phase Green Amber Red Phase Green Amber Red
44th Avenue/junction Boulevard EB/WEB 19 3 5 EBIWE 19 3 P
NB/SB 3 3 2 NB/SB 31 3 2
Cycle Length = 60 Seconds Cyele Length = 80 Secands
Provide 3 phase signal with the following{Provide 3 phase signal with the following
timing plan: fiming plan:
Phase Green  Amber Red Phase Green  Amber Red
44th Avenue/Naticnal Street EB/WB 18 3 2 EB/WB 18 3 2
NB/SB 22 3 2 NB/SB 22 3 2
NB 5 3 2 NE 5 3 2
Cycle Length = 60 Seconds Cycle Length = 60 Seconds
Provide 3 phase signal with the following|Provide 3 phase signal with the following
timing plan: timing plan:
Phase Green  Amber Red Phase Green  Amber Red
45th Avenue/National Street EB/MWB 18 3 2 EB/WB 18 3 2
NB/SB 22 3 2 NB/SB 22 3 2
SB 5 3 2 SB 5 3 2
Cycle Length = 60 Seconds Cycle Length = 60 Seconds
INotes: L = Left Tum, T = Through, R = Right Tumn, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound.
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Table 5-20

2015 Scenario One No Build, Build, and Build with Improvements Conditions
Level of Service Analysis — Signalized Intersections

| 2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 Buitd with Improvements
Intersectionff. Lane vic Delay Lane vic Delay Lane viC Delay
| Approach | Group | Ratio | (spv) JLOS| Group | Ratio | (spv) LOS|| Group Ratio | (spv} L0S
AM Peak Hour
Roosevelt Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastboundy LTR 0.75 27.1 C LTR 0.78 284 C LTR 0.82 33.3 C
Westbound LTR 0.63 21.8 c LTR 0.63 219 C LTR 0.67 24.9 C
Morthbound LTR 1.03 929 F LTR 1.16 135.1 F pH LTR 1.04 93.0 F
Southbound] LTR 1.14 1238 F LTR 1.17 1354 F p LTR 1.08 99.1 F
Intersection 85.7 E Intersection 78.3 E intersection 61.7 E
43rd Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Westboundd LTR 0.69 26.6 C LTR 0.70 26.9 C LTR 0.70 26.9 c
Northbound LTR 0.78 213 C LTR 0.86 277 C LTR 0.86 277 C
Southbouncg  "LTR 1.00 48,2 D LTR 1.14 96.0 FH LIR 0.97 41.5 D
Intersection 34.7 C Intersectioh 57.5 E Intersection 33.6 C
PM Peak Hour
Roosevelt Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 0.85 354 C LTR 0.87 372 D LTR 0.91 436 D
Westbound LTR 0.68 24.3 c LTR 0.69 244 C LTR 0.71 26.8 c
Northboundf LTR 1.08 1084 F LTR 1.21 1570 F | LTR 0.95 69.4 E
Southbound]  LTR 1.10 1009 F LTR 1.13 1188 F i LTR 1.07 96.3 F
Intersection 67.5 E Intersection 81.2 F Intersection 59.3 E
[43rd AvenuefJunction Boulevard
Westhoun LTR 0.75 20.6 C LTR 0.76 300 C [ LTR 0.76 30.0 c
Northboun LTR 0.86 26.8 c LTR 0.94 36.9 D LTR 0.94 36.9 D
Southboun LTR 1.00 51.6 D LTR 1.12 87.9 F i LTIR 0.95 37.8 D
Intersection 377 ] Intersection 56.4 E Intersection 35.8 D
Notes: L: Left Tum; T: Through; R: Right Tumn; LOS: Level of Service.
H+ imglies a significant adverse impact
Table 5-21

2015 Seenario One No Build, Build, and Build with Improvements Conditions
Level of Service Analysis — Unsignalized Intersections

| 2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 Build with Improvements
Intersectionf] Lane ViC Delay Lane vic Delay Lane vic Delay
Approach | Group | Ratio | (spv) |LOS| Group | Ratio | (spv} LOS|] Group | Ratio | (spv) |LOS
AM Peak Hour
[ 44th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Signalized .
Westboun LTR 2.09 5983 F LTR 338 11950 F B LIR 0.47 19.4 B
Northboun: LT 0.05 9.7 A LT 0.05 a7 A T 0.52 11.8 B
Southbound TR 0.69 16.0 B
Intersection 14.9 B
[44th Avenue/National Street '
Signalized
Westboun LTR 0.59 56.8 F LTR 0.88 1287 F LTR 0.20 16.86 B
Northbound| LT 0.07 118 B LT 0.12 14.0 B LT 0.40 9.6 A
Southbound TR 0.80 28.7 C
Intersection 19.7 B
l45th Avenue/National Street
Signalized
Eastboun LTR 0.62 51.9 F LTR 0.83 96.6 FMH LR 0.25 171 B
Northboun TR 0.67 220 C
Southbound LT 0.01 84 A LT 0.02 8.5 A LT 0.37 9.1 A
Intersection 15.6 B
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Table 5-21 (cont’d)
2015 Scenario One No Build, Build, and Build with Improvements Conditions
Level of Service Analysis — Unsignalized Intersections

2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 Build with Improvements
intersection] Lane vic Delay ‘| Lane VvIiC Delay Lane viC Delay
Approach | Group | Ratio | {spv) LOS| Group Ratio | (spv) LOS|| Group | Ratio | (spv) 1OS|
PM Peak Hour
l44th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Signalized
Westboun LTR 446 1676.0 F LTR 6.00 23810 F ¢ LTR 0.74 27.9 Cc
Narthboun LT 0.09 2.9 A LT 0.09 2.9 A LT 0.60 131 B
Southboun TR 0.69 i5.9 B
Intersection i7.9 B
44th AvenuefNational Street
Signalized
Westhoun LTR 1.05 186.3 F LTR 1.52 3572 F R LTR 0.33 184 B
MNorthboun LT 0.09 11.5 B LT 0.13 14.0 B LT 0.52 11.2 B
Southbouny TR 0.73 24.9 C
Intersection 17.6 B
145th Avenue/National Street
Signalized
Eastbound] LTR 0.87 99.7 F LTR 1.18 2056 F |+ LTR 0.30 17.9 B
Northboun TR 0.85 324 C
Southboun LTR 0.04 8.8 A LTR 0.04 8.8 A LT 0.42 2.8 A
Intersection 216 C

INotes: L: Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Tum; £OS: Level of Service.
4+ implies a significant adverse impact
1} Intersection not impacted during the AM peak hour but analysis was conducted to incorporate permanent geometric/signal phasing

khanges proposed as improvement measures in the PM Eeak hours.

SCENARIO TWO

As discussed under “Probable Impacts of the Proposed Project,” four of the intersections in the
study arca would experience significant traffic impacts in the 2015 Scenario Two Build
condition as a result of the project-generated traffic. Table 5-22 summarizes the improvement
measures—consisting of signal timing modifications and installation of new traffic signals—
recommended as part of the proposed project. Pleasc note that all of the improvement measures
summarized in Table 5-22 are subject to review and approval by NYCDOT.

With these improvement measures in place, all of the impacted intersection approaches/lane
groups would operate at the same or at better service conditions than the No Build conditions.
Tables 5-23 and 5-24 compare the LOS conditions for the No Build, Build, and Build with
Improvement conditions for these intersections.
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Table 5-22

Scenario Two Recommended Improvements

Intersection |

AM Peak Hour

| PM Peak Hour

Signalized Intersections

Roosevelt AvenuefJunction Boulevard

Shift 3 seconds of green time from the
EB/WB phase to the NB/SB phase.

IShift 3 seconds of green time from the
EB/WB phase fo the NB/SB phase.

Unsignalized Intersections

44th Avenue/Junction Boulevard

Phase
EBMWB
NB/SB

timing plan:

Green Amber
19 3
3 3

Provide 2 phase signal with the following|Provide 2 phase signal with the following]

Red
2
2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

timing plan:
Phase Green Amber Red
EB/WB 19 3 2
NB/SB 31 3 2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

44th Avenue/National Street

Phase

EB/WB

NB/SB
NB

timing plan:
Green Amber
18 3
22 3
5 3

Provide 3 phase signal with the followingPravide 3 phase signal with the following

Red
2
2
2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

timing plan:
Phase Green Amber Red
EBWB 18 3 2
NB/SB 22 3 2
NB 5 3 2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

451h Avenue/National Street

Phase

EBMWB

NB/SB
sB

timing plan:
Green  Amber
18 3
22 3
5 3

Provide 3 phase signal with the following|Provide 3 phase signal with the following

Red
2
2
2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

fiming plan:
Phase Green  Amber Red
EB/WB 18 3 2
NB/SB 22 3 2
SB 5 3 2

Cycle Length = 60 Seconds

Notes: L = Left Tum, T = Through, R = Ri

ht Tumn, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound.

Table 5-23

2015 Scenario Two No Build, Build, and Build with Improvements Conditions
Level of Service Analysis — Signalized Intersections

i 2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 Build with Improvements
Intersection]|] Lane viC Delay Lane vic Delay Lane viC Delay
Approach | Group | Ratio | (spv) LOS| Group | Ratio | (spv} HLOS| | Group | Ratio | (spv) JLOS|
AM Peak Hour
Roosevelt AvenuelJunction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 0.73 25.7 C LTR 0.75 26.8 c LTR 0.79 31 C
Westboundl LTR 0.63 218 c LTR 0.63 219 C LTR 0.66 24.8 c
Northbound LTR 0.89 60.2 E LTR 0.99 81.0 E MW LTR 0.90 58.9 E
Southbound} LTR 1.10 1078 F LTR 1.13 1194 F M LTR 1.04 86.2 F
Intersection 53.9 D Intersection 61.8 E Intersection 50.2 D
PM Peak Hour
Roosevelt AvenuelJunction Boulevard
Eastbound] LTR 0.83 333 C LTR 0.85 35.0 C LTR 0.90 43.9 D
Westbound LTR 0.68 242 C LTR 0.68 24.3 C LTR 0.72 281 C
Northbound LTR 0.9 64.8 E LTR 1.03 93.5 FrH LTR 0.93 65.6 E
Southbound]  LTR 1.07 98.6 F LTR 1.09 1062 F ¢ LTR 1.01 78.7 E
Intersection 54.7 D Intersection 63.2 E Intersection 53.7 D
Notes: L: Left Tum; T: Through; R: Right Tum; LOS: Level of Service.
+implies a signiﬁcant adverse mpact
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Table 5-24

2015 Scenario Two No Build, Build, and Build with Improvements Conditions
Level of Service Analysis — Unsignalized Intersections

| 2015 No Build 2015 Build 2015 Build with Improvements
|Intersectionf] Lane vic Delay Lane vIiC Delay Lane viC Delay
Approach | Group | Ratio | (spv) LOS| Group | Ratic {spv) LOS|| Group | Ratio | (spv) LOS
AM Peak Hour
44th Avenue/Junction Boulevard
Signalized
Westbound] LTR 0.62 57.5 F LTR 1.04 1505 F ¥ LIR 0.23 16.0 B
Northboun LT 0.05 9.6 A LT 0.05 9.7 A LT 0.49 11.1 B
Southhound TR 0.69 16.0 B
Intersection 140 B
[14th Avenue/National Street
Signalized
Westbound] LTR 0.31 23.1 C LTR 0.41 31.8 D LTR 0.20 18.5 B
Narthboun LT 0.03 85 A LT 0.04 9.5 A LT 0.34 89 A
Southbound TR 0.70 23.1 C
Intersection 16.6 B
45th Avenue/National Street ™
Signalized
Eastbound] LTR 0.33 213 C LTR 0.42 285 D LTR 0.22 16.7 B
Norihboun TR 0.64 21.2 c
Southbound LT 0.01 8.4 A LT 0.01 8.4 A LT 0.37 2.1 A
Intersection 15.1 B
PM Peak Hour
44th AvenuelJunction Boulevard
Signalized
Westbound] LTR 1.40 2053 F LTR 223 6574 F |{{ LTR 0.38 17.8 8
Northbound LT 0.09 9.8 A LT 0.09 9.9 A LT 0.58 127 B
Southboun TR 0.68 15.9 B
Interseclion 14.9 B
l44th Avenue/National Street
Signalized
Westboundf LTR 0.55 348 D LTR 0.72 605 F ¥ LTR 0.32 18.2 B
Northboun LT 0.04 8.5 A LT 0.06 9.5 A LT 0.46 10.3 B
Southboun TR 0.64 21.2 C
Intersection 15.7 B
45th Avenue/National Street
Signalized
Eastbound] LTR 0.46 293 D LTR 0.59 438 E R LTR 0.27 17.4 8
Narthboun TR 0.83 307 C
Southbound] LTR 0.04 838 A LTR 0.04 8.8 A LT 0.41 9.7 A
o Intersection 20.6 C
Notes: L. Left Turn; T: Through; R: Right Tum; LOS: Level of Service.
+ implies a significant adverse impact
1) Intersection not impacted during the AM peak hour but analysls was conducted to incorporate permanent geometric/signal phasing
changes Erogosed as improverment measures in the PM peak hour.

D. TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Mass transit options serving the project site and surrounding area are shown in Figure 5-14. The
project site is located in an area served by Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street-Corona Plaza
stations (No. 7 subway line) and the Q23, Q58, and Q72 bus routes. A description of each of
these transit modes that would be affected by trips associated with the proposed project is

provided below.
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SUBWAY SERVICE

The project site is served by Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street-Corona Plaza stations (No. 7
subway line) which are operated by New York City Transit (NYCT). The No. 7 train operates
between Times Square-42nd Street in Manhattan and Flushing-Main Street in Queens.

Based on the travel demand estimates, it was determined that approximately 19 project-
generated of the subway trips during each of the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods will be
spread across several station elements at the Junction Boulevard and 103rd Sireet-Corona Plaza
Stations. ‘

As specified by the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, if the proposed project is considered
- unlikely to create any noticeable constraints on any subway station elements or to produce a
significant transit impact, a quantitative analysis is not required. Consequently, the proposed
project is not expected to create any operational constraints on transit.

BUS SERVICE

Based on the travel demand estimates and the availability of Q23, Q58, and Q72 bus routes near
the project site, it was determined that no individual bus route would experience 50 or more peak
hour bus trips in one direction—the CEQR recommended threshold for undertaking quantified
bus analysis. Consequently, it is expected that the project would not create a noticeable
constraint on bus capacity; therefore, a quantitative bus analysis is not warranted.

Table 5-25 provides a summary of the NYCT local bus routes, which provide regular service to
the study area, and their weekday frequencies of operation. All of these routes use standard
buses with a guideline capacity of 54 to 55 passengers per bus.

Table 5-25
NYCT Local Bus Routes Serving The Study Area

Freq. of Bus Service
Bus {Headway in Minutes}
Route Start Point End Point Routing AM - PM
Q23 Forest Hills East Elmhurst 108th Street 8 G
Q58 Flushing Ridgewood Corona Avenue 12 2]
Q72 Rego Park La Guardia Airport Junction Blvd 6 4

Source: MTA NYCT, Queens Bus Timetable (2009/2010).

E. PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

Existing pedestrian levels are based on field surveys conducted in January and November 2010
during the hours of 7:30 to 9:30 AM and 2:00 to 4:00 PM. The intersection of 43rd Avenue and
07th Place was included in order to be consistent with the study area identified for the potential
new school located at 96-18 43rd Avenue. Pedestrian counts for this additional location were
conducted in November 2010 for three weekdays. Furthermore, two additional days of
pedestrian counts were conducted at the intersections of 43rd Avenue at National Street and
Junction Boulevard in November 2010 to update the pedestrian data at these locations, in
accordance with the criteria identified in the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual.
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PEDESTRIAN STUDY AREA

Pedestrian trip assignments were developed by distributing person trips generated by the proposed
project to surrounding pedestrian facilities, including sidewalks, crosswalks, and corner reservoirs
that would be most affected by new trips. Transit riders were assigned to the nearby subway
stations/stairways and available bus stops. As shown in Figures 5-15 and 5-16, pedestrian
activities resulting from the proposed project are expected to concentrate along 43rd Avenue and
A4th Avenue as well as the connecting sidewalks and crosswalks on Junction Boulevard, 97th
Place, and National Street. Since this level of pedestrian activity is above the 200 peak-hour
pedestrian trips/element threshold identified in the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, detailed
pedestrian analyses were conducted for the following pedestrian elements as shown in Figure 5-17.

Sidewalk Analysis Locations

s FEast sidewalk along Junction Boulevard between 43rd Avenue and 44th Avenue;
e South sidewalk along 43rd Avenue between 95th Street and Junction Boulevard;
e South sidewalk along 43rd Avenue between Junction Boulevard and 97th Place;

e North sidewalk (east segment) along 44th Avenue between Junction Boulevard and 97th
Place;

e North sidewalk (west segment) along 44th Avenue between Junction Boulevard and 97th
Place;

e North sidewalk (west segment) along 44th Avenue between 97th Place and National Strect;
e North sidewalk (center segment) along 44th Avenue between 97th Place and National Street;
e North sidewalk (east segment) along 44th Avenue between 97th Place and National Street;

e  West sidewalk along 97th Place between 43rd Avenue and 44th Avenue;

o South sidewalk along 43rd Avenue between 99th Street and National Street;

e South sidewalk along 43rd Avenue between National Street and 102nd Street; and

e West sidewalk along National Street between 43rd Avenue and 44th Avenue.

Crosswalk Analysis Locations

o South crosswalk of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue; and
e South crosswalk of National Street and 43rd Avenue.

Corner Reservoir Analysis Locations

s Northwest corner of 43rd Avenue and National Street; and
s Southwest corner of 43rd Avenue and National Street.

ANALYSIS RESULTS

Street Level Pedestrian Operations

As described above, the study area sidewalks, cotner reservoirs, and crosswalks were assessed
for the AM and PM peak periods. Existing peak 15-minute volumes were developed for 16
pedestrian elements closest to the project sitc where the most pedestrian trips are anticipated. As
shown in Tables 5-26 to 5-28, all sidewalks, crosswalks, and corner reservoir analysis locations
operate at acceptable levels (minimum 24 SFP for crosswalks and corners, maximum 6 PMF
platoon flows for sidewalks) during the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods.
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Table 5-26

2010 Existing Conditions: Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF LOS
AM Peak Period
Junction Bivd between 43rd Avenue and
44th Avenle East 6.5 109 1.1 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Streetand -
Junction Bivd South 8.5 38 0.3 A
43rd Avenue between Junction Bivd and
97th Place South 9.5 24 0.2 A
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North {east
97th Place segment) 25 7 0.2 A
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (west 25 7 0.2 A
97th Place segment) ' "
44th Avenue beiween 97th Place and | North (west 238 g 0.2 A
National Street sagment) i "
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North {center a3 9 0.2 A
National Street segment) ‘ '
441h Avenue between 97th Place and North (east 2.0 9 0.3 A
National Street segment) ) :
97th Place between 43rd Avenue and
441h Avenue West 11.0 i5 0.1 A
43rd Avenue between 99th Street and
National Street South 6.3 i 0.9 B
43rd Avenue between National Street
and 102nd Street South 85 23 0.2 A
National Street between 43rd Avenue
and 44th Avenue West 10.5 95 0.6
PM Peak Period
Junction Blvd between 43rd Avenue and
441h Avenue East 6.5 78 0.8 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Street and
Junction Blvd South 8.5 7 0.3 A
43rd Avenue between Junction Blvd and
971h Plage South 9.5 50 0.4 A
44th Avenue between Juncfion Bivd and | North (east 25 5 0.1 A
g7th Place segment) ’ )
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (west 25 5 0.1 A
g7th Place segment) ) ;
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (west 28 & 0.1 A
National Street segment) i :
441h Avenue between 97th Place and | North (center 33 6 0.1 A
National Street segment) i :
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (east 2.0 6 0.2 A
National Street segment} - - i
97th Place between 43rd Avenue and | -
441h Avenue Woest 11.0 9 01 A
431d Avenue between 99th Street and
National Street South 6.3 52 0.6 B
43rd Avenue between National Street
and 102nd Strest South 8.5 29 0.2 A
National Street between 43rd Avenue
and 44th Avenue West 10.5 71 0.5 A

Note: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot
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Table 5-27
2010 Existing Conditions: Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Corner Reservoirs
AM Peak Period PM Peak Period
Locations Corner SFP L0S SFP LOS
. Southwest 175.8 A 185.0 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue HNorthwesl 390.4 e 2746 A
Note: SFP = square feel per pedestrian
Table 5-28

2010 Existing Conditions: Pedestrian Crosswalk 1.OS Analysis

Street | Crosswalk |_Conditions with conflicting vehicles
Width Width AM PM
Location Crosswalk | (feet {feet) SFP LOS SFP LOS
Junetion Blvd and 43rd Avenue South 51.5 12.0 128.1 A 183.2 A
MNational Street and 43rd Avenue South 59.5 10.0 256.7 A 187.6 A

|Note: SFP = square feet per pedesirian

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Consistent with the traffic analyses discussed above, two separate No Build scenarios were
assessed—one assuming the new school at 96-18 43rd Avenue is constructed by the proposed
project’s 2015 Build year, and the other assuming the school is constructed later. Scenario One,
which assumes the new school at 96-18 43rd Avenue would be constructed by 2015, would include
the pedestrian trips anticipated to be generated by the new school in the No Build analysis. Scenario
Two, which assumes the new school at 96-18 43rd Avenue would be constructed later, would not
include the pedestrian trips anticipated to be generated by the new school in the No Build analysis.

