Borough President Ruben Diaz Jr.
Tune 15, 2010

Testimony at the New York City Council Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises

Good Moming Chairman Lander and members of the New York City Council Subcommittee on
Zoning and Franchises.

My name is Jesse Mojica and I am the Director of Education Policy for Bronx Borough President
Ruben Diaz Jr. On behalf of the Borough President, I thank the committee for the opportunity to
read into the record the Borough President’s thoughts on this issue.

For decades, the parents and community leaders of Highbridge have advocated for a middle
school of their own, and I cannot overstate how happy they are that their longtime wish is finally -
coming true. Approximately 2,000 Highbridge students graduate into middle school every year.
Highbridge is experiencing huge growth, which requires a significant expansion of the capacity
of the community’s educational infrastructure. Currently, there are no middle schools within
Highbridge or within a reasonable distance for the children of Highbridge to access. Very young
children are forced to travel long distances to reach their assigned middle schools, which are
located on the other sides of both the Cross Bronx Expressway and the Grand Concourse. I am
deeply concerned about the safety of very young children traveling long distances which is why
the creation of a middle school within the Highbridge community is one that I wholeheartedly
support.

There arc a few issues related to the creation of this school that I would like to bring to the
committees attention. Last year in April our office signed on to a letter with many other elected
offices that expressed our collective desire along with the Highbridge community to “present our
vision for the development of that school, and respectfully request your engagement moving
forward.” '

Two of the issues in that letter that I would like to highlight in our testimony today is the
Borough President’s desire that the middle school being created in Highbridge be a Green
school. Additionally he also feels very strongly that there needs to be ongoing analysis as to the
amount of middle school seats needed for the Highbridge area. Let me elaborate on these two
points:

In New York State right now, only three schools are certified LEED platinum, and none of them
are public schools in New York City. Platinum LEED certification is the highest environmental
honor one can get. From the day since becoming an elected official 13 years ago, the
environment and environmental justice has been one of the Borough President’s highest
priorities and will continue to be during his tenure as Bronx Borough President. By ensuring that
the construction of this new school will meet the highest possible green standards, we can show



not only the City and the State, but the entire nation, that the Department of Education, the
School Construction Authority and the people of The Bronx are comimitted to the environment,
and will do whatever it takes to lower our carbon footprint. I join with the community in asking
that the school incorporate a green roof, solar and wind energy, and greenhouses that will not
. only help address environmental concerns but will also create green learning opportunities for
the students who attend the school.

We also remain concerned that the amount of seats being provided at the school will not be
enough to meet the demand of the community. The community advocated very strongly for a
school of 1,200 seats, but was instead given a school of just 389 seats. As per the letter from last
April, “we respectfully ask the DOE, as part of its periodic review process over the course of the
coming five-year plan, to pay specific attention to the community’s demographic patterns. This
is particularly important as updated census numbers will be made available over the next couple
of years.”

I thank all the members of the committee for the opportunity to express the Borough President’s
concerns on this important matter and look forward to working with all in creating the best
possible middie school for the Highbridge Community.

Sincerely,

Glezse Wlofiea

Jesse Mojica
Director of Education Policy and Youth Services

Office of the Bronx Borough President . 851 Grand Concourse . Bronx, New York 10451.718.590.3500
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Assemblywoman 77th District
Bronx County

Testimony Before the New York City Council Subcommittee on
Landmarks, Public Siting, and Maritime Uses
Offered on Behalf of Assemblywoman Vanessa I, Gibson
June 15, 2010

Hello everyone, my name is Edu Hermelyn and I am testifying today on
behalf of Assemblywoman Vanessa L. Gibson who is in Albany this
morning as part of the ongoing legislative session.

As the district office manager for the Assemblywoman, I want to thank the
committee and you Chairman Lander, for allowing me to express her strong
support for the construction of the long awaited Highbridge middle school
and to let the committee know about her concerns regarding: the planned
school.

For years parents and community residents in Highbridge have made a
concerted effort to focus public attention on the pressing need for a middle
school in their community. A rapidly growing portion of the west Bronx, the
Highbridge community sees nearly 2,000 students join the middle school
ranks every year. But despite this rapid growth in enrollment, Highbridge
residents have long been overlooked and isolated when it comes to the
construction of a much needed middle school and they have not had a
middle school in their community for more than 30 years.