SCENARIO ONE ANALYSIS RESULTS

Street Level Pedestrian Operations

The 2015 Scenario One No Build peak period volume projections were applied to the pedestrian
analysis networks described previously. As shown in Tables 5.29 to 5-31, all sidewalks,
crosswalks, and corner reservoir analysis locations would continue to operate at acceptable
levels (minimum 24 SFP for crosswalks and corners, maximum 6 PMF platoon flows for
sidewalks) during both the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods.
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Table 5-29
2015 Scenario One No Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Piatoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF LOS
AM Peak Pariod
Junction Blvd zimf\?rg n4uSerd Avenue and East 6.5 179 18 B
43rd A\.'enue‘J EﬁtcﬁgﬁnB?vsc:h Street and South 8.5 164 13 B
43rd Avenue bgt;':s?;;;cincﬁon Blvd and South 0.5 124 0.8 B
44th Avenue b%t;\;ﬁ;} éJchlction Bivd and Nscgghm(:ri‘)st 14 105 10 B
44th Avenue b%t;\;ﬁ‘g: : cL:ancuon Bivd and N;rg;'(;vne{)st 25 169 45 c
44th Avenug ;)l?;\:zlegtgg? Place and Nsc;rg:n(;ﬁ;st 28 108 25 B
44th Avenuﬁg?;\:ae[egtgf:? Place and Nc;;tg n(}c::ger 3.3 106 21 8
44th Avenu::t?;:r:iegt?:et:l Place and I\{l‘:;ré%(:;?t 20 106 35 c
97th Place b:av:r?eAr‘lf :r?;i Avenue and West 9.7 422 29 B
43rd Avenu; :g;\::;agt?sel? Street and South 6.3 258 97 B
43rd Avengﬁdb;aggﬁgnslt\lrgg?nal Stireet South 85 151 12 B
National Sgﬁgtz; Z?E?f\?:nﬁgrd Avenue West 105 o7 0.6 B
PM Peak Period
Junction Blvd Efmiig :L?éd Avenue and East 6.5 147 15 B
43rd AvenueJEﬁEv;ggnB?‘?éh Street and South 85 162 13 B
43rd Avenue bst;\;r??::} E;Jct.:-:{'lcﬁcm Blvd and South 95 151 11 B
44th Avenue b;t;«{ﬁ%': ;;:thon Bivd and li%r;?'n(:rift 14 294 1.9 B
44th Avenue b%t%n{ﬁ%} ;églctmn Bivd and N:er;l;.'(;ﬁ)st 25 167 45 ¢
44th A\renurc?J 2{?;:;.3;152;? Place and N:erg:n(;'%st 28 103 25 B
44th Avenuz :{%x::legt?e?g{l Place and Nz:; rch;enrger 33 103 2.1 B
44th A\a'enulf.\el ;l?;\:;egti?:? Place and strgsn(:lﬁt 2.0 103 3.4 G
g7th Place bzgttv;il:r ;1[:13[:2 Avenue and West 97 418 20 B
43rd Avenue be_ztween 99th Street and South 63 999 23 B
National Street.
43rd Aven;lr?db?(t)v;re]gns ?rztel:tmal Street South 8.5 157 12 B
National S;rre“si.t4 l‘):htw:\?;nﬁzrd Avenue West 10.5 73 0.5 A

[Note: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot
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Table 5-30

2015 Scenario One No Buﬂd Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Corner Reservoirs

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period
Locations Corner SFP LOS SFP LOS
. Southwest 76.8 A 727 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue Northwest 1917 A 172.5 A
Note: SEP = square feel per pedestrian
Table 5-31

2015 Scenario One No Build Conditions:
Pedestrian Crosswalk LOS Analysis

Street | Crosswalk | Conditions with conflicting vehicles
Width Width AM PM
Location Crosswalk | (feet) {feet) SFP LOS SFP LOS
Junction Bivd and 43rd Avenue South 51.5 12.0 33.1 C 357 C
Naticnal Street and 43rd Avenue South 59.5 10.0 41.3 B 39.5 C

Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian

SCENARIO TWO ANALYSIS RESULTS

Street Level Pedestrian Operations

The 2015 Scenario Two No Build peak period volume projections were applied to the pedestrian

analysis networks described previously. As shown in Tables 3-32 to 5-34, all sidewalks,
crosswalks, and corner reservoir analysis locations would continue to operate at acceptable
levels (minimum 24 SFP for crosswalks and comers, maximum 6 PMF platoon flows for
sidewalks) during both the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods.

Table 5-32
2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions:

Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF | LOS
AM Peak Period
Junction Blvd between 43rd Avenue and
A4th Avenue East 6.5 112 1.1 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Street and
lunction Blvd South 8.5 39 0.3 A
43rd Avenue between Junction Blvd and
a7th Place South 9.5 24 0.2 A
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (east
07th Place segment) 25 7 0.2 A
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (west 25 7 0.2 A
97th Place segment} ’ i
44th Avenue between 971h Place and | North (west 58 9 0.2 A
National Street segment) i )
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (center 3.3 9 0.2 A
National Street segment) ) :
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | Morih (east 20 g 0.3 A
National Street segment} ) .
07th Place between 43rd Avenue and
441h Avenue West 11.0 15 0.1 A
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Table 5-32 (cont’d)

2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions:
Pedestrian L.OS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF | LOS
AM Peak Period
43rd Avenue between 99th Street and
National Street South 5.3 90 1.0 B
43rd Avenue between National Street
and 102nd Street South 8.5 23 0.2 A
National Street between 43rd Avenue
and 44th Avenue Woest 10.5 97 06 B
PM Peak Period
Junction BElvd between 43rd Avenue and
A4th Avenue East 8.5 80 0.8 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Street and
Junction Bivd South 8.5 37 0.3 A
43rd Avenue between Junction Blvd and
97th Place South 9.5 51 0.4 A
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North {east 25 5 0.1 A
97th Place segment) i )
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North {west 25 5 0.1 A
97th Place segment) i )
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North {(west 28 G 0.1 A
National Street segment) . '
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (center 33 G 0.1 A
National Street segment) i )
44th Avenue between 97th Place and North {east 20 g 0.2 A
National Street segment) i ’
97th Place between 43rd Avenue and
44th Avenue West 11.0 9 0.4 A
43rd Avenue between 99th Street and
National Street South 6.3 54 0.6 B
43rd Avenue between National Street .
and 102nd Strest South 8.5 29 0.2 A
National Street between 43rd Avenue
and 44th Avenue West 10.5 73 0.5 A
[Note: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot
Table 5-33

2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions:
Pedestrian 1.OS Analysis for Corner Reservoirs

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period
Locations Corner SFP LOS SFP LOS
. Southwest 172.1 A 178.0 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue Norlhwest 3338 2 267.0 ry
Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian
Table 5-34

2015 Scenario Two No Build Conditions:
Pedestrian Crosswalk LOS Analysis

Street | Crosswalk | Conditions with conflicting vehicles
Width Width AM PM
Location Crosswalk 1 (feet) {feet) SFP LOS SFP LOS
Junction Blvd and 43rd Avenue South 51.5 12.0 126.5 A 177.7 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue South 59.5 10.0 256.7 A 179.4 A
Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian
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PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The future with the proposed project would result in increased pedestrian trips as compared to
the two No Build conditions. This section describes the projected travel patterns of the site-
related trips and assesses their potential impacts on nearby transit and pedestrian facilities.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

Pedestrians will primarily access the project site along 43rd Avenue between 97th Place and
National Street. The following assumptions were used to assign auto, taxi, school bus, transit,
and walk-only trips to the project site.

s Majority of auto drop-offs/pick-ups, faculty auto, and taxi trips were assumed to occur on
43rd Avenue between Junction Boulevard and National Street near the school’s secondary
entrance while the remaining trips were assumed to occur at the main entrance on 44th
Avenue between 97th Place and National Street.

¢ School bus drop-offs/pick-ups were assumed to occur on 44th Avenue between 97th Place
and National Street at the school’s main entrance.

e The assignment of the subway trips is based on the available routes within the study area and
transfer opportunities within the New York City subway system. In total, 19 project-
generated subway trips were projected during each of the AM and PM peak 15-minute
periods and were assigned to the Junction Boulevard and 103rd Street-Corona Plaza stations
(No. 7 subway line).

e As with the subway person trips, bus person trips would be distributed to the three bus
routes available in the study area. In total, 16 project-gencrated bus trips were estimated
during each of the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods, with the Q23, Q58, and Q72 bus
routes expected to absorb the highest share of the total project-generated bus trips. The
assignment of bus person trips began with designating specific bus stops at which users
would access the nearby bus routes, then tracing these trips through logical walking routes to
the project site.

s  While all trips would require a walking component that connects the origins and destinations
with their respective mode of transportation, a portion of the trips are made only by walking.
These trips were estimated to be 345 total walk only project-generated trips during each of
the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods. The area’s pedestrian network and nearby
populated neighborhoods were accounted for in the assignment of these trips.

SCENARIO ONE ANALYSIS RESULTS

Pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in increased volumes at the
analysis locations. The analysis conducted for the 2015 Scenario One Build condition accounts
for the distribution of project-generated irips overlaid onto the 2015 Scenario One No Build trips
on the network’s sidewalks, comer reservoirs, and crosswalks. Tables 5-35 to 5-37 present the
future Build operating conditions for the analysis elements. All the crosswalks, comer reservoirs,
and sidewalks would continue to operate at acceptable levels (minimum 24 SFP for crosswalks and
comers, maximum 6 PMF platoon flows for sidewalks) during both the AM and PM peak 15-minute
periods. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts
under the 2015 Scenario One Build condition.
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Table 5-35

2015 Scenario One Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF LOS
AM Peak Period .
Junction Blvd Eztrv:lii: ::éd Avenue and East 6.5 179 18 B
43rd Avenuedﬁﬁtgziﬁnsslaf? Sireet and South 8.5 208 16 B
43rd Avenue bgt;:'ﬁ?jr: aJﬁl:encticn Blvd and South 95 210 15 B
44th Avenue bgt;ﬂtgeg} aJctgmtlon Blvd and I\lst:‘r;i:nge;?! 14 499 20 B
44th Avenue b%t':'ﬂu??:ﬂ ;cl:anc“on Blvd and Nsc;rg:n(;ﬁ)st 25 202 5.4 c
44th A\.renU;:1 ;?;\gaelegti?é? Place and Nsir;%(:ﬁ)ﬂ 28 139 33 c
44th Avenu; :t?ohrrglegt?eﬁ? Place and Nc;gg n(qc;erﬂt)er 33 203 45 c
44th Avenu::t?ot\:glegti'fg? Place and Nsc;réhm(;?sl 20 143 48 c
97th Place bmil;l’ :{?Eg Avenue and West 0.7 422 29 B
43rd AvenueN gggﬁae;agtfeﬂ: Street and South 6.3 485 X c
43rd Aven:gdbfct;;ﬁgnsll\lrzgct)nal Street South 8.5 199 16 B
Naticnal S;lr:;egt4 E?htw:\?;nﬁgrd Avenue West 105 o7 06 B
PM Peak Period
Junction Blvd E:thrfiig :L?(;d Avenue and East 6.5 147 15 B
43rd AvenueJ Eﬁtg;gﬁnB?vs‘;h Street and South 85 206‘ 15 B
43rd Avenue bgt;{re]?:r: éjct:anclion Blvd and South 95 237 17 B .
44th Avenue bgt;vﬂ?e]:i: ;:;chon Blvd and '\ls(;rgr\nfri?t 14 497 20 B
44th Avenue bgt;vuf?:: é;J(;Jencuon Blvd and N;eréhm(;ﬁ)st 25 200 53 c
44th A\fenuﬁl :ﬁect,\:;egt?:et? Place and N:er;hm(;%st 28 136 3.2 c
44th Awenurt‘a‘I ;?;\:;egtgfetrl Place and N(;rég é(;er:‘tt)er 33 220 44 c
44th Avenug:t?;\::‘egtzg Place and N;;r;l;q(:liit 20 140 47 c
97th Place bjz.:'r?ir\ll :g;g Avenu§ and West 07 416 29 B
43rd Avenu§ :t?é\::;agt&raesg? Street and South 63 449 4.8 c
43rd Aven:gd%gﬁgnsﬁig?nal Street South 8.5 205 16 B
National S:irr?gltl tﬁhmf‘t’a;nﬁgrd Avenue West 10,5 73 0.5 A

[Note: PMF = pedestrians per minute per fool
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Table 5-36

2015 Scenario One Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Corner Reservoirs

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period
Locations Corner SFP LOS SFP LOS
. Southwest 63.1 A 56.4 B
National Street and 43rd Avenue Northwest 158.0 A 1467 A
Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian
Table 5-37
2015 Scenario One Build Conditions:
Pedestrian Crosswalk LOS Analysis
Street | Crosswalk | Conditions with conflicting vehicles
Width Width AM PM
l.ocation Crosswalk | (feet) (feet) SFP LOS SFP LOS
Junction Blvd and 43rd Avenue South 51.5 12.0 25.7 C 27.0 C
National Street and 43rd Avenue South 58.5 10.0 30.9 C 31.0 C

Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian

SCENARIO TWO ANALYSIS RESULTS

Pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in increased volumes at the
analysis locations. The analysis conducted for the 2015 Scenario Two Build condition accounts
for the distribution of project-generated trips overlaid onto the 2015 Scenario Two No Build
trips on the network’s sidewalks, corner reservoirs, and crosswalks. Tables 5-38 to 5-40 present
the future Build operating condition for the analysis elements. All sidewalks, crosswalks, and
corner reservoir analysis locations would continue to operate at acceptable levels (minimum 24 SFP
for crosswalks and comers, maximum 6 PMF platoon flows for sidewalks) during both the AM and
PM peak 15-minute periods. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse

pedestrian impacts under the 2015 Scenario Two Build condition.

Table 5-38

2015 Scenario Two Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (ft) Way Volume PMF LOS
AM Peak Period
Junction Blvd between 43rd Avenue and
44th Avenue East 6.5 112 1.1 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Street and
Junction Bivd South 8.5 83 0.7 B
43rd Avenue between Junction Blvd and
07th Place South 9.5 110 0.8 B
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (east
97th Place segment) 25 40 11 &
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North {(west 25 40 11 B
g7th Place segment) i '
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (west 28 42 10 B
National Street segment) ’ i
44th Avenue between 971h Place and | North (center
National Street segment} 33 126 25 B
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (east
National Street segment) 2.0 46 1.5 B
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Table 5-38 (cont’d)
2015 Scenario Two Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LOS Analysis for Sidewalks

Effective | 15 Minute Two- Platoon Flow
Location Sidewalk Width (it) Way Volume PMF LOS
AM Peak Period {cont’'d)
97th Place between 43rd Avenue and
441h Avenue West 11.0 15 .1 A
43rd Avenue hetween 98th Street and .
National Street South 6.3 317 34 C
43rd Avenue between National Street
and 102nd Street South 8.5 7 0.6 B
National Street between 43rd Avenue
and 44th Avenue West 10.5 97 0.6 B
PM Peak Period
Junction Bivd between 43rd Avenue and
44th Avenue East 6.5 80 0.8 B
43rd Avenue between 95th Street and
Junction Sivd South 8.5 81 0.6 B
43rd Avenue between Junction Blvd and
O7th Place South 9.5 137 1.0 B
44th Avenue between Junction Bivd and | North (east
§7th Place segment) 25 38 10 B
44th Avenue between Junction Blvd and | North (west
97th Place segment) 25 38 10 B
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North (west
Naticnal Street segment) 28 39 09 B
44th Avenue between 97th Place and | North {center
National Street segment) 3.3 123 29 B
44th Avenue between 97th Place and North {east 20 43 14 B
National Street segment) i )
97th Place between 43rd Avenue and
441h Avenue West 11.0 9 0.1 A
43rd Avenue between 99th Street and :
National Street South 6.3 281 3.0 B
43rd Avenue hetween National Street
and 102nd Street South 85 o 06 B
National Street between 43rd Avenue
" and 44th Avenue West 105 73 0.5 A
Note: PMF = pedestrians per minute per foot
Table 5-39

2015 Scenario Two Build Conditions:
Pedestrian LLOS Analysis for Corner Reservoirs

AM Peak Pericd PM Peak Period

Locations Corner SFP LOS SFP LOS
. Southwest 116.6 A 113.3 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue Northwest 5400 A 210.2 A

Note: SEP = square feet per pedestrian
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Table 5-40
2015 Scenario Two Build Conditions:

Pedestrian Crosswalk LOS Analysis
Street | Crosswalk | Conditions with conflicting vehicles
PM

Location Crosswalk | Width Width AM
i {feet) {feet) SFP LOS SFP LOS
Junction Blvd and 43rd Avenue South 51.5 12.0 60.7 A 72.1 A
National Street and 43rd Avenue South 59.5 10.0 84.7 A 74.2 A

{Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian

F. PARKING

EXISTING CONDITIONS

A survey of off-and on-street parking within a /4-mile radius of the project site was conducted in
April 2010 to assess their capacities and approximate utilization rates. Based on the survey, there
are no off-street public parking facilities located within a “%4-mile radius of the project site. In
terms of on-strect parking, there are approximately 2,067 legal on-street spaces within a Ye-mile
radius of the project site. Out of these, approximately 224 spaces were available during the
morning peak period resulting in an overall utilization rate of 89 percent.

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

SCENARIO ONE

The study area’s overall on-street parking utilization is assumed to experience the same growth
as projected for the traffic conditions in the study area. Accounting for the general background
growth and the demand generated by other No Build projects, the overall on-street parking
utilization rate in the study area in the 2015 Scenario One No Build condition would increase to
approximately 95 percent, with 111 available on-street spaces during the AM period.

SCENARIO TWO

The study area’s overall on-street parking utilization is assumed to experience the same growth
as projected for the traffic conditions in the study area. Accounting for the general background
growth and the demand generated by the No Build project, the overall on-street parking
utilization rate in the study area in the 2015 Scenario Two No Build condition would increase to
approximately 93 percent, with 149 available on-street spaces during the AM period.

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

SCENARIO ONE

The proposed school would not provide any on-site parking spaces and would generate a
demand of approximately 27 parking spaces by faculty/staff commuting by auto. Since the on-
street parking utilization in the study area in the 2015 Scenario One No Build condition is
expected to be 95 percent during the AM peak hour, the parking demand generated by the
proposed project would be accommeodated by the available on-street parking spaces within the
Y-mile radius of the project site. This would result in an overall on-street parking utilization rate
of approximately 96 percent in the % -mile study area in the 2015 Build conditions.

5-36



Chapter 5: Transportaﬁon

Since the on-street parking in the study area would operate with available capacity in the 2015
Build condition, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to the
supply and demand of on-street parking in the study area.

SCENARIO TWO

The proposed school would not provide any on-site parking spaces and would generate a
demand of approximately 27 parking spaces by faculty/staff commuting by auto. Since the on-
street parking utilization in the study area in the 2015 Scenario Two No Build condition is
expected to be 93 percent during the AM peak hour, the parking demand generated by the
proposed project would be accommodated by the available on-street parking spaces within the
Yi-mile radius of the project site. This would result in an overall on-street parking utilization rate
of approximately 94 percent in the % -mile study area in the 2015 Build conditions,

Since the on-street parking in the study area would operate with available capacify in the 2015
Build condition, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to the
supply and demand of on-street parking in the study area.

G. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

Accident data for the study area intersections were compiled from New York State Department
of Transportation (NYSDOT) records for the period between March 31, 2007 and March 31,
2010. The data obtained quantify the total number of reportable accidents (involving fatality,
injury, or more than $1,000 in property damage) during the study period, as well as a yearly
breakdown of pedestrian- and bicycle-related accidents at each location. According to the 2010
CEQR Technical Manual, a high accident location is one where there were 48 or more total
reportable and non-reportable accidents or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury accidents in
any consecutive twelve months of the most recent three-year period for which data are available.

During this period, a total of 97 reportable and non-reportable accidents (including 30 pedestrian-
related accidents) occurred at the study area intersections. Table 5-41 depicts total accident
characteristics by intersection during the study period, as well as a breakdown of pedestrian and
bicycle accidents by year and location. Based on the CEQR criteria, the intersections of Junction
Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue and Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue were identified as high
pedestrian accident locations.

Table 5-42 shows a detailed description of each accident at the intersection of Junction
Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue during the three year period. Based on the detailed description,
nearly half of the pedestrian-related accidents were related to vehicles making left or right
turning movements while pedestrians were crossing with the signal. This failure to yield right-
of-way was specifically listed as a contributing factor in one-third of the six accidents involving
turning vehicles. Of the remaining eight accidents, seven involved vehicles going straight and
one involved a vehicle entering a parked position. With respect to geometric deficiencies that
could potentially cause safety hazards, the intersection of Function Boulevard and Roosevelt
Avenue is signalized and provides three regular crosswalks and one high-visibility (school)
crosswalk. In addition, “School Advance™ signs are posted at all approaches at this intersection.
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Table 5-41
Accident Data
Intersection Study Period Accidents by Year
North-South| East-West ]All Accidents by Year| Total Total Pedestrian Bicycle
Roadway Roadway | 2007 ]2008|2009|2010] Fatalities Injuries]2007{2008} 2009, 2010] 20072008; 2009 2010
[Junction Blvd _[Roosevelt Ave 8 7 9 0 0 20 2 0 7 0 1 3 1 0
Lunction Bivd _¥2nd Avenue 4] 1 0 0 g 1 1] 0 4] 0 0 1] 0 0
unction Blvd 43rd Avenue 1 0 3] 0 0 7 1 0 5 0 1] 0 0 0
Junction Blvd__{44th Avenue 2 2 3 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0
HJunction Bivd__[45th Avenue 1 2 2 0 0 <] 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 Q
JJunction Blvd __M6th Avenue 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1] 0 1 1]
Lunction Biwd__[Alstyne Avenue 0 2 0 1 D 2 o] 0 0 Q 0 o] 0 ]
JJunction Bivd __Corona Avenue 8 5 6 1 ] 13 2 1 2 1 2 4] 0 1]
National Street_[43rd Avenue 1 3 2 o] 4] 6 0 2 2 0 1] 0 Q Q
N ational Street [4th Avenue 2 1 3 1] 0 i1 1 1 Q 0 4] 1] 0 0
National Street |45th Avenue 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i) 0 1] 0 0 0
oth Street A2nd Avenue 1 4 3 0 1] 9 1] o] 0 0 0 i) 1 o]
Eﬁ Street 43rd Avenue 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
7th Street 42nd Avenue 0 3 0 [ 0 3 0 0 1] 0 1] 0 0 4]
[7th Street 13rd Avenue 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
97th Street M4th Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Source: NYSDOT March 31, 2007 to March 31, 2010 accident data.
Bold intersections are high pedestrian accident locations.

With the proposed project, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue would
experience modest increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic. In terms of project generated
activity, the intersection could experience peak-hour volume increases of approximately 38
vehicles during each of the AM and PM peak hours. As for the pedestrian trips, the proposed
project would generate less than 10 pedestrians through this intersection during the two peak
hours.

Based on the review of the accident history at the intersection of Junction Boulevard and
Roosevelt Avenue, no prevailing trends with regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as
the primary causes of recorded accidents. Measures to increase pedesirian safety at this
intersection could include the installation of pedestrian safety signs such as “Turning Vehicles
Yield to Pedestrians” on all approaches, repainting the one existing high-visibility (school)
crosswalk, and replacing the three regular crosswalks with high visibility (school) crosswalks.
With these measures in place, the projected increases in vehicular and pedestrian levels at the
intersection of Junction Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue are not anticipated to exacerbate any
of the current causes of pedestrian-related accidents.

Table 5-42 also shows a detailed description of each accident at the intersection of Junction
Boulevard and 43rd Avenue during the three year period. Based on the detailed description, two
of the pedestrian-related accidents were related to vehicles making left or right turning
movements while pedestrians were crossing with the signal. The failure to yield right-of-way
was specifically listed as a contributing factor in one of the accidents involving turning vehicles.
Of the remaining four accidents, two involved vehicles going straight and two were listed with
causes unknown. With respect to geometric deficiencies that could potentially cause safety
hazards, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue is signalized and provides three
high-visibility (school) crosswalks and one regular crosswalk. In addition, “School Crosswalk”
signs arc posted at all approaches at this intersection.
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Table 5-42
Vehicle — Pedestrian Accident Summary

Accident Class Cause of Accident
Left / Pedestrian
Action of | Action of Right Error! Driver
Intersection | Year | Date [ Time |Injured| Killed Vehicle Pedestrian Turns Confusion | Inattention Other
Entering
9:45 parked Warking in
6/24] PM X position roadway Unknown
Going
2007 9:10 straight— | Crossing with
8191 PM X Wast signal Unknown
Making left Drver
7:25 fum - Crossing with Inexperien
10/7| PM X MNorthwest signak X ce
Gaing Alang
11:35 straight— | Highway with
2110 AM X West Traffic Unknown
Going
2008 8:25 straight = | Crossing with
6/281 AM X South signal Unknown
Going
9:25 straight —
10/4] PM Narth Unknown Unknown
Failure to
Junction 10:50 Making left | Crossing with Yield
B 2i6 | PM X tum - East signal X R.O.W,
oufevard @ -
Roosevelt Going o
Avenue 8:30 straight— | Crossing with
2/23]1 AM X South signal Unknown
Making
6:48 right turn - | Crossing with
33 ] PM X East signal X X X
Going
Straight -
sl NA X West Crossing X
2009 Going Crossing
4:03 Straight ~ against
4/23] PM X West signal Unknown
Making left
11:34 tun~ | Crossing with
8/29] AM X Northeast signal X
Failure to
10:37 Making left | Crossing with yield
10/4} PM X turn — East signal X R.O.W.
Pavement
slippery,
10/2] 9:50 Mzking left | Crossing with Turning
7 PM X turn — East signal X improper
Going
2007 | 10/2] 5:25 straight —
0 | PM X West Crossing Unknown
Making feft Failure fo
9:10 tum~ | Crossing with yield
3261 PM X South signal X R.O.W.
. Going
Boﬂtllg\?:r%n@ 3:00 straight - | Crossing with
43 Averue 4/6 | PM X Southeast signal Unknown
2009 9:35 Making lefi | Crossing with
8/2 | PM X tum = North signal X Unknown
Crossing
7:02 against
1214y PM X Unknown signal Unknown
5:48 Crossing with
12/8]1 PM X Unknown signal Unknown

Source: NYSDOT March 31, 2007 to March 31, 2010 accident data.
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With the proposed project, the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue would
experience moderate increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic. In terms of project generated
activity, the intersection could experience peak-hour volume increases of approximately 67 and
62 vehicles during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. As for the pedestrian trips, the
proposed project would generate less than 150 pedestrians through this intersection during each
of the two peak hours.

Based on the review of the accident history at the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd
Avenue, no prevailing trends with regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as the
primary causes of recorded accidents. Measures to increase pedesirian safety at this intersection
could include the repainting of all three high-visibility (school) crosswalks, painting the one
regular crosswalk with a high visibility crosswalk, and the installation of pedestrian safety signs
such as “Turning Vehicles Yield to Pedestrians” on all the approaches. In addition, it is
anticipated that SCA would coordinate with the relevant agencies regarding school crossing
guards to facilitate pedestrians crossing at this intersection during the school related morning and
afternoon peak periods. With these measures in place, the projected increases in vehicular and
pedestrian levels at the intersection of Junction Boulevard and 43rd Avenue are not anticipated
to exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related accidents.

With the proposed safety improvement measures in place at the two high pedestrian accident
locations discussed above, the proposed project is not expected to result in any significant
adverse pedestrian safety impacts.
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Chapter 6: Air Quality

A. INTRODUCTION

The potential for air quality impacts with the proposed school is examined in this chapter. Air
quality impacts can be either direct or indirect. Direct impacts result from emissions generated
by stationary sources at the project site, such as emissions from on-site fuel combustion for heat
and bot water system. Indirect impacts are those caused by emissions from nearby existing
stationary sources (impacts on the proposed project) or by emissions from on-road vehicle trips
(mobile sources) generated by a project. SCA is currently pursuing plans to develop a new
1,110-seat Primary School (P.S.} at 96-18 43rd Avenue, one block west of the proposed project.
The new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue is currently anticipated to be completed by the proposed
project’s Build Year, 2015. However, in the event that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015,
this environmental analysis considers two analysis scenarios for the future without the proposed
project—Scenario One includes construction of the 1,110-seat P.S. by 2015, and Scenario Two
assumes that the new P.S. is not constructed by 2015. For the assessment of mobile source air
quality impacts Scenario One is analyzed as the worst case scenario, accounting for emissions
from cumulative vehicle trips that would be generated by the two schools. The stationary source
analysis conducted for the proposed school is applicable to both Scenario One and Scenario
Two.

The maximum hourly traffic that would cumulatively be generated by the proposed project and
the proposed school at 96-18 43rd Avenue under Scenario One would exceed the CEQR
Technical Manual carbon monoxide screening threshold of 170 for peak hour trips at nearby
intersections in the study area. The cumulative trips generated under Scenario One would also
exceed the particulate matter emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210
and 311 of the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, a quantified assessment of emissions from
traffic that would cumulatively be generated by the proposed project and the proposed school at
96-18 43rd Avenue was conducted.

The proposed school would include natural-gas-fueled heat and hot water systems. Therefore, a
heat and hot water system screening analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential for air
quality impacts. In addition, a site survey was conducted to identify manufacturing and other
businesses that have the potential to emit pollutants of concern. This chapter also describes the
cxpected use of potentially hazardous materials in the proposed school instruction laboratories
and the procedures and systems that would be employed in the proposed school to ensure the
safety of staff, students and the surrounding community in the event of a chemical spill in one of
the proposed laboratories.

The mobile source analysis conducted shows that there would be no potential for significant
adverse impact on air quality from the vehicle trips cumulatively generated by the proposed
project and the P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue. As the cumulative assessment represents the worst-
case condition, the proposed project generated on its own would also not result in a significant
adverse mobile source impact on air quality. Based on the heat and hot water system screening
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analysis, there would be no potential significant adverse air quality impacts from emissions of
the proposed school’s heat and hot water systems. In addition, there would be no significant
adverse air quality impacts from existing manufacturing district businesses on the proposed
school. Based on the analysis of the laboratory exhaust system, there would be no significant
impacts in the proposed school building or on the surrounding community in the event of a
chemical spill. Therefore, there is no potential for any significant adverse air quality impacts
with the proposed school.

B. POLLUTANTS FOR ANALYSIS

Ambient air quality is affected by air pollutants produced by both motor vehicles and stationary
sources. Emissions from motor vehicles are referred to as mobile source emissions, while
emissions from fixed facilities are referred to as stationary source emissions. Ambient
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) are predominantly influenced. by mobile source .
emissions, Particulate matter (PM), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and nitrogen oxides
(NO and NO,, collectively referred to as NO,) are emitted from both mobile and stationary
sources. Fine PM is also formed when emissions of NO,, sulfur oxides {SQ,), ammonia, organic
compounds, and other gases react or condense in the atmosphere. Emissions of sulfur dioxide
(SO,) are associated mainly with stationary sources, and sources utilizing non-road diesel such
as diesel trains, marine engines, and non-road vehicles (e.g., construction engines). On-road
diesel vehicles currently contribute very little to SO, emissions since the sulfur content of on-
road diesel fuel, which is federally regulated, is extremely low. Ozone is formed in the
atmosphere by complex photochemical processes that inciude NO, and VOCs.

CARBON MONOXIDE

CO, a colorless and odorless gas, is produced in the urban environment primarily by the
incomplete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. In urban areas, approximately 80 to 90
percent of CO emissions are from motor vehicles. Since CO is a reactive gas which does not
persist in the atmosphere, CO concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short distances;
elevated concentrations are usually limited to locations near crowded intersections, heavily
traveled and congested roadways, parking lots, and garages. Consequently, CO concentrations
must be predicted on a local, or microscale, basis. Since the proposed project together with the
proposed school at 96-18 43rd Avenue would result in cumulative peak hour vehicle trips that
would exceed the CEQR Technical Manual screening analysis thresholds for CO under Scenario
1, a quantified assessment of air quality impacts from vehicle CO emissions generated under that
scenario was conducted, '

NITROGEN OXIDES, YOCS, AND OZONE

NO, are of principal concern because of their role, together with VOCs, as precursors in the
formation of ozone. Ozone is formed through a series of reactions that take place in the
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight. Because the reactions are slow, and occur as the
pollutants are advected downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found many miles from
sources of the precursor pollutants. The effects of NO, and VOC emissions from all sources are
therefore generally examined on a regional basis. The contribution of any action or project to
regional emissions of these pollutants would include any added stationary or mobile source
emissions; the change in regional mobile source emissions of these pollutants would be related
to the total vehicle miles traveled added or subtracted on various roadway types throughout the
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New York metropolitan area, which is designated as a moderate nonattainment area for ozone by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The proposed school would not have a significant effect on the overall volume of vehicular
travel in the metropolitan area; therefore, no measurable impact on regional NO, emissions or on
ozone levels is predicted. An analysis of emissions of these pollutants from mobile sources was
therefore not warranted.

In addition to being a precursor to the formation of ozone, NO; (one component of NGO,) is also
a regulated pollutant. Since NO, is mostly formed from the transformation of NO in the
atmosphere, it has mostly been of concern further downwind from large stationary point sources,
and not a local concern from mobile sources. (NOy emissions from fuel combustion consist of
approximately 90 percent NO and 10 percent NO, at the source.) However, with the
promulgation of the 2010 1-hour average standard for NO,, local (i.e., mobile) sources may
become of greater concern for this pollutant. Potential impacts from the proposed school’s heat
and hot water systems were evaluated.

LEAD

Airborne lead emissions are currently associated principally with industrial sources. Effective
January 1, 1996, the Clean Air Act (CAA) batned the sale of the small amount of leaded fuel
that was still available in some parts of the country for use in on-road vehicles, concluding a 25-
year effort to phase out lead in gasoline. Even at locations in the New York City area where
traffic volumes are very high, atmospheric lead concentrations are below the 3-month average
national standard of 0.15 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m®).

No significant sources of lead are associated with the proposed school and, therefore, analysis
was not warranted.

RESPIRABLE PARTICULATE MATTER—PM;, AND PM,

PM is a broad class of air pollutants that includes discrete particles of a wide range of sizes and
chemical compositions, as either liquid droplets (aerosols) or solids suspended in the
atmosphere. The constituents of PM are both numerous and varied, and they are emitted from a
wide variety of sources (both natural and anthropogenic). Natural sources include the condensed
and reacted forms of naturally occurring VOC; salt particles resulting from the evaporation of
sea spray; wind-borne pollen, fungi, molds, algae, yeasts, rusts, bacteria, and material from live
and decaying plant and animal life; particles eroded from beaches, soil, and rock; and particles
emitted from volcanic and geothermal eruptions and from forest fires. Naturally occurring PM is
generally greater than 2.5 micrometers in diameter. Major anthropogenic sources include the
cotnbustion of fossil fuels (e.g., vehicular exhaust, power generation, boilers, engines, and home
heating), chemical and manufacturing processes, all types of construction, agricultural activities,
as well as wood-burning stoves and fireplaces. PM also acts as a substrate for the adsorption
(accumulation of gases, liquids, or solutes on the surface of a solid or liquid) of other pollutants,
often toxic and some likely carcinogenic compounds.

As described below, PM is regulated in two size categories: particles with an aerodynamic
diameter of less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PMz5), and particles with an aerodynamic
diameter of less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM,g, which includes PM, ). PMy s has the
ability to reach the lower regions of the respiratory tract, delivering with it other compounds that
adsorb to the surfaces of the particles, and is also extremely persistent in the atmosphere. PM, s
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is mainly derived from combustion material that has volatilized and then condensed to form
primary PM (often soon after the release from a source exhaust) or from precursor gases reacting
in the atmosphere to form secondary PM.

Diesel-powered vehicles, especially heavy duty trucks and buses, are a significant source of
respirable PM, most of which is PM,s; PM concentrations may, consequently, be locally
elevated near roadways with high volumes of heavy diesel-powered vehicles. Since under
Scenario One the proposed project together with the proposed school at 96-18 43rd Avenue
would result in an increase in PM, s vehicle emissions that would exceed the PM, s emissions
threshold defined in Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311 of the CEQR Technical Manual above
which a detailed analysis of mobile source impacts on air quality is required, a quantified
assessment of air quality impacts from vehicle PM emissions generated under that scenario was
conducted.

SULFUR DIOXIDE

S0, emissions are primarily associated with the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels (oil and
coal). Monitored SO, concentrations in New York City are lower than the national standards.
Due to the federal restrictions on the sulfur content in diesel fuel for on-road vehicles, no
significant quantities are emitted from vehicular sources. Vehicular sources of SO, are not
significant and therefore, an analysis of SO, from mobile sources was not warranted.

The proposed school would include heat and hot water system that would use natural gas. The sulfur
content of natural gas is negligible; therefore, no analysis was performed to estimate the future levels
of SOz.

NONCRITERIA POLLUTANTS

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, noncriteria pollutants are of concemn.
Noneriteria pollutants are emitted by a wide range of man-made and naturally occurring sources.
Emissions of noncriteria pollutants from industries are regulated by EPA. Federal ambient air
quality standards do not exist for noncriteria pollutants; however, the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has issued standards for certain non-
criteria compounds, including beryllium, gaseous fluorides, and hydrogen sulfide. NYSDEC has
also developed guideline concentrations for numerous noncriteria pollutants. The NYSDEC
guidance document DAR-1 (October 2010) contains a compilation of annual and short term (1-
hour) guideline concentrations for these compounds. The NYSDEC guidance thresholds
represent ambient levels that are considered safe for public exposure.

EPA has also developed guidelines for assessing exposure to noncriteria pollutants. These
exposure guidelines are used in health risk assessments to determine the potential effects to the
public.

A site survey was performed to assess whether any existing manufacturing district businesses are
potentially sources of noncriteria pollutant emissions.
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C. AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS, STANDARDS, AND BENCHMARKS

NATIONAL AND STATE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

As required by the CAA, primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) have been established for six major air pollutants: CO, NO,, ozone, respirable PM (both
PM, 5 and PMp), 8O, and lead. The primary standards represent levels that are requisite to protect
the public health, allowing an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are intended to
protect the nation’s welfare, and account for air poliutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials,
vegetation, and other aspects of the environment. The primary and secondary standards are the same
for NO; (annual), ozone, lead, and PM, and there is no secondary standard for CO and the 1-hour
NO; standard. The NAAQS are presented in Table 6-1. The NAAQS for CO, NO,, and SO, have
also been adopted as the ambient air quality standards for New York State, but are defined on a
running 12-month basis rather than for calendar years only. New York State also has standards for
total suspended particulate matter (TSP), settleable particles, non-methane hydrocarbons (NMHC),
and ozone which correspond to federal standards that have since been revoked or replaced, and for
beryllium, fluoride, and hydrogen sulfide (H,S).

EPA has revised the NAAQS for PM, effective December 18, 2006. The revision included
lowering the level of the 24-hour PM, s standard from 65 ug/m’ to 35 pg/m® and retaining the
level of the annual standard at 15 pg/m’. The PM;p 24-hour average standard was retained and
the annual average PM,, standard was revoked.