As a consequence, young people from throughout Highbridge have been
forced to make a very disruptive adult-sized commute to school everyday.
This has left some of our youth as young as ten years old traveling miles
from home just to attend school,

The travel time involved has left many families isolated and built a virtual
wall of separation between our schools and the Highbridge community that
has made it more difficult for parents to be actively involved in their child’s
education during the critical middie school years.



It has also essentially lengthened the schoo! day and discouraged many
young people from participating in valuable extra curricular activities and
after school programs.

The construction of middle school in Highbridge will go a long way towards
addressing that isolation and I can not overstate the importance many
Highbridge residents place upon this new school.

However, it is essential to note that the school — which will accommodate
just 398 students — will meet less than half of the demonstrated need and still
leave Highbridge dramatically underserved. Along with falling short of the
existing need, the school as planned does not provide for any additional
growth in demand during future years.

In short, while the school is a positive addition to the community it will be
inadequate to meet both the existing and future needs of the Highbridge
community. Thus it is important to make sure that the New York City
Department of Education and the School Construction Authority are
committed to an ongoing analysis of data that could lay the foundation for
the development of -additional m1ddle school capacity in the Highbridge
community.

Assemblywoman Gibson would appreciate whatever .assistance your
committee can provide in making that happen.

Additionally, community residents and Bronx Borough President Ruben
Diaz, Jr. have made the construction of a Green School in Highbridge a key
priority and Assemblywoman Gibson is asking that you _]011‘1 in those efforts
to make this a true model school,

After so many years of neglect, it is time for the residents of Highbridge to
have a middle school they can be proud of — a school that incorporates the
latest in environmentally sound technology — making it a flagship and an
example for schools throughout the City of New York and even the State.

Specifically, the inclusion of a green roof, along with solar and wind energy
in the design would substantially reduce the longterm cost of operating the
school and make a clear statement about our City’s growing awareness of
the need for environmental justice.



Incorporating greenhouses into the design would also provide valuable
learning opportunities to those middle schoolers attending the school.

In conclusion, Assemblywoman Gibson looks forward to working with your
committee, Councilwoman Maria del Carmen Arroyo, Councilwoman Helen
Diane Foster and other elected officials as she seeks to have both the
capacity and -design issues of the Highbridge middle school addressed.

As ‘we move toward construction of a middle school in Highbridge,
Assemblywoman Gibson wishes to strongly emphasize the importance of
communication and urge the NYCDOE to maintain an active dialogue with
elected officials, community leaders and parent advocates as this project
moves forward. : -

We all share the concerns of addressing the educational needs of our
children and it is her sincere hope that we come up with a final design that
addresses the heartfelt concerns of the community residents represented by
Assemblywoman Gibson.

Thank you for your time.



April 7, 2009

Joel 1. Klein, Chancellor

New York City Department of Education
52 Chambers Street

New York, NY 10007

Dear Chancellor Klein,

As Highbridge parents, community leaders, and elected officials, we joined as one to
successfully advocate for the inclusion of a middie school in the preliminary five-year
capital plan. Today, in that very same spirit of collaboration, we accept the DOE’s
proposed middle school and express our gratitude for the consideration of
neighborhood-specific need in your long-term planning process. We also wish to
present our vision for the development of that school, and respectfully request your
engagement moving forward.

GREEN SCHOOLS

The community of Highbridge registers some of the highest asthma-hospitalization
rates in the country. The anticipated site of the new middle school is situated near a
major highway (an often-times unavoidable circumstance given the infrastructure of
the South Bronx). Moreover, the construction of the school will entail the removal of
many trees on the north side of the Highbridge Gardens housing development.
Consistent with the community’s original vision, in line with Mayor Bloomberg’s
P1aNYC and President Obama’s Green Initiative, we ask the DOE and the School
Construction Authority to construct a “green” middle school, the first LEED Platinum-
certified School in NYC to reduce carbon emissions during construction and regular
operations. The Borough of the Bronx has emerged as a capital of environmental
advocacy and development in recent years. The new middle school of Highbridge, in
order to protect the health of students and generate long-term energy cost savings for
the DOE, should embrace this vision. In our neighborhood, 7% of residents report
problems with asthma. More than 10 in 1,000 residents (both children and adults) have
been hospitalized due to asthma-related problems. Both statistics are far higher than the
city average. We ask that the school incorporate a green roof, solar and wind energy,
and greenhouses into its structure {As has been demonstrated in the Science Barge and
the NY Sun Works Program). The Community has envisioned the school as not onlya
green school but a high tech school that is focused on environmental science and
sustainable energy.



TIMING

During our advocacy and research for the new middle school, we came to understand
that immediate construction of a given school does not always follow its inclusion in
the final capital plan. It appears that some city schools come on line well into the
subsequent five-year capital planning process. As such, we would like to remind the
DOE that Highbridge residents have been waiting for a new middle school for nearly
50 years. Moreover, our need is substantial, with more than 2,000 Highbridge students
graduating into middle school every year. Though Highbridge is considered a “choice”
district, one in which parents can and do send their children to distant schools, we
believe that timely construction of our middle school will address the scheduling needs
and safety concerns of countless families. Given the intent of the New York City
‘Housing Authority to develop housing adjacent to the proposed school, we believe that
expedited planning will facilitate greater coordination between city agencies.

ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

It is our understanding that the School Construction Authority has studied the
possibility of expansion at the PS 73 elementary school. New construction on an
existing parking lot could generate space for perhaps 500 new students. We raise this
issue in the context of our overall concem for the safety and well-being of Highbridge
students, especially those in fifth grade or below, who are not always equipped to
commute beyond their neighborhood, or for that matter beyond the major
thoroughfares of the Cross-Bronx Expressway and Grand Concourse. As a result of
past educational policies, Highbridge retains two elementary schools that onty
accommodate kindergarten through fourth grade students; therefore, by expanding PS
73, the DOE could begin to transition neighboring elementary schools to add a fifth
grade. This would keep more young students closer to home for an additional year, as
well as streamline the process for future graduations directly into the new middle
school.

ONGOING ANALYSIS

Despite our enthusiasm for the new middle school, and the strong support expressed in
this letter, we would be remiss in not taking issue with some of the points made in the
March 27 email correspondence from the DOE’s Finance and Administration bureau.
First, we believe it is unreliable to calculate preference for out-of-district middle
schools in a community that has never had one. The capacity gains made possible at
Settlement Housing MS/HS and other schools will be relatively smali, and quickly
offset by new housing developments in the surronnding neighborhoods. To not include
the students of P.S. 114 in the needs assessment because of its proximity to the #4 train
is unfounded as no child lives at the school. Second, we continue to make the point that
new, and quite often large, immigrant families are not represented in available
statistics. For this reason, we respectfully ask the DOE, as part of its periodic review
process over the course of the coming five-year plan, to pay specific attention to the
community’s demographic patterns. This is particularly important as updated census
numbers will be made available over the next couple of years.



CONCLUSION

The proposed middle school most likely will not be sufficient to meet the needs of our
community. However, we realize that while the needs of city students are great and
diverse, so too are the logistical and budgetary constraints that confront policy-makers.
As such, we are willing to work with the Department of Education to create a better
understanding of the educational needs of our community. With this collaboration, we
hope to maintain a strong partnership with your office. As stakeholders in this process
we will continue to advocate our vision for the birth and development of the new

middle school.

ely,

a1

NYS Senator José M. Serrano

(il fraune

NYS Assemblymember Aurelia Greene

é@/\-ﬁ é A

Acting Bronx Borough President Earl D. Brown

U Diane Yad-.

NYC Councilmember Helen D. Foster

|

NYC Councilmember Maria el Carmen Arroyo




Monday lune 14, 2010

New York City Council
250 Broadway
New York, New York

Honorable Members of City Council,

The Highbridge Neighborhood has been in need of a middle school for over forty years, and as community members of
the neighborhood and part of the Highbridge United Coalition, we ask for your support in obtaining our neighborhood’s
first middle school.