EPA has also revised the 8-hour ozone standard, lowering it from 0.08 to 0.075 parts per million
(ppm), effective as of May 2008. On January 6, 2010, EPA proposed a change in the 2008 ozone
NAAQS, lowering the primary NAAQS from the current 0.075 ppm level to within the range of
0.060 to 0.070 ppm. EPA is also proposing a sccondary ozone standard, measured as a cumulative
concentration within the range of 7 to 15 ppm-hours aimed mainly at protecting sensitive vegetation.

EPA established a 1-hour average NO, standard of 0.100 ppm, effective April 12, 2010, in
addition to the annual standard. The statistical form is the 3-year average of the 98th percentile
of daily maximum 1-hour average concentration in a year,

EPA established a 1-hour average SO, standard of 0.075 ppm, replacing the current 24-hour and
annual primary standards, cffective August 23, 2010. The statistical form is the 3-year average
of the 99th percentile of the annual disiribution of daily maximum 1-hour concentrations (the 4th
highest daily maximum corresponds approximately to 99th percentile for a year.)

NAAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS AND STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

The CAA, as amended in 1990, defines nonattainment areas (NAA) as geographic regions that
have been designated as not meeting one or more of the NAAQS. When an area is designated as
nonattainment by EPA, the state is required to develop and implement a State Implementation
Plan (SIP), which delincates how a state plans to achieve air quality that meets the NAAQS
under the deadlines established by the CAA.

In 2002, EPA re-designated New York City as in attainment for CQ. The CAA requires that a
maintenance plan ensure continued compliance with the CO NAAQS for former nonattainment
areas. New York City is also committed to implementing site-specific control measures
throughout the city to reduce CO levels, should unanticipated localized growth result in elevated
CO levels during the maintenance period.
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A Table 6-1
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
Prima Seconda
Pollutant y 7 ik 3
ppm | pgm ppm | poim
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-Hour Average 9 10,000
o . Neone
1-Hour Average 35 40,000
Lead
Rolling 3-Month Average @ | nNa 015 | Nna ] 015
Nitrogen Dioxidé (NO,)
1-Hour Average @ 0.100 188 None
Annual Average 0.053 100 0053 | 100
Ozone {03)
8-Hour Average 9 I 0.075 l 150 I 0.075 | 150
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM,)
24-Hour Average " [ v T 10 T na | 150
Fine Respirable Particulate Matter (PM, )
Annual Mean NA 15 NA 15
-24-Hour Average ®7 NA 35 NA 35
Sulfur Dioxide (S0;)
1-Hour Average"™ | 0.075 196 NA NA
Maximum 3-Haur Average NA NA 0.50 1,300

Notes:
ppm — parts per millien
ug/m®— micrograms per cubic meter
NA — not applicable

All annual periods refer to calendar year.

PM concentrations (including lead) are in pglmjsince ppm is a measure for gas concentrations. Concentrations of
all gaseous poltutants are defined in ppm and approximately equivalent concenltrations in ug/m?® are presented,

Not fo be exceeded more than once a year.
® " EPA has lowered the NAAQS down from 1.5 yg/m®, effective January 12, 2009,

® 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. Effective Aprit 12
2010.

3-year average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hr average concentration.

' EPA has proposed lowering this standard further to within Ihe range 0.060-0.070 ppm.

© Not to be exceeded by the annual 98th percentile when averaged over 3 years.

@ EPA has lowered the NAAQS down from 65 pgim®, effective December 18, 2008.

" EPA revoked the 24-hour and annual primary standards, replacing them with a 1-hour average standard.
Effective August 23, 2010.

3-year average of the annual 99th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. Effective August 23,
2010.

Source: 40 CFR Part 50: National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards.
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Manhattan has been designated as a moderate NAA for PM;. On December 17, 2004, EPA tock
final action designating the five New York City counties, Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland,
Westchester, and Orange counties as a PM,s nonattainment area under the CAA due to
exceedance of the annual average standard. Based on recent monitoring data (2006-2009),
annual average concentrations of PM; s in New York no longer exceed the annual standard.

As described above, EPA has revised the 24-hour average PM; 5 standard. In Qctober 2009 EPA
finalized the designation of the New York City Metropolitan Area as nonattainment with the
2006 24-hour PM, s NAAQS, effective in November 2009. The nonattainment area includes the
same 10-county area EPA originally designated as nonattainment with the 1997 annual PM; 5
NAAQS. By November 2012 New York will be required to submit a SIP demonstrating
attainment with the 2006 24-hour standard by November 2014 (EPA may grant attainment date
extensions for up to five additional years).

Nassau, Rockland, Suffolk, Westchester, Lower Orange County Metropolitan Area {LOCMA),
and the five New York City counties had been designated as a severe nonattainment area for
ozone (I-hour average standard). In November 1998, New York State submitted its Phase II
Alternative Attainment Demonstration for Ozone, which was finalized and approved by EPA
effective March 6, 2002, addressing attainment of the 1-hour ozone NAAQS by 2007. These SIP
revisions included additional emission reductions that EPA requested to demonstrate attainment
of the standard, and an update of the SIP estimates using the latest versions of the mobile source
emissions model, MOBILEG.2, and the nonroad emissions model, NONROAD—which have
been updated to reflect current knowledge of engine emissions and the latest mobile and nonroad
engine emissions regulations.

On April 15, 2004, EPA designated these same counties as moderate nonattainment for the 8-
hour average ozone standard which became effective as of June 15, 2004 (LOCMA was moved
to the Poughkeepsie moderate nonattainment area for 8-hour ozone). EPA revoked the 1-hour
standard on June 15, 2005; however, the specific control measures for the 1-hour standard
included in the SIP are required to stay in place until the 8-hour standard is attained. The
discretionary emissions reductions in the SIP would also remain but could be revised or dropped
based on modeling. On February 8, 2008, NYSDEC submitted final revisions to a new SIP for
ozone to EPA. NYSDEC has determined that achieving attainment for ozone before 2012 is
unlikely, and has therefore made a request for a voluntary reclassification of the New York
nonattainment area as “serious”.

In March 2008 EPA strengthened the 8—hour ozone standards. SIPs will be due three years after
the final designations are made. On March 12, 2009, NYSDEC recommended that the counties
of Suffolk, Nassau, Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond, Rockland, and Westchester be
designated as a ponattainment area for the 2008 ozone NAAQS (the NYMA MSA
nonattaimment area). The EPA has proposed to determine that the Poughkeepsie nonattainment
area (Dutchess, Orange, Ulster, and Putnam counties) has attained the 2008 one-hour and eight-
hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone. It is unclear at this time what the
attainment status of these areas will be under the newly proposed standard due to the range of
concentrations proposed.

New York City is currently in attainment of the annual-average NO, standard, EPA has
promulgated a 1l-hour standard. The existing monitoring data indicates background
concentrations below the standard. NYSDEC has determined that the present monitoring does
not meet the revised EPA requirements in all respects and has recommended a designation of
*unclassifiable” for the entire state. Therefore, it is likely that New York City will be designated
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by EPA as “unclassifiable” at first (January 2012), and then classified once three years of
monitoring data are available (2016 or 2017). '

EPA has established a new 1-hour SO, standard, replacing the 24-hour and annual standards,
effective August 23, 2010. Based on the available monitoring data, all New York State counties
currently meet the 1-hour standard. Additional monitoring will be required. EPA plans to make
final attainment designations in June 2012, based on 2008 to 2010 monitoring data and refined
modeling, SIPs for nonattainment areas will be due by June 2014.

DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) regulations and the CEQR Technical
Manual state that the significance of a predicted consequence of a project (i.e., whether it is
material, substantial, large or important) should be assessed in connection with its setting (e.g.,
urban or rural), its probability of occurrence, its duration, its irreversibility, its geographic scope,
its magnitude, and the number of people affected.! In terms of the magnitude of air quality
impacts, any action predicted to increase the concentration of a criteria air pollutant to a level
that would exceed the concentrations defined by the NAAQS (see Table 6-1) would be deemed
to have a potential significant adverse impact. In addition, in order to maintain concentrations
lower than the NAAQS in attainment areas, or to ensure that concentrations will not be
significantly increased in nonattainment areas, threshold levels have been defined for certain
pollutants; any action predicted to increasc the concentrations of these pollutants above the
thresholds would be deemed to have a potential significant adverse impact, even in cases where
violations of the NAAQS are not predicted. ‘

DE MINIMIS CRITERIA REGARDING CO IMPACTS

New York City has developed de minimis criteria to assess the significance of the increase in CO
concentrations that would result from the impact of proposed projects or actions on mobile
sources, as set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. These criteria set the minimum change in
CO concentration that defines a significant environmental impact. Significant increases of CO
concentrations in New York City are defined as: (1) an increase of 0.5 ppm or more in the
maximum 8-hour average CO concentration at a location where the predicted No Action 8-hour
concentration is equal to or between 8 and 9 ppm; or (2} an increase of more than half the
difference between baseline (i.e., No Action) concentrations and the 8-hour standard, when No
Action concentrations are below 8.0 ppm.

PM; 5 INTERIM GUIDANCE CRITERIA

NYSDEC has published a policy to provide interim direction for evaluating PM, 5 impacts®. This
policy would apply only to facilities applying for permits or major permit modifications under
SEQRA that emit 15 tons of PM;, or more annually. The policy states that such a project will be
deemed to have a potentially significant adverse impact if the project’s maximum impacts are
predicted to increase PM; s concentrations by more than 0.3 pg/m3 averaged annually or more
than 5 pg/m’ on a 24-hour basis. Projects that exceed either the annual or 24-hour threshold will

! CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 17, section 400, May 2010; and State Environmental Quality Review
Regulations, 6 NYCRR § 617.7

2 CP33/Assessing and Mitigating Impacts of Fine Particulate Emissions, NYSDEC 12/29/2003.
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be required to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the severity of the
impacts, to evaluate alternatives, and to employ rcasonable and necessary mitigation measures to
minimize the PM, ; impacts of the source to the maximum extent practicable,

In addition, New York City uses interim guidance criteria for evaluating the potential PM; s
impacts for projects subject to CEQR. The interim guidance criteria currently employed under
CEQR for determination of potential significant adverse PM; s impacts are as follows:

e 24-hour average PM,s concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 5
pg/m® at a discrete receptor location would be considered a significant adverse impact on air
quality under operational conditions (i.e., a permanent condition predicted to exist for many
years regardless of the frequency of occurrence);

e 24-hour average PM;s concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 2
ug/m® but no greater than 5 pg/m® would be considered a significant adverse impact on air
quality based on the magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and size of the area of the
predicted concentrations;

e Annual average PM;; concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 0.1
pg/m’® at ground level on a neighborhood scale (i.c., the annual increase in concentration
representing the average over an area of approximately 1 square kilometer, centered on the
location where the maximum ground-level impact is predicted for stationary sources; or at a
distance from a roadway corridor similar to the minimum distance defined for locating
neighborhood scale monitoring stations); or

* Annual average PM,s concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 0.3
ug/m’® at a discrete receptor location (elevated or ground level).

Actions under CEQR predicted to increase PM, s concentrations by more than the above interim
guidance criteria will be considered to have a potential significant adverse impact.

The proposed school’s annual emissions of PM;p are estimated to be well below the 15-ton-per-
year threshold under the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) PM,; policy guidance. The above interim guidance criteria have been used to
evaluate the significance of predicted impacts of cumulative mobile source PM, s emissions with
the proposed project and the proposed school at 96-18 43rd Avenue on PM; 5 concentrations.

D. METHODOLOGY FOR PREDICTING POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS

MOBILE SOURCES

The prediction of vehicle-generated emissions and their dispersion in an urban environment
incorporates meteorological phenomena, traffic conditions, and physical configuration. Air
pollutant dispersion models mathematically simulate how traffic, meteorology, and physical
configuration combine to affect pollutant concentrations. The mathematical expressions and
formulations contained in the various models attempt to describe an extremely complex physical
phenomenon as closely as possible. However, because all models contain simplifications and
approximations of actual conditions and interactions, and since it is necessary to predict the
reasonable worst-case condition, most dispersion analyses predict conservatively high
concentrations of pollutants, particularly under adverse meteorological conditions.
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The mobile source analysis for the proposed school employs a model approved by EPA that has
been widely used for evaluating air quality impacts of projects in New York City, other parts of
New York State, and throughout the country. The modeling approach includes a series of
conservative assumptions relating to meteorology, traffic, and background concentration levels
resulting in a conservatively high estimate of expected pollutant concentrations that could ensue
from the proposed school. The assumptions used in the analysis arc based on the latest CO and
PM, s interim guidance for CEQR projects.

VEHICLE EMISSIONS

Engine Emissions

Vehicular CO and PM engine emission factors were computed using the EPA mobile source
emissions model, MOBILES6.2". This emissions model is capable of calculating engine emission
factors for various vehicle types, based on the fuel type (gasoline, diesel, or natural gas),
meteorological conditions, vehicle speeds, vehicle age, roadway types, number of starts per day,
engine soak time, and various other factors that influence emissions, such as inspection
maintenance programs. The inputs and use of MOBILE6.2 incorporate the most current
guidance available from NYSDEC and NYCDEP.

Vehicle classification was based on data collected in the field. Appropriate credits were used to
accurately reflect the inspection and maintenance program. The inspection and maintenance
programs require inspections of automobiles and light trucks to determine if pollutant emissions
from each vehicle exhaust system are lower than emission standards. Vehicles failing the
emissions test must undergo maintenance and pass a repeat test to be registered in New York
State.

All taxis were assumed to be in hot stabilized mode (i.e. excluding any start emissions). The
general categories of vehicle types for specific roadways were further categorized into
subcategories based on their relative breakdown within the fleet.?

An ambient temperature of 43°F was used. The usc of this temperature is recommended in the CEQR
Technical Manual for the Borough of Queens and is consistent with current DEP guidance.

Road Dust

The contribution of re-entrained road dust to PM o concentrations, as presented in the PM,o SIP,
is considered to be significant; therefore, the PM,p estimates include both exhaust and road dust.
In accordance with the DEP PM, s interim guidance criteria methodology, PM, 5 emission rates
were determined with fugitive road dust to account for their impacts in local microscale
analyses. However, fugitive road dust was not included in the neighborhood scale PM;;
microscale analyses, since DEP considers it to have an insignificant contribution on that scale.

L EPA, User’s Guide to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILES.2: Mobile Source Emission Factor Model, EPA420-
R-03-010, August 2003.

2 The MOBILES6.2 emissions model utilizes 28 vehicle categories by size and fuel. Traffic counts and
predictions are based on broader size categories, and then broken down according to the fleet-wide
distribution of subcategories and fuel types (diesel, gasoline, or alternative).
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Road dust emission factors were calculated according to the latest procedure delineated by EPA'
and the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual.

TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic data for the air quality analysis were derived from existing traffic counts, projected future
growth in traffic, and other information developed as part of the traffic analysis for both the
proposed school (see Chapter 5, “Transportation™) and the nearby Primary School (P.S.) project
at 96-18 43rd Avenue. Traffic data for the future without and with the proposed schools were
employed in the respective air quality modeling scenarios. The weekday morning (7:45 to 8:45
AM]} and afternoon (2:30 to 3:30 PM) peak hour traffic volumes were used as a baseline for
determining off-peak volumes. Off-peak traffic volumes in the existing condition and in the
future without the proposed school, and off-peak increments from the proposed school, were
determined by adjusting the peak period volumes by the 24-hour distributions of actual vehicle
counts collected at appropriate locations.

DISPERSION MODEL FOR MICROSCALE ANALYSES

Maximum CO concentrations adjacent to streets near the proposed project site, resulting from
vehicle emissions, were predicted using the CAL3QHC model Version 2.0 The CAL3QHC
model employs a Gaussian (normal distribution) dispersion assumption and includes an
algorithm for estimating vehicular queue lengths at signalized intersections. CAL3QHC predicts
dispersion of CO from idling and moving vehicles. The queuing algorithm includes site-specific
traffic parameters, such as signal timing and delay calculations (from the 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual traffic forecasting model), saturation fiow rate, vehicle arrival type, and signal
actuation (i.e., pre-timed or actuated signal) characteristics to accurately predict the number of
idling wvehicles. The CAL3QHC model has been updated with an extended module,
CAL3QHCR, which allows for the incorporation of hourly traffic and meteorological data into
the modeling, instead of worst-case assumptions regarding meteorological parameters. To
determine motor vehicle generated PM concentrations adjacent to streets near the proposed
project site, the refined CAL3QHCR version of the model was applied since it is more
appropriate for calculating 24-hour and annual average concentrations.

METEORCLOGY

In general, the transport and concentration of pollutants from vehicular sources are influenced by
threc principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and atmospheric stability.
Wind direction influences the direction in which pollutants are dispersed, and atmospheric
stability accounts for the effects of vertical mixing in the atmosphere. These factors, therefore,
influence the concentration at a particular prediction location (receptor).

' EPA, Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point
and Area Sources, Ch. 13.2.1, NC, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chieffap42, January 2011.

2 EPA, User’s Guide to CAL3QHC, A Modeling Methodology for Predicted Pollutant Concentrations
Near Roadway Intersections, Office of Air Quality, Planning Standards, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina, EPA-454/R-92-006.
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Tier I Analyses—CAL3QHC

In applying the CAL3QHC meodel, the wind angle was varied to determine the wind direction
resulting in the maximum concentrations at each receptor.

Foliowing the EPA guidelines’, CAL3QHC computations were performed using a wind speed of
1 meter per second, and the neutral stability class D. The 8-hour average CO concentrations
were estimated by multiplying the predicted 1-hour average CO concentrations by a factor of
0.70 to account for persistence of meteorological conditions and fluctuations in traffic volumes.
A surface roughness of 3.21 meters was chosen. At each receptor location, concentrations were
calculated for all wind directions, and the highest predicted concentration was reported,
regardless of frequency of occurrence. These assumptions ensured that worst-case metcorology
was used to estimate CO impacts.

Tier IT Analyses—CAL3QHCR

A Tier II analysis performed with the CAL3QHCR model includes the modeling of hourly
concentrations based on hourly traffic data and five years of monitored hourly meteorological
data. The data consists of surface data collected at LaGuardia Airport and upper air data
collected at Brookhaven, New York for the period 2005-2009. All hours were modeled, and the
highest resulting concentration for each averaging period is presented.

ANALYSIS YEAR

The microscale analyses were performed for existing conditions and 2015, the year by which the
proposed project is likely to be completed. The future analysis was performed for both the
Scenario Two No Build condition (without either of the proposed schools — ie. the proposed
project and the nearby P.S. at 96-18 43rd Ave) and Scenario One Build condition (with the
completion of the proposed project and the P.S.). This represents the largest increment of
vehicles to be expected in the area, and therefore the highest air quality impact.

BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS

Background concentrations are those pollutant concentrations originating from distant sources
that are not directly included in the modeling analysis, which directly accounts for vehicular
emissions on the streets within 1,000 feet and in the line of sight of the analysis site. Background
concentrations are added to modeling results to obtain total pollutant concentrations at an
analysis site.

The background CO concentrations used in the mobile source analysis were based on maximum
second highest concentrations recorded at the NYSDEC PS 219/Queens College monitoring station
from 2005 to 2009. For the assessment of 24-hour average PMio levels, a background
concentration of 51 pg/m’ was used. The background concentrations is based on monitored
levels at the P.S. 219 / Queens College 2 monitoring station, the NYSDEC monitoring station
nearest to the proposed school site. The selected background value represents the second highest
concentration over the most recent 3-year period (2007 to 2009) for which a New York State
Ambient Air Quality Report is available. PM, s impacts are assessed on an incremental basis and
compared with the PM, s interim guidance criteria. Therefore, a background concentration for

! Guidelines for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections, EPA Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, Publication EPA-454/R-92-005.
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PM,;s is not included. The latest monitored values indicate that the PM;s concentrations in
Queens no longer exceed the NAAQS.

ANALYSIS SITE AND RECEPTOR PLACEMENT

The Junction Boulevard and 44th Avenue intersection was selected for microscale analysis
because it is expected that the greatest level of traffic cumulatively generated by the proposed
project and the proposed P.S. nearby, and therefore the highest air quality impacts and maximum
changes in concentrations would occur at this intersection. The greatest number of school bus
trips is cxpected at this intersection as well. Therefore, both the CO and the PM modeling
analyses were conducted at this intersection. Multiple receptors (i.e. precise locations at which
concentrations are predicted) were modeled along the approach and departure links at spaced
intervals. Receptors were placed at sidewalk or roadside locations near intersections with
continuous public. access. For predicting annual average neighborhood-scale PMj;
concentrations, receptors were placed at a distance of 15 meters from the nearest moving lane,
based on the NYCDEP procedure for neighborhood-scale PM; 5 modeling.