Our neighborhood is a unique neighborhood, situated up on a hill and isolated from the rest of the Bronx by geography
and manmade obstacles, such as the Major Deegan and Cross Bronx Expressways. Our neighborhood holds five public
elementary schools but no middie or high schools.

While, as a neighborhood coalition, we are pleased to see a middle school in this 5 Year Capital Plan, we would ask that
it meets the demands of our neighborhood and is designed as the first truly green educational school in the Borough of
“the Bronx.

The neighborhood has been forced to comprise on seats, accepting a small school of only 391 seats, when we were
clearly able to demonstrate a need for 2000 seats. Therefore, we ask that the neighborhood be able to have this school
developed with a green roof, green technologies, including:

1. Agreen roof with 100% utilization by the school community, provided with an additional egress (a second
staircase) not 20% utilization as in the current design.

2. Green House Facilities where students can study agriculture and hydroponics.

Sonar Panels for both educational and improved sustainability.

4. An Irrigation System and rainwater collection system that would both model the NYC Water Systemn and provide
water to the green roof.

5. A Wind Energy System (and wind measurement)

6. A Composting system for school waste and for school study

7. A Computer monitoring system for the Schools Energy Consumption and Energy Systems.

w

Our children who live in the South Bronx are among the poorest in the City of New York but that does not mean that our
children should not have the access to a better future. Please support our children and our neighborhood, in our
campaign for the first Bronx Middle School focused on Sustainable Energy and Environmental Education. For Further
information please contact Chauncy Young at 646 719 0034.

Sincerely,
Members of the Highbridge United Coalition,
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Monday lune 14, 2010

New York City Council
250 Broadway
New York, New York

Honorable Members of City Council,

The Highbridge Neighborhood has been in need of a middle school for over forty years, and as community members of
the neighborhood and part of the Highbridge United Coalition, we ask for your support in obtaining our neighborhood’s
first middle school.

Our neighborhood is a unique heighborhood, situated up on a hill and isolated from the rest of the Bronx by geography
and manmade obstacles, such as the Major Deegan and Cross Bronx Expressways. Our neighborhood holds five public
elementary schools but ne middle or high schools.

While, as a neighborhood coalition, we are pleased to see a middle school in this 5 Year Capital Plan, we would ask that
it meets the demands of our neighborhood and is designed as the first truly green educational school in the Borough of
the Bronx.

The neighborhood has been forced to comprise on seats, accepting a small school of only 391 seats, when we were
clearly able to demonstrate a need for 2000 seats. Therefore, we ask that the neighborhood be able to have this school
developed with a green roof, green technologies, including:

1. Agreen roof with 100% utilization by the school community, provided with an additional egress (a second
staircase) not 20% utilization as in the current design.

2. Green House Facilities where students can study agriculture and hydroponics.

Sonar Panels for both educational and improved sustainability.

4. An Irrigation System and rainwater collection system that would both model the NYC Water System and provide
water to the green roof.

5. A Wind Energy System {and wind measurement)

6. A Composting system for school waste and for school study

7. A Computer monitoring system for the Schools Energy Consumption and Energy Systems.

w

Our children who live in the South Bronx are among the poorest in the City of New York but that does not mean that our
children should not have the access to a better future. Please support our children and our neighborhood, in our
campaign for the first Bronx Middle School focused on Sustainable Energy and Environmental Education. For Further
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June 11, 2010

Department of
Education

Lorraine Grillo
Acting President & CEO

Igrillo@nycsca.org

The Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the City Council

City Hall

New York, New York, 10007

Dear Speaker Quinn:

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

e New, Approximately 866-Seat Intermediate and High School Faciiity,
Manhattan ‘

e Block 842, Lot 34

¢ 10 East 15" Street, between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue,
Manhattan

e Community School District No. 2
» Manhattan Community Board No. 5

The project site is an approximately 18,000-square-foot (0.41-acre) lot that is
privately owned and which is developed with a two-story, approximately 34,300-
square-foot building that contains union administration and medical offices for
Local 810 International Brotherhood of Teamsters. It is located at 10 East 15"
Street (Block 842, Lot 34) between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue in the
Union Square neighborhiood of Manhattan. Under the proposed project, the SCA
would acquire the property and would construct a new, approximately 866-seat
intermediate and high school facility.