HEAT AND HOT WATER SYSTEM SCREENING ANALYSIS

To assess air quality impacts associated with emissions from the proposed school’s heat and hot
water system, a screening analysis was performed. The methodology described in the CEQR
Technical Manual was used for the analysis, which determines the threshold of development
size below which the action would not have a significant adverse impact. The screening
procedures utilize information regarding the type of fuel to be burned, the maximum
development size, type of development, and the stack height, to evaluate whether a significant
adverse impact is likely. Based on the distance from the development to the nearest building of
similar or greater height, if the maximum development size is greater than the threshold size in
the CEQR Technical Manual, there is the potential for significant adverse air quality impacts,
and a refined dispersion modeling analysis would be required. Otherwise, the source passes the
screening analysis, and no further analysis is required.

INDUSTRIAL SOURCE SCREENING ANALYSIS

To assess air quality impacts from emissions from nearby industrial sources on the proposed
school, a screening analysis is performed using the methodology described in the CEQR
Technical Manual. The first step in this analysis is to perform a field survey in order to identify
any processing or manufacturing facilities located within 400 feet of the project site. Once
identified, information regarding the release of air contaminants from these facilities is obtained
from the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) Bureau of
Environmental Compliance (BEC). A comprehensive search is also performed to identify
NYSDEC Title V permits and permits Hsted in the EPA Envirofacts database.’ In the next step,
the potential ambient concentrations of each noncriteria pollutant are determined using a
screening database in the CEQR Technical Manual. The database provides factors for estimating
maximum concentrations based on emissions levels at the source. The factors provided in the
Technical Manual were derived from generic AERMOD dispersion modeling for the NYC area.
Estimates of worst-case shori-term (1-hour) and annual average pollutant levels are predicted
and then compared with the short-term {(SGC) and annual (AGC) guideline concentrations. The

' EPA, Envirofacts Data Warehouse, hitp://oaspub.epa.cov/enviro/ef home2.air, 1/20/2010
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guideline concentrations are established by NYSDEC and represent levels that are considered
safe for inhalation exposure by the public. A significant impact occurs if the predicted
concentration exceeds an SGC or AGC.

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

Emissions from the proposed school’s fume hood exhaust system, in the event of an accidental
chemical spill in the school’s science laboratory, were analyzed. Impacts were evaluated using
information, procedures, and methodologies contained in the CEQR T echnical Manual.
Maximum concentrations were compared to the short-term exposure levels (STELs) or to the
ceiling levels recommended by the U.S. Qccupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) for the chemicals examined. It is assumed that the types and quantities of materials that
are to be used in the proposed school facility are those typically used in school science
laboratories at New York City Department of Education schools.

The following section details the expected usage of potentially hazardous materials, as well as
the systems that would be employed at the proposed school to ensure the safety of the students,
staff, and the surrounding community in the event of an accidental chemical spill in the science
laboratories. A quantitative analysis employing mathematical modeling was performed to
determine potential impacts on nearby places of public access (dispersion meodeling) and
potential impacts due to recirculation into school’s air intake systems (recirculation modeling).

LABORATORY FUME HOOD EXHAUSTS

All school laboratories in which hazardous chemicals would be used will be equipped with fume
hoods. Fume hoods are enclosures that are maintained under negative pressure and continuously
vented to the outside. Their function is to protect teachers, staff, and students from potentially
harmful fumes. By providing a continuous exhaust from laboratory rooms, they also prevent any
fumnes released within the laboratory from escaping into other areas of the building, or through
windows to the outside.

Since design information is not yet available on the fume hood exhaust system for the proposed
school facility, a set of conservative assumptions was used. The fume hood exhaust stack height
was conservatively assumed to be 3 feet above the roof. An exhaust fan sufficient to maintain a
minimum exit velocity of 1,500 feet per minute through a 12-inch diameter stack discharge was
assumed, as was a 1.11 square meter lab spill area.

PLANNED OPERATIONS

An inventory of chemicals that may be present in a typical laboratory in the proposed high
school was examined. From the chemical inventory, 10 chemicals were selected for further

examination, based on their toxicity and potential for air quality impacts. Common buffers, salts,
" enzymes, nucleotides, peptides, and other bio—chemicals were not considered in the analysis
since they are not typically categorized as air poliutants. Nonvolatile chemicals (having a vapor
pressure of less than 10 mm Hg) were excluded as well. Table 6-2 shows the hazardous
chemicals selected. The vapor pressure shown for each chemical is a measure of the material’s
volatility—its tendency to evaporate, or to form fumes or vapors, which is a ctitical parameter in
determining potential impacts from chemical spills. The exposure standards (OSHA permissible
exposure limit [PEL], National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health [NIOSHI,
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immediately dangercus to life or health [IDLH], and OSHA and/or NIOSH short-term exposure
level [STEL] and ceiling values) are measures of the material’s toxicity—more toxic substances
have lower exposure standards.

Table 6-2
Expected Hazardous Materials in the Proposed Laboratories

Vapor Pressure PEL STEL IDLH | Ceiling

Chemical [CAS #] mm Hg PPM PPM PPM PPM
Acetic Acid [64-19-7] 11 10 15 50 10
Acetone [67-64-1] 180 1,000 - 2,500 250
Cyclohexene [110-83-8] 67 300 - 2000 300
Ether [60-29-7] 440 400 - 1,900 -
Ethyl Alcohol [64-17-5] 44 1,000 - 3,300 1,000
Hydrofluoric Acid [7664-39-3] 25 3 - 30 6
Methyi Alcohol [67-56-1] 96 200 250 6,000 200
Nitric Acid [7697-37-2] 48 2 4 25 2
Petroleum distillates (Naphtha) [80002-05-9] 40 500 - 1,100 1,800
Toluene [108-88-3) 21 200 150 500 300

Notes:

PEL—Permissible Exposure Limit; Time Weighted Average {TWA) for up to a 10-hour workday during a 40-hour
workweek.

STEL—Short-Term Exposure Limit is a 15-minute TWA exposure that should nof be exceeded at any time during a
workday.

IDLH—Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health.

Ceiling—Level set by NIOGSH or OSHA not to be exceeded in any working exposure.,

PPM = parts per millicn.

Where a hyphen (-) appears there is no recommended corresponding guideline value.

ESTIMATES OF WORST-CASE EMISSION RATES

The dispersion of hazardous chemicals from a spill within a proposed laboratory was analyzed to
assess the potential for exposure of the general public and of students and staff within the school
to hazardous fumes in the event of an accident. Evaporation rates for volatile hazardous
chemicals expected to be used in the proposed laboratories were estimated using the model
developed by the Shell Development Company.! The Shell model, which was developed
specifically to assess air quality impacts from chemical spills, calculates evaporation rates based
on physical properties of the material, temperature, and rate of air flow over the spill surface,
Room temperature conditions (20 °C) and an air-flow rate of 0.5 meters/second were assumed
for calculating evaporation rates.

Based on relative STELs and the vapor pressures of the chemical listed in Table 6-2, the most
potentially hazardous chemical, shown in Table 6-3, was selected for the “worsi-case” spill analysis.
Besides the relative toxicities, other factors such as molecular weight, container size, and frequency
of usc were also considered. Chemicals with high vapor pressures evaporate most rapidly. The
chemical selected also has the lowest STEL. Since the chemical selected for the detailed analysis is
most likely to have a relatively higher emission rate and the lowest exposure standards, if the
analysis of this chemical resulted in no significant impacts, it would indicate that the other
chemicals listed in Table 6-2 would also not present any potential for significant impacts.

! Fleischer, M.T., An Evaporation/Air Dispersion Model for Chemical Spills on Land, Shell Development
Company, December 1980.
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Table 6-3
Chemicals Selected for Worst-Case Spill Analysis
Quantity Evaporation Rate Emission Rate*
Chemical (liters) (gram/meter’/sec) {gram/sec)
Nitric Acid 017 0.2597 0.2895
Note: *  Average emission rate

The analysis conservatively assumes that a full container of the chemical would be spilled in a
fume hood. For a spill area of approximately 1.1 square meters, the emission rates were
determined using the evaporation rates. For modeling purposes, the emission rate shown in
Table 6-3 is calculated for a 15-minute time period. The vapor from the spill would be drawn
into the fume hood exhaust system and released into the atmosphere via the roof exhaust fans.
The high volume of air drawn through this system provides a high degree of dilution for
hazardous fumes before they are released above the roof.

RECIRCULATION MODELING

The potential for recirculation of the fume hood emissions back into the building air intakes was
assessed using the Wilson method'. This empirical procedure, which has been verified by both
wind-tunnel and full-scale testing, is a refinement of the 1981 ASHRAE Handbook procedure,
and takes into account such factors as plume momentum, stack-tip downwash, and cavity
recirculation effects. The procedure determines the worst-case, absolute minimum dilution
between exhaust vent and air intake. Three separate effects determine the eventual dilution:
internal system dilution, obtained by combining exhaust streams (i.e., mixing in plenum
chambers of multiple exhaust streams, introduction of fresh air supplied from roof intakes); wind
dilution, dependent on the distance from vent to intake and the exit velocity; and dilution from
the stack, caused by stack height and plume rise from vertical exhaust velocity. The critical wind
speed for worst-case dilution is dependent on the exit velocity, the distance from vent to intake,
and the cross-sectional area of the exhaust stack.

DISPERSION MODELING

The study performed also considered the impact of an accidental spill on nearby receptors, such
as open windows on nearby buildings. Maximum concentrations at elevated receptors downwind
of the fume exhausts were estimated using the EPA INPUFF model, version 2.0% This is the
only EPA model designed to estimate impacts from short-term releases and was used to develop
the EPA guidelines3. INPUFF assumes a Gaussian dispersion of a pollutant “puff” (a brief
release, as opposed to a continuous one) as it is transported downwind of a release point. Stable
atmospheric conditions and a 1-meter/second wind speed were assumed. A series of clevated
receptors were placed on the buildings to be analyzed. Since the emissions resulting from

! D.J. Wilson, A Design Procedure for Estimating Air Intake Contamination from Nearby Exhaust Vents,
ASHRAE TRAS 89, Part 2A, pp. 136-152, 1933.

2 peterson, W.B., A Multiple Source Gaussian Puff Dispersion Algorithm—Users Guide, EPA, 600/8-86-
024, August 1986.

3 EPA, Chemical Emergency Preparedness Program, Interim Guidance, November 1985.
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chernical spills are short-term releases, a worst-case assumption of the wind blowing the exhaust
directly to the window or air intake receptors was made for modeling purposes.

E. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The most recent concentrations of all criteria pollutants at NYSDEC air quality monitoring
stations mearest to the proposed site are presented in Table 6-4. As shown, the recently
monitored levels did not exceed the NAAQS. It should be noted that these values are somewhat
different from the background concentrations used in the analyses. For most pollutants the
concentrations presented in Table 6-4 are based on recent measurements obtained in 2009, the
most recent year for which data are available; the background concentrations are obtained from
several years of monitoring data, and represent a conservative estimate of the highest
background concentrations for future conditions.

MODELED CO CONCENTRATIONS FOR EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

As noted previously, receptors were placed at multiple sidewalk locations next to the intersection
selected for the analysis. Table 6-5 shows the maximum modeled existing CO 8-hour average con-
centration for each peak period analyzed. (No 1-hour values are shown since predicted values are
much lower than the 1-hour standard of 35 ppm.) At all receptor sites, the maximum predicted 8-
hour average concentrations are well below the national standard of 9 ppm.

Table 6-4
Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data
Averaging
Pollutant Location Units Period Concentration NAAQS
8-hour 1.9 9
CcO P.S. 219/Queens College |- ppm Thour 31 35
1 3 3-hour 92 1,300
S0, P.S. 219/Queens College pg/m Thour 260 196
PMio P.5. 219/Queens College pg/m® 24-hour 56 150
2 3 Annual 10.7 15
PM2s P.S. 219/Queens College pg/m >4-hour 30 25
a 3 Annual 39 100
NQO; P.8. 219/Queens College Hg/m -hour 196 188
Lead J.H.S. 126, Brooklyn® uglm" 3-month 0.019 0.15
QOzone P.S. 219/Queens College® ppm 8-hour 0.074 0.075
Notes:

) The 1-hour value is based on a three-year average (2007-2009) of the 99th percentile of daily
maximum 1-hour average concentrations. EPA replaced the 24-hr and the annual standards with the
1-hour standard.

@ Annual value is based on a three-year average (2007-2008) of annual concentrations. The 24-hour
value is based on the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour average concentrations.

® The 1-hour value is based on a three-year average (2007-2009) of the 98th percentile of daily
maximum 1-hour average concentrations.

* Based on the highest quarterly average concentration measured in 2009.

) Based on the 3-year average (2007-2009) of the 99th percentile of the highest daily maximum 8-hour
average concentrations.

Source: NYSDEC, New York State Ambient Air Quality Data.
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Table 6-5

Modeled Existing 8-Hour Average
CO Concentrations

Location Time Period 8-Hour Concentration (ppm)
Junction Blvd and 44th Ave AM 24
Junction Blvd and 44th Ave PM 2.4
Note: 8-hour standard (NAAQS) is 9 ppm.

F. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED SCHOOL

The following sections describe the results of the studies performed to analyze the potential for
significant adverse air quality impacts from the vehicle trips geperated by the proposed project
along with the Primary School (P.S.) one block west at 06-18 43rd Ave. The results of the analyses
conducted to assess the potential for impacts on air quality from the proposed school heat and hot
water systems and from an accidental chemical spill in the proposed school laboratory fume hoods
are presented. In addition, the assessment conducted to determine the potential for impacts from
manufacturing district uses on the air quality at the proposed school is discussed.

MOBILE SOURCES

CO concentrations with the proposed project and planned P.S nearby were determined for the
2015 Build Year using the methodology previously described. Table 6-6 shows the future
maximum predicted 8-hour average CO concentration with and without the proposed project and
the proposed P.S. nearby at the intersection studied. (No 1-hour values are shown, since no ex-
ceedances of the NAAQS would occur and the de minimis criteria are only applicable to 8-hour
concentrations; therefore, the 8-hour values are the most critical for impact assessment.) The
values shown represent the highest predicted concentrations for any of the receptors analyzed.
The results indicate that the cumulative impact of the proposed project along with the proposed
P.S. nearby would not result in any violations of the 8-hour CO standard. In addition, the
incremental increases in 8-hour average CO concentrations are very small, and consequently
would not exceed the de minimis CO criteria. (The de minimis criteria are described above in
Section C: “Air Quality Regulations, Standards, and Benchmarks.™)

Table 6-6
Future Modeled 8-Hour Average CO Concentrations
With and Without the Proposed Project and Nearby Primary School

8-Hour Concentration (ppm)
Without the With the
Proposed Project and De
Location Time Period Schools Nearby P.S. Increment Minimis
Junction Bivd and 44th Ave AM 2.3 2.4 0.1 56
Junction Blvd and 44th Ave PM 2.3 2.4 0.1 5.6

Note: 8-hour standard (NAAQS) is 9 ppm.

Using the methodology previously described, PM,q concentrations with and without the
proposed project and nearby P.S. were predicted for the 2015 Build Year. The values shown in
Table 6-7 are the highest predicted concentrations for all locations analyzed and include the
PM,, ambient background concentration. The results indicate that the cumulative vehicle trips

generated by both the proposed project and the nearby P.S. would not resuit in PMi
concentrations that would exceed the NAAQS.
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Table. 6-7
Future (2015) Maximum Predicted 24-H0ur Average PM;, Concentrations (ng/m’)

Without the Proposed With the Project
Location Schools and nearby P.S.

Junction Blvd and 44th Ave 56.75 57.06

Note: The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for PMg is 150 ug/m®, for a 24-hour average.

Future maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average PM, 5 concentration increments were
calculated for comparison with the interim guidance criteria. The results represent increments
between the Scenario Two No Build concentrations and the Scenario One Build concentrations.
Based on this analysis, the maximum predicted localized 24-hour average and neighborhood-
scale annual average incremental PM; s concentrations are presented in Table 6-8 and Table 6-9,
respectively. Note that since impacts are assessed on an incremental basis, PM, 5 concentrations for
the two scenarios are not presented.

Table 6-8
Maximum Predicted 24-Hour Average PM;s Concentration Increments
Location Increment
Jungction Blvd and 44th Ave 0.05
Note: PM: s interim guidance criterigz—=24-hour average, 2 u%m" {5 pgim® not-to-exceed value).

Table 6-9
Maximum Predicted Annual Average PM, Concentration Increments
Location Increment

Junction Blvd and 44th Ave 0.02
Note: PMzs interim guidance criteria—annual (neighborhood scale), 0.1 ug/m®.

The results show that the annual arid daily (24-hour) PM, 5 cumulative increments are predicted to be
well below the interim guidance criteria and, therefore, the proposed project and the nearby P.S.
would not result in significant adverse impacts from mobile sources.

HEAT AND HOT WATER SYSTEM SCREENING ANALYSIS

A screening analysis was performed to assess the potential for air quality impacts from the proposed
school’s heat and hot water system. The analysis was based on the use of natural gas, total square
footage (i.e., 100,000 gsf) of the proposed school, and an exhaust height of 80 feet (3 feet above the
estimated height of the proposed school). The nearest distance to a building of a similar or greater
height was determined to be beyond 400 feet; therefore, in accordance with the guidance provided
in the CEQR Technical Manual, the 400-foot distance was chosen for the analysis.

The use of natural gas would not result in any significant stationary source air quality impacts
because the proposed school would be below the maximum permitted size shown in Figure 17-7
in the Air Quality Appendix of the CEQR Technical Manual. Since the proposed Primary School
(P.S.) at 96-18 43rd Avenue would be shorter than the proposed project, the heat and hot water
system analysis conducted is applicable to both Scenario One and Scenario Two and neither
would result in the potential for significant adverse impact on air quality.
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INDUSTRIAL SOURCE SCREENING ANALYSIS

A field survey was conducted on January 14, 2010 to determine whether there are any industrial
sources in the project study arca and to identify potential sites that might have NYCDEP
permits. Information was requested from NYCDEP on a business found to be operating within
the study area that in the past had a permit with NYSDEC, according to the Envirofacts
database. NYCDEP indicated that the business did not have or require any air emissions permits
because it no longer engaged in activities that would result in emissions of concern. Therefore,
there would be no potential for significant adverse impacts from existing manufacturing district
businesses on the proposed school. The conclusions of this assessment are applicable to both
Scenario One and Scenario Two.

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS

RECIRCULATION ANALYSIS

Assuming a 3-foot high 12-inch diameter stack and an exhaust velocity of 1,500 feet per minute,
the recirculation analysis indicates that the minimum potential dilution factor between the fan
exhausts and the nearest air intake is over 331 (i.e., pollutant concentrations at the nearest intake
to the exhaust fan would be 1/331th the concentration at the fan). Thus, a nitric acid spill in a
fume hood as described above would produce a maximum concentration at the nearest intake
location of about 0.61 parts per million (ppm).

The results of the recirculation analysis are presented in Table 6-10. The results indicate that a
spill in a fume hood as described above would produce a maximum concentrations at the nearest
intake location below the corresponding STELs set by OSHA and/or NIOSH for any of the
chemicals in Table 6-2.

Table 6-10
Fume Hood Recirculation Analysis
Maximum Predicted Concentration (ppm)

Chemical STEL 15-Minute Average
Nitric Acid 4 0.61
DISPERSION ANALYSIS

The results of the analysis of emissions from the proposed school’s fume hood exhaust system are
shown below in Table 6-11. The maximum concentration at elevated receptors downwind of the
fume hood exhausts was estimated using the methodology previously described. As shown, the
maximum concentrations found at the receptor of highest impact would be lower than the
corresponding impact threshold. Therefore, there would be no significant impact on air quality
from potential chemical spills in the school laboratory hoods.