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was published in the New York Post and the
City Record on April 16, 2010. Manhattan Community Board No. 5 was notified
on April 16, 2010, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site
Plan. Manhattan Community Board No. 5 held a public hearing on May 11, 2010
and subsequently submitted written comments in support of the proposed site.
The City Planning Commission was also notified on April 16, 2010, and
recommended in favor of the proposed site.

30-30 Thomson Avenue
Long Island City, NY 11101

7184728000 T
7184728840 F



f4

SCA

School Construction antrerity = 1he 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 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) 472-8001 at your convenience.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Lefraing Grillo
Acting President & CEO

Encl.

c. Hon. Michael R. Bloomberg (w/o attachments)
Hon. Leroy G. Comrie, Land Use Committee
Hon. Bradford Lander, Subcommitiee on Landmarks,
Public Siting and Maritime Uses
Hon. Rosie Mendez, Bistrict Councilmember
Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor



June 11, 2010

Depariment of
Education

Lorraine Grillo
Acting President & CEQ

igrillo@nycsca.org

The Honorable Michael R. Bloomberg
Mayor

City Hall

New York, New York, 10007

Dear Mayor Bloomberg:

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

» New, Approximately 866-Seat Intermediate and ngh School Facility,
Manhattan

e Block 842, Lot 34

e 10 East 15 Street, between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue,
Manhattan

e Community School District No. 2

Manhaitan Community Board No. 5

The project site is an approximately 18,000-square-foot (0.41-acre) lot that is
privately owned and which is developed with a two-story, approximately 34,300-
square-foot building that contains union administration and medical offices for
Local 810 International Brotherhood of Teamsters. It is located at 10 East 15™
Street (Block 842, Lot 34) between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue in the
Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan. Under the proposed project, the SCA
would acquire the property and would construct a new, approximately 866-seat
intermediate and high school facility.

The Notice of Filing of the Site Plan was published in the New York Post and the
City Record on April 16, 2010. Manhattan Community Board No. 5 was notified
on April 18, 2010, and was asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Site
Plan. Manhattan Community Board No. 5 held a public hearing on May 11, 2010 -
and subsequently submitted written comments in support of the proposed site.
The City Planning Commissicn was also notified on April 16, 2010, and
recommended in favor of the proposed site.

30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 4728840 F



Sohoot Ganstraction Awthority = 1he 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 questions regarding this Site Plan or would like further
information, please contact me at (718) 472-8001 at your convenience.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Lorrame Grill
Acting President & CEO

Encl.

C. Hon. Christine C. Quinn (w/o attachments)
Hon. Dennis M. Walcott
Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancelior
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NOTICE OF FILING

NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
has been filed for the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the

Borough of Manhattar; for-the-development-of-a-new-public-school-facility-with-a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat hlgh school
organization in Community School District No. 2.

The proposed site is located on the south side of East 15" Street between Fifth
Avenue and Union Square West in the Union Square neighborhood of
Manhattan. The project site is an approximately 18,000-square-foot (0.41-acre)
lot that currenily contains an existing two-story building that would be
demolished. The site is privately owned and would be acquired for construction
of the new school facility. 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 .

Attention: 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 May 31,
2010.

For publication in the New York Post (5 Borough Edition) on Friday, April 16,
2010.



ALTERNATE SITE ANALYSES

NEW, APPROXIMATELY 850-SEAT
INTERMEDIATE AND HIGH SCHOOL FACILITY
10 East 15" Street, Manhattan
Block 842, Lot 34

Community School District 2

The following locations were also considered as potential sites for schools in
School District No. 2:

1. 218 West 18" Street (Block 767, Lot 54) — This property is located on
the south side of West 18" Street between Seventh and Eighth
Avenues. The approximately 10,775-square-foot lot is zoned for
commercial uses (C6-2A) and is currently occupied by a commercial
office building. The site was removed from further consideration due to
the lack of a separate entrance for a school.

2. 548-554 West 22" Street (Block 693, Lot 59) — This property is
located on the south side of West 22" Street between 10" Avenue and
the West Side Highway. The approximately 9,875-square-foot property
is zoned for commercial uses (C6-2) and is improved with an
approximately 38,100-square-foot building containing showroom
space. It was removed from further consideration because the building
had small floor plates, which cannot accommodate standard classroom
layouts, and the available space was non-contiguous. '

3. 119-125 West 25" Street (Block 801, Lot 24) — This property is
located on the north side of West 25" Street between Sixth and
Seventh Avenues. The approximately 9,875-square-foot lot is zoned
for manufacturing uses (M1-6); schools are not permitted as of right.
The property is currently vacant. It was removed from consideration
due to the building’s small floor plates.

4. 530-542 West 27™ Street (Block 698, Lot 54) — This property is
located on the south side of West 27" Street between 10™ and 11"
Avenues. The area is zoned for manufacturing and commercial uses
(M1-5); schools are not permitted as of right. The property is an
approximately 3,839-square-foot lot currently occupied by a
commercial loft building used as a storage facility. [t was removed
from consideration due to the building’s steeply sloped floors.



Manhattan Community Board Five

Vikki Barbero, Chair 450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109 Wally Rubin, District Manager
’ New York, NY 10123-2199
212.465.0907 f-212.465.1628

May14,201.0

Hon. Michael R. Bloomberg
Mayor

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Hon. Christine Quinn
City Council Speaker
224 West 30th Street, Suite 1206
New York, NY 10001

Chancellor Joel L. Klein

NYC Department of Education
52 Chambers Street

New York, NY 10007

Ross I. Holden

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

RE: New York School Construction Authority's site plan for a new 850 seat combination
middle/high school at 10 East 15th Street b/w 5th Ave. & Union Square West :

Dear Hon. Mayor Bloomberg, Speaker Quinn, Chancellor Klein and Mr. Holden:

At the regularly scheduled monthly meeting of Community Board Five on Thursday, May 13, 2010, the
Board passed the following resolution with a vote of 32 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 abstaining, 1 not entitled to
vote:

WHEREAS, The School Construction Authority (SCA) has announced its intention to develop a
new building that would house a middle school with approximately 300 scats and a separate high
school with approximately 550 seats on the south side of East 15™ St. Between 5™ Ave and Union
Square West; and

WHEREAS, The building, currently owned by the teamsters union, would be purchased and not
Jeased by the Department of Education for utilization as a new Public School; and

www.chs.org ) 5 office@cbs.0rg



WHEREAS, The School Construction Authority has not finalized any of the design elements but is
currently proposing to raze the existing building and construct an 8 story structure to house the two
schools with a shared “Gymatorium,” and separate lunch rooms; and

WHEREAS, The SCA estimates that this process could take anywhere between 3 and 5 years to
complete but will do everything possible to complete the work in a timely and efficient manner; and

WHEREAS, CBS is one of the four highest-growth neighborhoods and one of the four
neighborhoods at highest risk for neighborhood-wide school overcrowding in Manhattan; and

WHEREAS, The Clinton School for Writers and Artists is scheduled to be moved out of its current
location in a building that it has for several decades shared with P.S. 11; and

WHEREAS, Parents and other interested parties of The Clinton School for Writers and Axtists
brought the site's potential as a school to the attention of the SCA and have been instrumental in
working with SCA in order to facilitate the acquisition and development of the site as a new Public
School; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That CBS5 supports and looks forward to the development of this new school and
urges the Mayor and City Council to approve it when it comes before them for a vote; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That CB5 strongly urges the Department of Education (DOE) to locate The Clinton
School for Writers and Artists in the middle-school portion of the new Public Scheol building; and
be it further

RESOLVED, That CB5 strongly urges the Department of Education’s (DOE) to continue its search
for, and development of, more much needed new school seats within the CB5 district.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Sincerely,

Vikki Barbero Robyn Hatcher

Chair Chair, Housing, Human Services & Youth
Ce: Hon. Scott Stringer

Hon. Thomas Duane
Hon. Liz Krueger

Hon. Richard Gottfried
Hon. Brian Kavanagh
Hon. Deborah Glick
Hon. Jonathan Bing
Hon. Rosie Mendez
Hon. Dan Garodnick

Hon. Gale Brewer

cbs

www.cbs.org office@cbs5.0rg



Letter of Support of Siting of Clinton at 10 E. 15th St.