Table 6-11
Maximum Predicted Concentration (ppm)
Chemical STEL 15-Minute Average
Nitric Acid 4 0.04
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A. INTRODUCTION

The proposed school would not generate sufficient traffic to have the potential to cause a
significant noise impact (i.e., it would not result in a doubling of passenger car equivalents
[PCEs] which would be necessary to cause a 5 dBA increase in noise levels). The principal
impacts of the proposed school on ambient noise levels would result from the use of the
proposed school’s playground. An analysis of these potential impacts is presented, along with an
analysis to determine the level of building attenuation necessary to ensure that interior noise
levels satisfy applicable interior noise criteria,

B. ACOUSTICAL FUNDAMENTALS

Quantitative information on the effects of airborne noise on people is well documented., If suffi-
ciently loud, noise may adversely affect people in several ways. For example, noise may inter-
fere with human activities, such as sleep, speech communication, and tasks requiring concentra-
tion or coordination. It may also cause annoyance, hearing damage, and other physiological
problems. Although it is possible to study these effects on people on an average or statistical
basis, it must be remembered that all the stated effects of noise on people vary greatly with the
individual. Several noise scales and rating methods are used to quantify the effects of noise on
people. These scales and methods consider such factors as loudness, duration, time of occur-
rence, and changes in noise level with time.

“A”-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL (DBA)

Noise is typically measured in units called decibels (dB), which are ten times the logarithm of
the ratio of the sound pressure squared to a standard reference pressure squared. Because
loudness is important in the assessment of the effects of noise on people, the dependence of
loudness on frequency must be taken inte account in the noise scale used in environmental
assessments. Frequency is the rate at which sound pressures fluctuate in a cycle over a given
quantity of time, and is measured in Hertz (Hz), where 1 Hz equals 1 cycle per second.
Frequency defines sound in terms of pitch components. One of the simplified scales that
accounts for the dependence of perceived loudness on frequency is the use of a weighting
network known as A-weighting in the measurement system, to simulate response of the human
ear. For most noisc assessments the A-weighted sound pressure level in units of dBA is used in
view of its widespread recognition and its close correlation with perception. In this analysis, all
measured noise levels are reported in dBA or A-weighted decibels. Common noise levels in
dBA are shown in Table 7-1.

COMMUNITY RESPONSE TO CHANGES IN NOISE LEVELS

The average ability of an individual to perceive changes in noise levels is well documented (see
Table 7-2). Generally, changes in noisc levels less than 3 dBA arc barely perceptible to most
listeners, whereas 10 dBA changes are normally perceived as doublings (or halvings) of noise
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levels. These guidelines permit direct estimation of an individual's probable perception of
changes in noise levels.

Table 7-1
Common Noise Levels
Sound Source (dBA)
Military jet, air raid siren 1?0
Amplified rock music 1?0
Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100
Freight train at 30 meters 95
Train horn at 30 meters : o0
Heavy truck at 15 meters |
Busy city street, loud shout 80
Busy traffic intersection I
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train ?iO
Predominantly industrial area 60
Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial areas or
residential areas close to industry
Background noise in an office 50
Suburban areas with medium density transportation |
Public library 4[0
Soft whisper at 5 meters 3|0
Threshold of hearing 0
Note: A 10 dBA increase in level appears to double the loudness, and a
10 dBA decrease halves the apparent loudness.
Source: Cowan, James P. Handbook of Environmental, Acoustics. Van
Nostrand Reinhold, New York, 1994,
Egan, M. David, Architeciural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1988.

Table 7-2
Average Ability to Perceive Changes in Noise Levels
Change
(dBA) Human Perception of Sound
2-3 Barely perceptible
5 Readily noticeable

10 A doubling or halving of the loudness of sound
20 A dramatic change
40 Difference between a faintly audible sound and a very loud sound
Source: Bolt Beranek and Newman, Inc., Fundamentals and Abatement of Highway
Traffic Noise, Report No. PB-222-703, Prepared for Federal Highway
Administration, June 1973.

It is also possible to characterize the effects of noise on people by studying the aggregate
response of people in communities. The rating method used for this purpose is based on a
statistical analysis of the fluctuations in noise levels in a community, and integrates the
fluctuating sound energy over a known period of time, most typically during 1 hour or 24 hours.
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Various government and research institutions have proposed criteria that attempt to relate
changes in noise ievels to community response. One commonly applied criterion for estimating
this response is incorporated into the community response scale proposed by the International
Standards Organization (ISO) of the United Nations (see Table 7-3). This scale relates changes
in noise level to the degree of community response and permits direct estimation of the probable
response of a community to a predicted change in noise level.

Table 7-3
Community Response to Increases in Noise Levels
Change
(EBA) Category Description
0 None . | No observed reaction
5 Little Sporadic complaints
10 Medium Widespread complaints
15 Strong Threats of community action
20 Very strong [ Vigorous community action
Source: International Standards Organization, MNoise Assessment with
Respect to Community Responses, ISO/TC 43 (New York: United
Nations, November 1269).

NOISE DESCRIPTORS USED IN IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment and
very few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise over extended periods have been
developed. One way of describing fluctuating sound is to describe the fluctuating noise heard
over a specific time period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound. For this condition, a
descriptor called the “equivalent sound level,” Leq, can be computed. L is the constant sound
level that, in a given situation and time period (e.g., 1 hour, denoted by Legy, or 24 hours,
denoted as Legoq), conveys the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound, Statistical
sound level descriptors such as Ly, Lo, Lsg, Lag, and L, , are used to indicate noise levels that are
exceeded 1, 10, 50, 90 and x percent of the time, respectively. Discrete event peak levels are
given as L; levels. L q is used in the prediction of future noise levels, by adding the contributions
from new sources of noise (i.e., increases in traffic volumes) to the existing levels and in relating
annoyance to increases in noise levels.

The relationship between L., and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because L, is defined in
energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the levels of exceedance.
If the noise fluctuates very little, Ly will approximate Lsq or the median level. If the noise fluc-
tuates broadly, the L.y will be approximately equal to the L,y value, If extreme fluctuations are
present, the L., will exceed Lyg or the background level by 10 or more decibels. Thus the
relationship between L.y and the levels of exceedance will depend on the character of the noise.
In community noise measurcments, it has been observed that the L.q is generally between Ly
and Lso. The relationship between L, and exceedance levels has been used in this analysis to
characterize the noise sources and to determine the nature and extent of their impact at all recep-
tor locations.

For the purposes of this project, the maximum 1-hour equivalent sound level (Leg)) has been
selected as the noise descriptor to be used in the noise impact evaluation. Ly is the noise des-
criptor used in the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) standards for vehicular traffic
noise impact evaluation, and is used to provide an indication of highest expected sound levels.
Lioqy is the noise descriptor used in the CEQR mnoise exposure standards for vehicular traffic
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noise. Hourly statistical noise levels (particularly Lio and Leg levels) were used to characterize

the relevant noise sources and their relative importance at each receptor location.

C. NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA
NEW YORK CEQR NOISE STANDARDS

The New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) has sct external noise
exposure standards. These standards are shown in Table 7-4 and 7-5. Noise exposure is classified
into four categories: acceptable, marginally acceptable, marginally unacceptable, and clearly
unacceptable. The standards shown are based on maintaining an interior noise level for the worst-

case hour Ly less than or equal to 45 dBA. Mitigation requireraents are shown in Table 7-5.

Table 7-4
Noise Exposure Guidelines
For Use in City Environmental Impact Review!

si) In addition, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dBA or more;

Measurements and projections of noise exposures are to be made at appropriate heights above site boundasies as given by
. American National Standards Institute (ANS!) Standards; all values are for the warst hour in the time period.
fion of these gualities Is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular
parks or portions of parks or open spaces dedicated or recagnized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special
qualities of serenity and quiet. Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and residents of sanitariums
and old-age homes.
One may use the FAA-approved La, contours supplied by the Port Authority, or the noise contours may be computed from the
federally approved INM Computer Mode! using flight data supplied by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
External Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of sounds produced by industrial operations other than operating motor
vehicles or other transpertation facilities are spelled out in the New Yark City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and 42-21. The

are octave band standards),

Source: __New York City Depariment of Environmental Protection {adopted policy 1983).

Marginally @ Marginally | e Glearly | o
Acceptable [T 5| Acceptable "t 5| Unacceptable | 5|Unacceptable|® 5
General g g General g 2 General § 8| General g. g
Time External =z 3 External | & External < 5’ External |& =
Receptor Type Ee_r_iod Exposure XpOosure u Exposure Exposure w
1. Qutdoor area requiring L < 55 dBA B
serenity and guietz ! L .
2. Hospital, Nursing Home Lo <55 dBA 55 < Lip<B5 B5<Lg <80 Ly > 80 dBA
dBA dBA -
3. Residence, residential hotel | 7 AMto] Lo <65 dBA 65<Lyp=70 70<lip<80 | § [ Lio>80dBA
ar motel 10 PM dBA dBA i
T0PM | Lo<550BA | o | 55<Lyp<70| o [ 70<Lyo<80 R [Lo>80dBA
to 7 AM o dBA o dBA = <
4. School, museum, library, Same as a | - Sameas ﬁ Same as o< Same as %
court, house of worship, Residential ‘\'f,', Residential ‘31 Residential a Residential | w
transient hotel or motel, Day < Day c Day o Cray m
public meeting room, Fam-1oPmy| 3 | 7AaM-0PM)y T | (7 AM-10PM) = 17 AMI0PM)| ¢
auditorium, out-patient v c )
public health facility 2 3
5. Commercial or office Same as Same as Same as :,’, Same as
Resklential Residential Residential w Residential
Day Day Day = Day
{7 AM-10 PM) {7 AM-10 PM (7 AM-10 PM) 7 AM-10 PM))
B._Industrial, public areas onlf Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4
Notes:

Tracts of land where serenity and quist are extraordinarily important and serve an important public need and where the preserva-

referenced standards apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing districts and to adjoining residence districts (performance standards
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Table 7-5
Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels
Marginally Unacceptable Clearly Unacceptable
Noise Level
With Proposed | 70<Lips73 ] 73<Lips76 | 76<Lps78 | 78<Lip<80 80 < Lyg
Project
()] (n iy (Iv)
Aftenuation” 28 dB(A) 31 dB(A) 33 dB(A) 35 dB(A) 36 + (Lio— 80 ) dB{A)

Note:

% The above composite window-wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings and community facility
development. Commercial office spaces and meeting raoms would be 5 dB(A) less in each category. All the
above categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternate means of ventilation.

Required attenuation values increase by 1 dB{A) increments for Ly, values greater than 80 dBA.

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection

In addition, the CEQR Technical Manual uses the following criteria to determine whether a
proposed project would result in a significant adverse noise impact. The impact assessments
compare the proposed project’s Build condition Leq(1y noise levels to those calculated for the No
Build condition, for receptors potentially affected by the project.

If the No Build levels are less than 60 dBA L.y and the analysis period is not a nighttime
period, the threshold for a significant impact would be an increase of at least 5 dBA Leyyy. If the
No Build noise level is equal to or greater than 62 dBA L.g, or if the analysis period is a
nighttime period (defined in the CEQR standards as being between 10 PM and 7 AM), the
incremental significant impact threshold would be 3 dBA L.q. (If the No Build noise level is 61
dBA Leg), the maximum incremental increase would be 4 dBA, since an increase higher than
this would result in a noise level higher than the 65 dBA L.y threshold.)

IMPACT DEFINITION

For purposes of impact assessment, this report will utilize a relative noise impact criteria which
considers project-related increases in L.qqy noise levels over future conditions without the project
of greater than 5.0 dBA as significant impacts. The 5.0 dBA relative criteria is consistent with
increases in noise levels that the public considers noticeable and likely to result in complaints.
The L.qy descriptor is used in this document to quantify and describe both playground and
traffic noise.

D. EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

Existing noise levels were measured for 20-minute periods during the two weekday peak
periods—AM (7:30— 9:00 AM), and PM (3:00 — 4:30 PM) peak periods on April 22 and 27,
2010 at two receptor sites {i.e., Sites 1 and 2) adjacent to the project site to determine CEQR
building attenuation requirements. Existing noise levels were also measured for 20-minute
periods throughout the day at Site 2 for the at-grade playground analysis. Due to the clevated
Long Island Railroad immediately adjacent to the proposed project site, measurements at Site 1
were performed simultaneously at two microphone heights: 5 feet and 12 feet. Site | was located
on 44th Avenue between National Street and 97th Place and Site 2 was located on 43rd Avenue
between 97th Place and 99th Street (see Figure 7-1).

Measurements were performed using one Britel & Kjzr Sound Level Meter (SLM) Type 2260
(S/N 2001692) and one Briiel & Kjer SLM Type 2270 (S/N 2706757), Briiel & Kj®r ¥ inch
microphones Type 4189 (8/N 2021267 and S/N 2695523), and Briiel & Kjar Sound Level
Calibrators Type 4231 (S/N 1800102 and S/N 2688762). The Briiel & Kjer SLM is a Type 1
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instrument according to ANSI Standard $1.4-1983 (R2006). The SLMs have a laboratory
calibration date of July 22, 2009 and March 11, 2010, respectively which arc valid through July
of 2010 and March of 2011, respectively. The microphone was mounted at a height of
approximately five feet above the ground surface (for the at grade measurement, elevated
measurement was approximately 12 feet above the ground surface) on a tripod and at least six
feet away from any large, sound-reflecting surface to avoid major interference with sound
propagation. The SLM was calibrated before and after readings with a Briiel & Kjar Type 4231
Sound Level Calibrator using the appropriate adaptor. Measurements at each location were made
on the A-scale (dBA). The data were digitally recorded by the sound level meter and displayed
at the end of the measurement period in units of dBA. Measured quantities included Leg, Ly, Lo,
Lsp, and Ly levels. A windscreen was used during all sound measurements except for
calibration. All measurement procedures were based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI
Standard $1.13-2005.

The noise monitoring results used for the building attenuation analysis are summarized in Table
7-6. The noise monitoring results used for the playground impact assessment are summarized in
Table 7-7.

Table 7-6

Existing Noise Levels (dBA)

Site Measurement Location Time beg | Li Lig § Lso | Loo

1 (5 foot microphone 44th Avenue between National | Weekday | AM| 72.4*] 88.7} 69.0| 53.1| 48.4
height) Street and 97ih Place PM] 59.3 | 70.7[ 63.6| 51.9| 46.6

1 (12 foot Adth Avenue between National | Weekday | AM| 74.0*| 90.4[68.7| 54.1] 50.1
microphone height) Street and 97th Place PM|61.3*{ 72.6( 59,91 52.3| 47.9
2 23rd Avenue between 97th Place | Weekday | AM{| 62.4 | 72.5] 65.2| 59.5| 52.5

and 959th Street PM| 66.7 | 76.4]| 70.7[ 61.91 56.5

Notes: Field measurements were performed by AKRF, Inc. on April 22 and 27, 2010.
* Lo values exceed Lo values due to train pass-bys.

Table 7-7
Lowest Existing Noise Levels for Site 2 in dBA)
Site Measur_ement Location Time Log | Lt | Lio | Lso § Lao
43rd Avenue between AM|60.0{68,6/63.1} 56.4] 49.7
97th Place and 9%th
2 Street Weekday| PM} 60.7] 69.9} 63.9] 56.3| 50.0]
Notes: Field measuremenis were performed by AKRF, Inc. on Aprii 22, 2010_|

At Site 1, traffic and rail noise were the dominant noise sources. At Site 2, traffic noise was the
dominant noise source. Measured noise levels were low to moderate and reflect the level of
vehicular activity on the adjacent streets. In terms of the CEQR criteria, the existing noise levels
at Sites 1 would be in the “acceptable” category and existing noise levels at Site 2 would be in
the “marginally unacceptable™ category.
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E. NOISE FROM THE SCHOOL PLAYGROUND

Table 7-8 shows the maximum hourly playground boundary noise levels for the two time
periods analyzed. These values are based upon measurements made at a series of New York City
school playgrounds for the New York City School Construction Authority (SCA)."

Table 7-8
Maximum Hourly Playground Boundary Leg Noise Levels (dBA)
Time Period Elementary Schools Intermediate Schools High Schools
AM 69.3 64.9 68.2
PM 62.9 64.3 64.3

Source: SCA Playground Noise Study, AKRF, Inc., October 23, 1992

Geometric spreading and the consequent dissipation of sound energy with increasing distance
from the playground decreases noise levels at varying distances from the playground boundary.
Based upon measurements and acoustical principles, hourly noise levels were assumed to
decrease by the following values at the specified distances from the playground boundary: 4.8
dBA at 20 feet, 6.8 dBA. at 30 feet, and 9.1 dBA at 40 feet. For all distances between 40 and 300
feet, a 4.5-dBA drop-off per doubling of distances from the playground boundary was assumed.

There are two recreational areas for students in the current design of the school. The main
playground area is expected to be located at the northern portion of the project site bordering
43rd Avenue and a smaller open space is expected to be located at the western portion of the
project site bordering 44th Avenue. As a result, the residences north of the site (near Site 1) and
the residences north and east of the site (near Site 2) would have the greatest potential for noise
level increase. As a result of the existing noise levels and the small distance between the
proposed playground sites and the nearby residences, the levels generated by the playground
have the potential to create large noise level increases and therefore could potentially result in a
significant adverse impact.

Table 7-9 shows the results of combining the projected main playground noise levels with the
measured existing levels. Table 7-10 shows the results of combining the projected noise levels
with the smaller open space with the measured existing levels. If these recreational areas were
located further from the adjacent residences, the noise levels at the residences would decrease.

With the existing main playground design/layout, the change in noise levels at 97-42 43rd
Avenue would be greater than 5 dBA during those portions of the school day when the
playground is being used. These noise level increases would be considered significant under
SCA. criteria. However, predicted interior noise levels associated with the proposed playground
would be expected to be less than the CEQR 45 dBA Loy interior noise level guideline. As a
result, the noise level increases at this location would be considered significant increases but
would not constitute a significant impact.

With the smaller open space design/layout, the change in noise levels at 97-12 43rd Avenue
would be less than 5 dBA during those portions of the school day when the open space is being
used. As a result, the noise level increases at this location would be not be considered a
significant impact.

'sCA Playground Noise Study, AKRF, Inc., October 23, 1992.
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Table 7-9
Noise Levels due to the Main School Playground (dBA)

Approximate|Playground
Analysis Existing]Playground| Distance Legat  |Combined|Predicted
Location [Time| Lo’ Leg” {feet) Receptor Leg Ly’ _|Change|
a7-33 AM | 60.0 64.9 53.6 60.9 63.7 0.9
43rd
Avenue | PM{ 60.7 64.3 60 53.0 61.4 64.2 0.7
97-42
A:gr’,‘f,e AM | 57.0 64.9 63.7 64.5 673 | 75
{windows
closest to
street) | PM | 57.7 64.3 5 63.1 64.2 67.0 6.5
97-42
43rd AM 56.0 64.9 61.1 62.2 65.1 6.3
Avenue
(2nd
Floor
Windows)| PM | 56.7 64.3 i6 60.5 62.0 64.8 5.3
97-42
LA | 552 64.9 63.7 64.3 671 | 90
(windows
furthest
from
street) | PM |} 558 64.3 5 63.1 63.9 66.7 7.9
North AM| 508 64.9 64.9 65.1 67.9 14.3
facade of
proposed
school | PM| 51.5 64.3 0 64.3 64.5 67.3 13.0
Note: ' Existing L, levels were taken from the quietest hour of measurements (see Table 7-7) minus a
correction factor to account for the distance from the road.
2 Playground L., is at the boundary. The proposed school will be an Inlermediate School (See Table 7-
8).
) ? Predicted L is calculated based on SCA Playground Neise Study, AKRF, Inc., October 23, 1992,

F. NOISE ATTENUATION MEASURES

As shown in Table 7-5, the New York City CEQR Technical Manual has set noise attenuation
quantities for buildings based on exterior Lig) noise levels in order to maintain interior noise
levels of 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses. The results of the building attenuation analysis are
summarized in Table 7-10.
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Table 7-10
Noise Levels due {o the Smaller Open Space (dBA)
Open Open Space
Analysis Existing | Space | Approximate Ly at Combined | Predicted
Location [Time| Leg' L..> | Distance (feet) | Receptor Leg L’ |Change
97-1243rd | AM | 62.0 64.9 58.1 63.5 66.3 1.5
Avenue PM| 58.4 64.3 30 57.5 61.0 63.8 2.6
Westfacade | AM| 724 64.9 0 64.9 73.1 71.4 0.7
of proposed
schoal PM| 59.3 64.3 0] 64.3 65.5 68.7 6.2
Note:

B Existing L., levels were taken from the AM and PM measurements (see Table 7-6) minus a correction factor to account

for the distance from the road.
Open Space Ly, is at the boundary. The proposed school will be an Intermediate Schoo! (See Table 7-8).
Predicted Lo is calculated based on SCA Playground Noise Study, AKRF, Inc., Octoher 23, 1992.

The attenuation of a composite structure is a function of the attenuation provided by each of its
component parts and how much of the area is made up of each part. Normally, a building facade
is comprised of the wall, glazing, and any vents or louvers for HVAC/air conditioning units in
various ratios or area. The proposed developments’ building fagade design would include
double-glazed windows. Additionally, the proposed development at 97-36 43rd Avenue would
include an alternate means of ventilation (i.e., air conditioning). The proposed building’s
facades, including these clements would be designed to provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor
Transmission Class (OITC) rating greater than or equal to the attenuation requirements listed in
Table 7-11. The OITC classification is defined by the American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM E1332-90 [Reapproved 2003]) and provides a single-number rating that is
used for designing a building fagade including walls, doors, glazing, and combinations thereof.
The OITC rating is designed to evaluate building elements by their ability to reduce the overall
loudness of ground and air transportation noise. By adhering to these design requirements, the
proposed developments® building facades will thus provide sufficient attenuation to achieve the
CEQR interior noise level guideline of 45 dBA L for classroom uses.

Table 7-11
CEQR Building Attenuation Requirements
Facade Attenuation Required (in dBA)
North (facing 43rd Avenue) NA
South {facing 44th Avenue) NA
West (facing Smaller Open Space) 28

Note: The attenuation requirement for the North and West Fagades accounts for both the measured existing noise and
noise associated with the proposed outdoor playgrounds.

Based upon the L values measured at the proposed development site (shown in Table 7-6),
designing the proposed development based on the measures outlined in this report would provide
sufficient attenuation to achieve the CEQR interior noise level requirements.

In addition, the building mechanical system (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
systems) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-227
of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department of Buiidings and
Mechanical Codes) and to avoid producing levels that would result in any significant increase in
ambient noise levels. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This section addresses environmental conditions at the location of the proposed public school,
hereafter referred to as the proposed project site. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA) of 97-36 43rd Avenue was completed by Langan Engineering and Environmental
Bervices, P.C. (Langan) on behalf of the New York City School Construction Authority
(NYCSCA), in June 2009. The main objective of the Phase 1 ESA was to identify the presence
or likely presence, use, or release of hazardous substances or petroleum products which are
defined in American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E 1527-05. as
recognized environmental conditions (RECs), In addition, other environmental issues or
conditions such as radon, asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint (LBP), and
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing equipment were evaluated. The Phase I ESA
included a site inspection, a review of the existing data on geology and hydrology of the area,
and a review of historical maps, local agency records, and other documents to assess past and
current uses of the proposed project site and adjacent areas.

The Phase I ESA identified on-site RECs related to a dry well, a suspect underground storage
tank (UST) and historic use of the site for a rail road spur with coal storage areas. Several off-
site RECs were also identified, including an adjoining New York City Fire Department Station
with petroleum storage, an adjoining active auto repair shop, several nearby registered dry
cleaners, a nearby gasoline station, several nearby historic auto repair facilities, an historic
Corona Town Garage with gasoline tanks, and several historic manufacturing activities (glass
making, a foundry, printing, clothing, woodworking and varnishing) near the site. In addition,
environmental concerns were identified at the site, including potential asbestos-containing
material {ACM), suspect polychlorinated biphenyl {(PCB)-containing caulking material and light
ballasts, and suspect lead-based paint (LBP) on interior and exterior painted surfaces, A Phase II
Environmental Site Investigation (ESI) was completed by Langan on behalf of the NYCSCA in
December 2009 to assess the RECs identified in the Phase I ESA.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed project site is located at 97-36 43rd Avenue (Block 1628, Lot 21) in Corona,
Queens, and consists of a 40,000-square-foot L-shaped lot that fronts 43rd and 44th Avenues. A
one-story warchouse building, owned by W & R Associates, with a 27,560-square-foot footprint
occupies the proposed project site. The warehouse is used for the storage and distribution of
building materials, which include PVC pipe, floor tiles, and plumbing fixtures. Prior to the
construction of the warchouse building in 1969, the proposed project site contained a lumber
vard, a coal storage yard, and a spur of the Long Island Railroad (LIRR).

A Phase II was conducted to determine if the RECs identified in the Phase I ESA have affected
the site’s suitability as a public school facility. Phase H ESI field activities included a
geophysical survey, a limited asbestos survey, the advancement of three sub-slab soil vapor
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points, five soil vapor points, seven soil borings, eight temporary monitoring wells, and the
collection and laboratory analysis of soil, groundwater and soil vapor samples from these
locations. In addition, two ambient air samples and a dry well sediment sample were collected
for laboratory analysis.

Based on observations during the Phase II ESI, the proposed project site is underlain by historic
utban fill material, consisting of fine-to-coarse grained sand, some silt and gravel and wood,
brick and glass fragments, to a maximum depth of six feet below ground surface (bgs). Native
material consisting of fine to coarse sand and gravel underlies the historic fill material and
extends to the groundwater table, approximately 28 to 32.5 feet bgs. The anticipated
groundwater flow direction is in a south-southeasterly direction towards Meadow Lake,
approximately 5,500 feet from the proposed project site. Geophysical anomalies indicative of
USTs were not identified during a geophysical survey performed at the proposed project site.

The collected soil and dry-well sediment samples were analyzed for a combination of the
following analytical parameters: volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic
compounds (SVOCs), PCBs, metals, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), pesticides, herbicides
and cyanide. 10 soil samples were analyzed for Target Compound List (TCL) VOCs plus
tentatively identified compounds (TICs) in accordance with United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Method 8260, TCL SVOCs plus TICs in accordance with USEPA
Method 8270, PCBs in accordance with USEPA Method 8082, and Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) metals plus cobalt and copper in accordance with USEPA 6000/7000
method series. Two soil samples where the total lead concentration was greater than 100
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) were analyzed for lead utilizing the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Potential (TCLP). Four of the soil samples were also analyzed for TPH diesel-range
organics (DRO) and gasoline-range organics (GRO) in accordance with USEPA. Method 8015-
modificd, pesticides in accordance with Method 8081A, herbicides in accordance with USEPA
Method 8151A, hexavalent chromium in accordance with USEPA Method 7196A, and cyanide
in accordance with USEPA Method 9010B/9012A.

Each of the eight groundwater samples was analyzed for TCL VOCs and SVOCs plus TICs,
PCBs and RCRA metals. One of the groundwater samples was also analyzed for the New York
City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) Sewer Discharge Parameters. The 3
sub-slab soil vapor samples, 5 soil vapor samples and both ambient air samples were analyzed
for 26 select VOCs in accordance with USEPA Method TO-15.

A review of the soil VOC analytical results indicated that no VOCs were detected at
concentrations above the corresponding NYSDEC Part 375 soil cleanup objectives (SCO) for
unrestricted use.

A review of the soil analytical results indicate that SVOCs were greater than the corresponding
SCOs for unrestricted use in one of the nine collected soil samples. Benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene, and indeno (/,2,3-cd)pyrene, were
detected at concentrations above the corresponding SCOs for unrestrictive use at boring 8S-3 in
the central portion of the proposed project site. The presence of the above SVOCs at this
Jocation is attributable to the presence of historic fill. Concentrations of at least one PCB aroclor
was detected above the unrestricted use SCOs in two of the seven completed soil borings (S5-6
& $S-8). A review of the metals analytical results indicate that one or more of the following five
metals, arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead and mercury, were detected at concentrations greater
than the Unrestricted Use SCOs in four of the seven completed soil borings (SS-2, §8-3, 8S-6,
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and SS-8). The presence of PCBs and metals is attributable to historic use of the proposed
project site as a railroad spur and/or the urban fill material.

A review of the analytical results for the composite soil samples revealed that three pesticides,
endrin, 4,4°-DDT and 4,4°-DDE, were detected in one of the four soil samples (COMP1-0-4} at
concentrations greater than the corresponding Unrestricted Use SCOs. These pesticides are
commonly found in the environment due to their persistent nature and former widespread use for
the control of mosquitoes and other insects.

TPH GRO was not detected in any of the four analyzed composite soil samples. TPH DRO was
detected in one of the four composite samples (COMP1 0-4) at a concentration of 724 mg/kg.
There are no local, New York State or federal regulatory criteria for either TPH GROs or DROs
in soil.

The VOC (acetone), an SVOC (indeno(/, 2, 3-cd) pyrene), PCB aroclor 1260, and mercury were
detected in the dry well sediment at concentrations above the NYSDEC Unrestricted Use SCOs.

These contaminants may be related to historic facility discharges at the proposed project site to
the dry well and/or past use of the proposed project site as a railroad spur.

Groundwater sample analysis revealed that the VOC trichloroethene {TCE) was detected at
concentrations greater than the NYSDEC Class GA groundwater standard in three of the eight
ground water sampling locations. The presence of TCE was limited to the northem and
hydraulically upgradient portion of the proposed project site. In addition, TCE was not detected
in anyy of the nine soil samples collected at the proposed project site. The distribution of TCE in
ground water along the up-gradient perimeter of the site and the lack of TCE reported in soil
suggest that the presence of TCE in groundwater is attributed to an off-site source.

Metals and PCBs in the groundwater samples were either not detected by the laboratory, or were
detected at concentrations below the corresponding State ground water quality standards. Select
SVOCs were detected in only one (TMW-3) of the eight groundwater samples.
Benzo(w)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(®}Mluoranthene, chrysene, and indeno(l,2,3-
cd)pyrene were detected at well (TMW-3) at concentrations above the corresponding State
groundwater standards or guidelines. The sample was cloudy with a turbidity measurement of
247 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTUs). The detected SVOCs are lipophilic organic
compounds (soluble in oil and not water) and the occwrrence of these virtvally insoluble
compounds in the groundwater sample may be due to entrained sediment and not actual
groundwater conditions. All of the analyzed NYCDEP discharge parameters were reported
below the respective effluent limits.

A review of the soil vapor sample analytical results indicate that 10 of the 26 analyzed VOCs
were detected in sub-slab and soil vapor samples. The VOCs 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA),
benzene, chloromethane, ethylbenzene, m,p-xylenes, o-xylenes, tetrachloroethene (PCE), (TCE)
and toluene were detected in soil vapor at concentrations above the anticipated background
concentrations at one or more of the eight sampled locations. The New York State Department
of Health (NYSDOH) has established Air Guidance Values {AGVs) for three of the VOCs
analyzed: methylene chloride, PCE and TCE. Methylene Chloride was not detected at in any of
the eight soil vapor samples. The detected concentrations of PCE range from 25 to 152
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) with two of the sampled locations (SV-2 and SV-8)
slightly above the AGV of 100 pg/m3. The detected concentrations of TCE were above the
corresponding AGV of 5 pg/m3 at five locations (SV-2, SV-5, 8V-6, SV-7, and SV-8). The
maxinum detected concentration of TCE in soil vapor was 54.3 pg/m3 at soil sample SV-7.
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C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROJECT

This analysis assumes that without the proposed project, the existing warchouse use on the site
would remain.

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project would not result in impacts from contaminated media and building
materials if the following measures are followed.

Prior to the construction of the project, the extent of PCB-impacted soil will be delineated as
part of a pre-design investigation. '

Any PCB-impacted soil identified during the pre-design investigation will be removed in
accordance with all applicable regulations.

The existing dry well and its contents will be removed and managed in accordance with all
applicable regulations,

As a preventative measure, a soil vapor barrier and a sub slab depressurization system would
be installed below the building to prevent the potential for soil vapor intrusion into the
proposed schoo! building.

Prior to construction, aﬁy ACM, LBP, and PCB-containing materials affected by the
preparation of the site for use as a public school will be identified and properly managed
during construction activities.

For areas of the site where exposed soils may exist (i.e., landscaped areas), a 24- inch thick
layer of environmentally clean fill will be placed over the soils.

In addition, to minimize the potential for construction workers’ exposure, standard industry
practices, including appropriate health and safety measures, will be utilized. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

Construction activities, although temporary in nature, can sometimes result in significant adverse
environmental impacts. This chapter summarizes the construction plan for the proposed project
and assesses the potential for construction-period impacts. The stages of construction and their
associated activities and equipment are described first, followed by the types of impacts likely to
occur. The assessment also describes methods that may be employed to minimize construction-
period impacts.

As described below, the analysis concludes that the proposed project would not result in
exiensive construction-related effects with respect to any of the analysis areas of concern.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are expected to ocour as a result of construction.

B. DESCRIPTION OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

It is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would require a total of approximately
36 months to complete, although the major external construction activities are expected o be
completed within approximately 31 months. Based on current plans, construction would begin in
2012 and be completed in 2015. A breakdown of the anticipated construction program is shown
below in Table 9-1.

Table 9-1
On-Site Construction Activities
Construction Activity Months of Construction
Mobilization, Demalition, Excavation and Foundation Months 6
Superstructure and Exterior Work Months 9
Interior Construction and Fit-out Months 12
Exterior Finishing and Landscaping Months 3
Source: New York City School Construction Authority

Construction would begin with the fencing and screening of the site followed by site demolition,
excavation and grading. First any economically salvageable materials are removed. Then the
building is deconstructed using large equipment. Typical demolition requires solid temporary
walls around the building to prevent accidental dispersal of building materials into areas
accessible to the general public. As the building is being deconstructed, bulldozers and front-end
Ioaders would be used to load materials into dump trucks. The demolition debris would be sorted
prior to being disposed at landfills to maximize recycling opportunities. Soil would be excavated
from the project site and removed by truck to a licensed landfill or recycling facility. If soil
containing petroleum or other contaminated materials is discovered during excavation activities,
it would be segregated and disposed of in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local
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regulations and guidelines. Additionally, all material that needs to be removed from the site
would be disposed of in accordance with applicable requirements. Where bedrock is shallow it is
likely that solid rock excavation would be necessary. While the specific methods used for rock
excavation cannot be determined until a subcontractor is selected, excavation typically includes
rock drilling and/or controlled blasting, and the use of heavy excavation equipment and cranes to
remove broken rock from the site. During this period, piles would be driven, as necessary, to
support the building, and pile caps would be formed and concrete poured to build the
foundations for the building. Next, the project’s structural frame and exterior fagade would be
erected. Construction of the exterior enclosure, or “shell” of the building would include
construction of the building’s framework (installation of beams and columns), floor decks,
facade (exterior walls and cladding), and roof construction. In the final ycar one to two years of
construction, interior finishing would proceed, including electrical work, plumbing, wall and
ceiling construction, painting, floorwork, and other finishing items along with the completion of
the remaining exterior work, such as utility and fagade work. During this time, most work would
occur inside, and operation of heavy on-site equipment would be infrequent. As construction
nears completion on the interior of the project, final site work would commence and would
include construction of the outdoor play yards and landscaping.

The estimated average number of workers on site by phase would be: 40 workers for
muobilization, demolition, excavation and foundation; 60 workers for superstructure and exterior
work; 120 workers for interior construction and fit-out; and 40 workers for exterior finishing and
landscaping. '

Typical equipment used for demolition, excavation, and foundation work would include
excavators, bulldozers, backhoes, compaction equipment, tractors, jackhammers, and concrete
pumping trucks. Other equipment that would be used include hoist complexes, dump trucks and
loaders, concrete trucks, and back hoes. Trucks would deliver concrete and other building
materials, and remove excavated material as well as demolition and construction debris. The
construction equipment likely to be used during erection of the superstructure would include
compressors, cranes, derricks, hoists, bending jigs, and welding machines. During facade and
roof construction, hoists may continue to be used. Trucks would remain in use for material
supply and construction waste removal. Interior and finishing work would employ a large
number of construction workers, and a wide variety of fixtures and supplies would have to be
delivered to the site. It is anticipated that trucks would access the project site from 43rd Avenue
(if accessing the project area from Junction Boulevard) and 44th Avenue (if accessing the
project area from National Street).

The majority of construction activities would take place Monday through Friday, although if
necessary, the delivery or installation of certain equipment could occur on weekend days. Hours
of construction are regulated by the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) and apply
in all areas of the City. These requirements are reflected in the collective bargaining agreements
with major construction trade unions. In accordance with those regulations, almost all work
could occur between 7 AM and 6 PM on weekdays, although some workers would arrive and
begin to prepare work areas before 7 AM. Occasionally, Saturday or overtime hours would be
required to complete time-sensitive tasks. Weekend work requires a permit from the DOB and,
in certain instances, approval of a noise mitigation plan from the New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) under the City’s Noise Code. The New York City Noise
Control Code, as amended in December 2005 and effective July 1, 2007, limits construction
(absent special circumstances as described below) to weekdays between the hours of 7 AM and
6 PM, and sets noise limits for certain specific picces of construction equipment. Construction
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activities occurring after hours (weekdays between 6 PM and 7 AM and on weekends) may be
permitted only to accommodate: (1) emergency conditions, (2) public safety, (3) construction
projects by or on behalf of City agencies, (4) construction activities with minimal noise impacts,
and (5) undue hardship resulting from unique site characteristics, unforeseen conditions,
scheduling conflicts and/or financial considerations. In such cases, the numbers of workers and
pieces of equipment in operation would be limited to those needed to complete the particular
authorized task. Therefore, the level of activity for any weekend work would be less than a
normal workday. The typical weekend workday would be on Saturday, beginning with worker
arrival and site preparation at 7 AM, and ending with site cleanup at 5 PM. Movement of certain
oversized materials, to comply with the requirements of the New York City Department of
Transportation (NYCDOT), would occur at night.

Much of the proposed project’s construction staging would occur within the project site, thereby
limiting any effects on surrounding roadways and pedestrian elements. However, certain
construction activities may require the temporary closing, narrowing, or otherwise impeding of
44th Avenue, the sidewalk along 44th Avenue, as well as the sidewalk and parking lane
immediately adjacent to the project site along 43rd Avenue.

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” a new 1,110-seat P.S. may be constructed at
96-18 43rd Avenue, one block west of the proposed project. The environmental analysis
considers two analysis scenarios for the future without the proposed project—Scenario One
includes construction of the 1,110-seat P.S. by 2015, and Scenaric Two assumes that the new
P.S. is not constructed by 2015,

Under Scenario One, construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue would proceed along
the same timeframe with the construction schedule of the proposed project. It is assumed that
while the major external construction activities associated with the two projects would occur at
similar times, they would be short-term in nature (lasting less than two years). SCA would
coordinate construction activities of the two projects to ensure that access is provided to nearby
residences, businesses, and community facilities at all times.

Under Scenario Two, construction of the new P.8. at 96-18 43rd Avenue would proceed at some
point in the future. While the construction timetable for P.S. in this Scenario is unknown under
this scenario, it is unlikely that the major external consiruction activities associated with the two
projects would overlap (i.e. last longer than two consecutive years). Furthermore, as described
below, the construction activities for both projects will be subject to New York City Local Law
77, which would require the use of best available technology (BAT) for equipment at the time of
construction. Therefore, once one of the planned schools is operational, no construction—related
impacts asseciated with the other planned school would occur with these measures in place.

C. PROBABLE IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION

As with most development in New York City, construction of the proposed project may be
disruptive to the surrounding area for limited periods of time throughout the construction period.
The following analyses describe the proposed project’s temporary effects on transportation
systems, air quality, noise, historic resources, hazardous materials, natural resources, land use
and neighborhood character, socioeconomic conditions, community facilities, open space, and
infrastructure, as well as the economic benefits associated with the construction,
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TRANSPORTATION

As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, construction activities may affect several elements
of the transportation systemn, including traffic, transit, pedestrians, and parking. A transportation
analysis of construction activities is predicated upon the duration, intensity, complexity and/or
location of construction activity.