May 25, 2010
To: Community Board 5 - Health, Human Services & Youth Committee, Robyn Hatcher, Chair (bee'd

here)
From: The Clinton School for Writers & Artists Relocation Committee

The Clinton School for Writers & Artists Relocation Committee strongly supports the Department of
Education/School Construction Authority's plan to move the Clinton School to a building at the site of 10
East 15th Street in Manhattan. A new school built on that site by the SCA has a design and construction
timeline of 4-5 years. A preliminary massing study was presented to the CB5 Committee on May 1 1th,
which included space for Clinton, a successful arts-based public middle school currently located in
Chelsea, and a yet-to-be-named high school. The high school should be compatible with Clinton.
Consideration should be given to expanding Clinton into a grade 6-12 school by the time the building is
ready for occupancy.

The Clinton Relocation Committee first identified and visited this site in the summer of 2009. We
proposed our relocation there to the DOE and the City Hall Task Force members in September. We were
very pleased that the DOE fully supported this idea and negotiated the purchase of this building for that
purpose. We encourage the City Council to give final approval of this purchase for the resiting of the
Clinton School.

We will continue to support the DOE and SCA to create these much-needed middle school seats in
Community Board 5, which is sorely lacking in such seats. The Relocation Commiittee intends to continue
working with the SCA and DOE to help design a school building which not only suits the needs of the
students but also the historic Union Square area. We also wish to garner support of the larger community,
including the Union Square Partnership, Elected and CBS5, in encouraging the SCA to complete this
building in a timely manner and fast-track it if possible.

Thank you,
Susan Kramer on behalf of
The Clinton School for Writers & Artists Relocation Committee

Susan Kramer, 7 Bast 14th Street, 19, NY, NY 10003 212 243 7411

cbs
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE CHAIR

May 26, 2010

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 letter of April 16, 2010 in which notice was given to the City Planning
Commission of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34 in the borough of Manhattan
(Community District 5} for the construction of a 850-seat Intermediate/High School for Manhattan.

In view of the need for additional intermediate/high school capacity in this area of Manhattan, the City
Planning Commission recommends in favor of the proposed site for a new school facility.

Very Sincerely,
D7 e

Amanda M. Burden

C: Ross J. Holden
Kathleen Grimm
Betty Mackintosh
Edith Hsu-Chen

Amanda M. Burden, FAICP. Chair
22 Reade Street, New York, NY 10007-1216
{212) 720-3200 FAX (212) 720-321%
nyc.gov/planning
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April 16, 2010

The Honorable Christine C. Quinn
Speaker of the City Council
City Hall

Department of
Education

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

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 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15™ Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

This nofification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 5 and the City
Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post on April 16, 2010, and the SCA will confinue to accept
public comments until May 31, 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,

el Gl

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Attachments

C: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
Hon. Leroy G. Comrie, Land Use Committee
Hon. Bradford Lander, Subcommittee on Landmarks,
Public Siting & Maritime Uses
Hon. Rosie Mendez, District Councilmember
Gail Benjamin, Director, Land Use Division
Alonzo Carr, Land Use Division

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 4728840 F
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April 16, 2010

The Honorable Scott M. Stringer
President, Borough of Manhattan
1 Centre Street, 18th Floor

Departm;nt of
Education

New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Borough President Stringer:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York Gity School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15" Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

This nofification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 5 and the City
Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post on April 16, 2010, and the SCA will continue to accept
public comments until May 31, 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,

@’Wﬂ/%

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Aftachments
c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8840F



April 16, 2010

Ms. Vikki Barbero
Chair
Manphattan Community Board No. 5

Education

450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109
New York, New York 10123

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Ms. Barbero:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Rorough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
{otal capacity of approximately 850 seats fo accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15" Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

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 attendance 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 Nofice of Filing,
Site Plan, and the Alternate Sites Analyses for this proposed action. The
Authority will accept public comments on this proposed Site Plan until May 31,
2010. All comments will be taken into consideration in the Authority’s final
decision regarding this matter.