As described above, much of the proposed project’s construction staging would occur within the
project site, thereby limiting any affects on surrounding roadways and pedestrian elements.
However, certain construction activities may require the temporary closing, narrowing, or
otherwise impeding of 44th Avenue, the sidewalk along 44th Avenue, as well as the sidewalk
and parking lane immediately adjacent to the project site along 43rd Avenue. These potentially
affected locations are not along New York City Transit bus routes, nor are they areas of high
vehicular or pedestrian activity. As detailed in Chapter 5, “Transportation,” the analyzed
intersections and studied pedestrian elements immediately surrounding the project site operate at
acceptable levels of service, and would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service under
the No-Action conditions except for the westbound approach at the intersection of 44th Avenue
and National Street, which operates at congested conditions (beyond mid-LOS D) during the PM
peak hour under the existing conditions ,as well as during the AM and PM peak hours under the
Scenario One No Build conditions, and during the PM peak hour under the Scenario Two No
Build conditions. Construction-related closures are anticipated to be the type of routine closure
typically addressed by a permit (and pedestrian access plan) required by New York City
Department of Transportation (DOT) Office of Construction Mitigation and Coordination
(OCMC) at the time of closure. Additionally, the potentially-affected roadways and pedestrian
elements are not located near sensitive land uses such as a hospital or school. The potential
effects of construction activities on access to and from the New York City Fire Department’s
(FDNY’s) firehouse located at 97-28 43rd Avenue are addressed under “Community Facilities™
below. In the event that construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue overlaps with the
comstruction schedule of the proposed project (Scenario One), SCA would coordinate
construction activitics of the two projects to ensure that access is provided to nearby residences
and businesses at all times. Furthermore, as described below, the SCA would develop
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plans (MTP Plans) for both projects and consult with
FDNY and DOT’s OCMC to ensure that any street and sidewalk closures on 43rd Avenue would
not impede access to or from the firehouse. Also, in the event that construction of the new P.S. at
96-18 43rd Avenue occurs after L.S. 311 is operational, SCA would coordinate construction
activities to ensure that safe vehicular and pedestrian access is provided to 1.S. 311 during the
hours of operation. Furthermore, as described below, the SCA would develop Maintenance and
Protection of Traffic Plans (MTP Plans) for both projects and consult with FONY and DOT’s
OCMC to ensure that any street and sidewalk closures on 43rd Avenue would not impede access
to or from the firehouse.

Throughout the construction process, construction workers would travel to and from the site by
personal vehicle, bus, and subway. Given that construction worker commuting trips generally
occur during off-peak hours, and that there would not be a substantial number of construction
workers at the project site on any given day, the construction worker trips are not expected to
result in significant adverse impacts to the area’s traffic operations, parking supply and
utilization, bus loading, or subway station conditions. Therefore, the proposed project’s
construction activities are not expected to result in significant adverse transportation impacts.
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ATR QUALITY AND NOISE

Air quality and noise impacts can be generated by construction vehicles and delivery vehicles
traveling to and from a site, as well as by stationary equipment used for on-site construction
activities. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an assessment of air quality or noise
impacts from construction vehicles is warranted only when quantified transportation analysis is
needed for construction activities. As described above, the proposed project’s construction
activities are not anticipated to result in extended impacts to any transportation systems requiring
quantified amalysis, and therefore, an assessment of air quality or noise impacts from
construction vehicles is not warranted.

With regard to the air quality and noise impacts of other construction activities (such as
demolition, rock drilling, and pile driving), the CEQR Technical Manual suggests that potential
impacts should be analyzed only when construction activities would affect a sensitive receptor
over a long period of time. Construction duration as defined by the CEQR Technical Manual is
broken down into short-term (less than two years) and long-term (two or more years). As
described above, the proposed project’s major external construction activities, which generate
the greatest potential for air quality and noise impacts, would be short-term in nature (lasting
less than two years). Since the proposed project would not cause noisy and/or diesel-powered
construction equipment to be operating within 1,500 feet of a receptor for a period of time
exceeding two years, significant adverse air quality and noise impacts are not anticipated, and
quantified analyses are not warranted. The following sections qualitatively discuss the likely
effects of on-site construction activities on air quality and noise, and describe measures to
minimize construction-period impacts,

STAT, IONARYSQURCE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Most construction engines are diesel-powered, and produce relatively high levels of sulfur
oxides (50;), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM,s and PM;g). Construction
activities also emit fugitive dust.

Technologies have been developed to substantially reduce SO, and PM emissions. These include
ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel (ULSD), diesel particulate filters (DPFs), and cleaner engines (Tier 2
or better). These technologies have become more readily available in New York City as they are
required for large, ongoing public projects. The construction activities will be subject to New
York City Local Law 77, which would require the use of best available technology (BAT) for
equipment at that time of construction.! Based on estimates calculated for construction of other
projects, the diesel particulate emission reduction measures can reduce emissions by more than
93 percent, on average, as compared with construction emissions without such controls.

Furthermore, as early in the construction period as practicable, diesel-powered equipment would
be replaced with electrical-powered equipment, such as electric scissor lifts and electric
articulating forklifts (i.e., early electrification). It is expected that the SCA would employ best

! New York City Administrative Code § 24-163.3, adopted December 22, 2003, also known as Local Law
77, requires that any diesel-powered non-road engine with a power output of 50 hp or greater that is
owned by, operated by or on behalf of, or leased by a city agency shall be powered by ultra low sulfur
diesel fuel (ULSD), and utilize the best available technology (BAT) for reducing the emission of
pollutants, primarily particulate matter and secondarily nitrogen oxides. NYCDEP is charged with
defining and periodically updating the definition of BAT.
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available technologies and utilize ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel for construction equipment and
vehicles, following the requirements for New York City sponsored projects.

All necessary measures would be implemented to ensure that the New York City Air Pollution
Control Code regulating construction-related dust emissions is followed. Appropriate fugitive
dust control measures would be employed and would include:

» watering off trucks and excavation equipment prior to exiting the site;

e watering the areas surrounding the site (sidewalks, streets, etc.) at the end of every work
day; .
e watering truck routes within the site as needed or, in cases where a route would remain in

the same place for an extended duration, stabilizing, covering with gravel, or temporarily
paving the route to avoid the resuspension of dust;

e equipping all trucks hauling loose material with tight fitting tailgates and covering the load
prior to leaving the site;

e the use of closed chutes leading to covered bins for material drops during demolition;
s cnforcement of an on-site vehicular speed limit of 5 mph;

e the use of water sprays for all excavation, demolition, and transfer of spoils to ensure that
materials are dampened as necessary to avoid the suspension of dust into the air; and

e watering or covering loose materials, or stabilizing them with a biodegradable suppressing
agent,

To reduce the resulting concentration increments at sensitive receptors, large emissions sources
and activities, such as concrete trucks and pumps, would be located away from sensitive
receptors to the extent practicable. Additional measures would be taken in accordance with
applicable laws, regulations, and building codes. These include the restriction of on-site vehicle
idle time to three minutes for all vehicles not using the engine to operate a loading, unloading, or
processing device (e.g., concrete mixing trucks).

Under both New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and New York City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) requirements, the determination of the significance of
impacts is based on an assessment of the predicted intensity, duration, geographic extent, and the
number of people who would be affected by the predicted impacts. Guidelines for assessing
potential impacts from NOy, CO, and PM, s are discussed in Chapter 6, “Air Quality.” While it
is possible that the construction activities may exceed certain thresholds used for assessing the
potential for significant adverse air quality impacts, any exceedance would be limited in extent,
duration, and severity. Based on the limited duration of these potential exceedances of threshold
values, there would be no potential for significant adverse impacts from construction activitics.

STATIONARY SOURCE NOISE IMPACTS

Noise and vibration levels at a given location are dependent on the kind and number of pieces of
construction equipment being operated, the acoustical utilization factor of the equipment (i.e., the
percentage of time a piece of equipment is operating), the distance from the construction site, and
any shielding effects (from structures such as buildings, walls, or barriers). Noise levels caused by
construction activities would vary widely, depending on the phase of construction and the Iocation
of the construction relative to receptor locations.
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A wide variety of measures can be used to minimize construction noise and reduce potential
noise impacts. A noise mitigation plan is required as part of the New York City Noise Control
Code, and would include:

e Source controls;
* Path controls; and
* Receptor controls,

In terms of source controls (i.e., reducing noise levels at the source or during most sensitive time
periods), the following measures for construction would be implemented:

¢ The contractors would use equipment that meets the sound level standards for equipment
(specified in Subchapter 5 of the New York City Noise Control Code) from the start of
construction activities and use a wide range of equipment, including construction trucks, that
produce lower noise levels than typical construction equipment,

o Where feasible, the project sponsors would use construction procedures and equipment
(such as generators, concrete trucks, delivery trucks, and trailers) that are quicter than that
required by the New York City Noise Control Code.

¢ As carly in the construction period as practicable, diesel-powered equipment would be
replaced with clectrical-powered equipment, such as eleciric scissor lifts and electric
articulating forklifts (i.e., early electrification).

¢  All contractors and subcontractors would be required to properly maintain their equlpment
and have quality mufflers installed.

In terms of path controls (e.g., placement of equipment and implementation of barriers between
equipment and sensitive receptors), the following measures for construction would be
implemented:

¢ Perimeter noise barriers would be constructed that satisfy New York City Noise Control
Code requirements.

* To the extent feasible, noisy equipment, such as generators, cranes, trailers, concrete pumps,
concrete trucks, and dump trucks, would be located away from and shielded from sensitive
receptor locations,

For impact determination purposes, significant adverse noise impacts are based on whether
maximum predicted incremental noise levels at sensitive receptor locations off-site would be
greater than the impact criteria suggested in the CEQR Technical Manual for two consecutive
years or more. The impact criteria are explained in detail in Chapter 7, “Noise.” While increases
exceeding the CEQR impact criteria for two years or less may be noisy and intrusive, they are
not considered to be significant adverse noise impacts. The residential and institutional buildings
in the immediate vicinity of the project site generally contain double-glazed windows and/or
alternative ventilation (i.e., air conditioning), which would greatly reduce interior noise levels
compared with exterior noise levels and may result in inferior noise levels of 45 dBA or less. In
addition, except under special circumstances night work is not expected, and any exceedences of the
CEQR criteria at sensitive locations would occur during day. Therefore, no long-term, significant
adverse noise impacts are expected from construction activities.
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES -

The assessment of construction impacts on historic and cultural resources considers the
possibility of physical damage to any architectural or archaeological resources. Impacts on
archaeological resources from construction are assessed as part of the overall evaluation of the
proposed project’s effect on archaeological resources (see Chapter 3, “Historic and Cultural
Resources™).

As detailed in Chapter 3, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” construction of the proposed project
does not have the potential to adversely affect any archaeological resources. There are two
known architectural resources within 400 feet of the project site: Fire Engine Company
289/Ladder Company 138, located at 97-28 43rd Avenue immediately west of the project site;
and the former Tiffany Studios Complex, which occupies the eastern end of the block bounded
by 97th Place and 43rd, 44th, and Junction Avenues. The former Tiffany Studios Complex is
located approximately 170 feet west of the project site and at that distance would not be affected
by construction-related vibrations. However, the former Tiffany Studios Complex will be
demolished in the future without the proposed project, as described above in “Description of
Construction Activities.” To avoid potential adverse physical effects on Fire Engine Company
289/Ladder Company 138, a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) would be developed and
implemented prior to the commencement of any demolition or construction activities on the
project site. The CPP would follow DOB’s TPPN #10/88, regarding procedures for the
avoidance of damage to historic structures resulting from adjacent construction, and would be
prepared in consultation with SHPO and LPC. TPPN #10/88 requires a monitoring program to
reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and S/NR-listed properties
(within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction
procedures can be changed. As requested by OPRHP and to meet the conditions specified in
OPRHP’s April 29, 2010 findings letter, the CPP would be submitted to OPRHP for review.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Chapter 8, “Soil and Groundwater Conditions,” describes the findings of the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and the Phase II Environmental Site Investigation (ESI)
that were conducted for the project site.

Demolition and excavation activities could disturb hazardous materials and increase pathways
for human exposure. The SCA and/or its contractors would develop management plans (e.g., soil
management plan, groundwater management plan, construction health and safety plan, etc.) to
address any hazardous materials that may be encountered during construction of the school. The
management plans prepared or reviewed by SCA would include measures to protect the health
and safety of construction workers, school staff and students, and the public in general during
construction and at the time of occupancy. Specific measures that would be implemented to
avoid impacts are as follows:

e Procedures would be developed for managing any potential underground storage tanks and
any encountered contamination (including procedures for stockpiling and off-site
transportation and disposal) and appropriate health and safety procedures including the need
for dust and organic vapor monitoring.

e Any unregistered tanks discovered prior to or during demolition activities would be
registered with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC).



Chapter 9: Construction Impacts

If applicable, spill reporting would be conducted, and contaminated soil/groundwater
handled and disposed of in accordance with applicable requirements.

* A comprehensive asbestos survey of the affected areas would be conducted prior to
demolition. If materials prove to contain asbestos, they would be properly removed and
disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations by a licensed asbestos abatement
contractor,

¢ Any demolition activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint would be performed
in accordance with the applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulation
(OSHA 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead Exposure in Construction).

e Prior to demolition, fluorescent light fixtures and other electrical equipment requiring
disposal would be managed in accordance with applicable requirements.

s  Any excavated soil requiring off-site disposal would be managed in accordance with
applicable requirements, and, as necessary, tested in accordance with the requirements of the
intended receiving facility. Transportation of all material leaving the site would be in
accordance with applicable requirements covering licensing of haulers and trucks,
placarding, truck routes, manifesting, etc.

In addition, to minimize the potential for construction workers’ exposure, standard
industry practices, including appropriate health and safety measures, will be utilized.

NATURAL RESOURCES

According to the 2010 CEQR Technical Manual, a construction assessment is needed for
natural resources only if the construction activities would disturb a site or be located
adjacent to a site containing natural resources. The project site and adjacent sites do not
contain any natural resources, and therefore, no further assessment is warranted.

LAND USE AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

As is typical with construction projects, during periods of peak construction activity there would
be some disruption, predominantly noise, to the nearby area. There would be construction trucks
and construction workers coming to the site.. There would also be noise, sometimes intrusive,
from building construction as well as trucks and other vehicles backing, loading, and unloading.

While the predominant land use in the area is residential, the project site is within an M1-1
manufacturing zoning district, and there are several manufacturing and industrial uses located
nearby. To the extent that construction activities are industrial in nature, the proposed project’s
construction activities would not present a new land use to the study area. There would be
periods during which construction activities would be more obtrusive than what is typical of a
light manufacturing district; however, those periods of time would be limited, and would not
result in significant or long-term adverse impacts on the local land use pattemns or character of
the nearby area. In the event that construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue (a No Build
project) overlaps with the construction schedule of the proposed project, construction activities
may be more obtrusive to the immediately surrounding uses; however, the construction periods
would be limited, and would not result in significant or long-term adverse impacts.
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SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The CEQR Technical Manual suggests that if a project entails construction of a long duration
that could affect the access to and therefore viability of a number of businesses, and the failure
of those businesses has the potential to affect neighborhood character, then a preliminary
assessment for construction impacts on socioeconomic conditions should be conducted. The
proposed project would not have such effects. There are no commercial businesses at locations
where construction activities could result in the temporary closing, narrowing, or otherwise
impeding of roadways and sidewalks. The proposed project’s construction activities would not
impede access to any businesses, and therefore would not have any significant adverse impacts
on socioeconomic conditions.

The proposed project’s construction would create major direct benefits resulting from
expenditures on labor, materials, and services, as well as substantial indirect benefits created by
expenditures by material suppliers, construction workers, and other employees involved in the
direct activity. Construction would also contribute to increased tax revenues for the City and
State, including those from personal income taxes. Local businesses may also expect increased
sales from construction worker spending (i.e., coffee, food, convenience products).

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a construction impact assessment should be
conducted for any community facility that would be directly affected by construction (e.g., if
construction would disrupt services provided at the facility or close the facility temporarily).
There is one community facility that could potentially be affected by construction activities: Fire
Engine Company 289/Ladder Company 138, which is located at 97-28 43rd Avenue,
immediately west of the project site. Prior to construction of the proposed project, the SCA
would coordinate with FDNY and DOT’s OCMC to develop MTP Plans to ensure that any street
and sidewalk closures on 43rd Avenue would not impede access to or from the firehouse. In the
event that construction of the new P.S. at 96-18 43rd Avenue (a No Build project} overlaps with
the construction schedule of the proposed project, the SCA would coordinate the MTP Plans for
both projects and consult with FDNY and DOT’s OCMC to ensure that any street and sidewalk
closures on 43rd Avenue would not impede access to or from the firehouse. With these measurcs
in place, the proposed project’s construction activities would not have direct effects on
community facilities, and no further analysis is warranted.

OPEN SPACE

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a construction impacts analysis for open space
should be conducted if an open space resource would be used for an extended period of time for
construction-related activities, such as construction staging, or if access to the open space would
be impeded for an extended period during construction activities. The proposed project would
not have such effects. The proposed project’s construction activitics would not require the use of
public open space, nor would construction affect access to or from a public open space.
Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts to open space resources from
construction, and no further assessment is warranted.

9-10



Chapter 9: Construction Impacts

INFRASTRUCTURE

Prior to the start of construction, all utilities that may be present on site and that may be affected
by construction activities would be relocated in accordance with all applicable New York City
regulations, '

The proposed project would receive some combination of electric and gas service via extensions
of the existing Con Edison distribution system. During the superstructure stage of construction,
some sidewalk and on-street construction activities would be required to connect the proposed
buildings to existing utility networks. This may require short-term sidewalk excavations ranging
from approximately 50 to 150 feet in length. The construction activities that would be required
to connect the proposed project to existing energy systems are part of Consolidated Edison’s
normal operations for providing services to new customers, and occur on a regular basis
throughout the city. ¥
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New York State Office of Parks, _ : | Carol Asn
Recreation and Historic Preservation omimissioner

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

www.nysparks.com ' April 26,2010
Amy Diehl Crader
AKRF Environmental & Plannmg Consultants’
440 Park Avenue South
7ih Floor

New York, New York 10016

Re: NYCSCA
Construct new PS/IS School/97-36 43rd St
Corona/QUEENS, Queens County
10PR01294

Dear Ms. Diehl Crader:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Field Services Bureau of the Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP). We have reviewed the project in
accordance with the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (Section 14.09 of the New
York Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law). These comments are those of the Field
Services Bureau and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include potential
environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project.
Such impacts must be considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursvant to
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law
Article 8) and ifs implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617).

Based upon this review, OPRHP has no further archaeological concerns regarding this
project, .Please continue to consult with our technical staff regarding their concerns.

If further correspondence is required regarding this project, please be sure to
refer to the OPRHP Project Review (PR) number noted above. Please contact me at extension
3291, or by e-mail at douglas.mackey(@oprhp.state.ny.us, if you have any questions regar ding
these comments.

ingerely

Douglas P. gack@y

Historic Preservation Program Analyst
Archagology

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency - £ printed an recycled paper
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- Historic Preservatlon Field Services « Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189
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www.nysparks.com

April 29, 2010
' % ' . E !

Chris Perscheff .

Site Selection Manager, Real Estate Services
. New York City School Construction Authonty -
. 30-30 Thomson Avenue

Long Island C1ty, New York 11 101

. Re: NYCSCA .
h New Construction — PS/IS School
'97-36 43rd Avenue
. Corona, Queens County
. 10PRO1294 '

-Dear Mr. P'erscheff'

Thank you for requestmg the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreauon and Historic preservatlon
_regarding the proposed construction of a new school at 97-36 43™ Avenue in Queens.. Our officé has

coinpleted its review of the project under Section 14,09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and

Historic Preservation Law and the Letter of Resolution between the New York Clty School Construction

Authonty and OPRHP dated April 2007. -

Based on the mfonnatlon provided, it is our understandmg that the bulldmg at 97-36 43"' Avenue is not
ehglble for listing on the National Register of Historic Places; however, there are a number ¢f National -*
Register-listed or —eligible properties within the APE: the nearby Tiffany Studios and the Fire House
located at 97-28 43 Avenue, Itis our opinion that the proposed work will have No Adverse Impact on
cultural and historic resources eligible for or lsting in the Nanonal Regxster of Historic Places. The :
determmatmn is based on the folIOng conditions: :

1. A construction protecﬁon plan is developed for the two above—mentxoned structures in the APE. -
" and submitted for OPRHP review.
2. OPRHP will review the deSIgn of the proposed new constructlon to determlne its effeots onthe
NRe and NR listed structures in the neighborhood.

An Efqoél Opportunity Employei/Affirmative Action Agency I




While not eligible for listing on the register, the building at 97-36 43" Avenue appears to be viable. We
respectfully request that the NYCSCA explore the opportunity to re-use the existing building. Should you
have any questions or not be able to fulfill the condition, please feel free to contact me at (518)237-8643,
ext. 3287. When corresponding with the OPRHP regarding this project, please be sure to refer to the
OPRHP Project Review (PR) number noted above. The number has changed for the new proj ect.

Sincerely,

‘abmmmm
. Elizabeth Martin
Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator

Ce: Amy Diehl Crader

Via email only
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