If you require any additional information, please contact Ross J. Holden, Vice
President and General Counsel, at (718) 472-8220.

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor :
Wally Rubin, District Manager, Manhattan Community District No. &

30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 4728840 F
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April 16, 2010

Amanda M. Burden, FAICP
Chair
City Planning Commission

Departm;nt of
Education

22 Reade Sireet
New York, New York 10007

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Ms. Burden:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats 1o accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Communitx School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15™ Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

Attached please find copies of the Notice of Filing, Site Plan, and Alternate Sites
Analyses for this proposed action. The Authority will accept public comments on
this Site Plan untit May 31, 2010. All comments will be taken into consideration in
the Authority's final decision regarding this matter.

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

Sincerely,

S e

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Attachments

o Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancelior

Sarah Whitham, NYC Department of City Planning

30-30 Thomson Avenue ' 7184728000 T
Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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April 16, 2010

The Honorable Thomas K. Duane
New York State Senate, 29™ District
District Office

Department of
Education

322 Eighth Avenue, Suite 1700
New York, New York 10001

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Senator Puane:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 770 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15" Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

This notification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 5 and the City
Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post on April 16, 2010, and the SCA will continue to accept
public comments untit May 31, 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,

Sl BT

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEC

Attachments
c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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April 16, 2010
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Ms. T. Elzora Cleveland
; Community Education Council No. 2
333 Seventh Avenue

Department of New York, New York 10001

Education

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Ms. Cleveland:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2.

This notification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 5 and the City
Planning Commission. We have requested that Manhattan Community Board
No. 5 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 May 31,
*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,

Bhm{ghg—

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Attachments
c Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancelior.
30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000T

Long Island City, NY 11101 718 472 8840 F
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April 16, 2010

Citywide Council on High Schools
45-18 Court Square
ong-sland City, New York 11101

Adtn: President

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
" Community School District No. 2

Dear Citywide Council on High Schools:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Barough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats fo accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2.

This notification was sent to Manhattan Community Board No. 5 and the City

" Planning Commission. We have requested that Manhattan Community Board

No. 5 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 May 31,
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 (71 8) 472-8220.

Sincerely,

G (Gl

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Aitachments
o Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancellor
30-30 Thomson Avenue 7184728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 712 472 8840 F
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April 16, 2010

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

\L;“:R. PR
Depariment of
Education

853 Broadway, Suite 2120
New York, New York 10003

Re: New, Approximately 850-Seat Intermediate and
High School Facility, Manhattan
Community School District No. 2

Dear Assemblywoman Glick:

Pursuant to §1731 of the New York City School Construction Authority Act, notice
is hereby given of the proposed site selection of Block 842, Lot 34, located in the
Borough of Manhattan, for the development of a new public school facility with a
total capacity of approximately 850 seats to accommodate an approximately 300-
seat middle school organization and an approximately 550-seat high school
organization in Community School District No. 2. The proposed site is located on
the south side of East 15" Street between Fifth Avenue and Union Square West
in the Union Square neighborhood of Manhattan.

This notification was sent to Manhattan- Community Board No. 5 and the City
Planning Commission. The Notice of Filing for this site selection will be published
in the New York Post on April 16, 2010, and the SCA will continue to accept
public comments until May 31, 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,

Bl e,

Sharon L. Greenberger
President and CEO

Aftachments
c: Kathleen Grimm, Deputy Chancelior
30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 4728000 T

Long Island City, NY 11101 7186 4728840 F



Department of
Education

School Construction Authority

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION AND NON-SIGNIFICANCE

B__DATE: June 9, 2010

TR

SEQR PROJECT NO.: 10-010
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 866-Seat
intermediate/High School Facility

LOCATION: 10 East 15" Street, New York, New York
Tax Block 842, Tax Lot 34

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 public school facility
with a capacity of approximately 866 seats that would accommodate a small
intermediate and a small high school organization in the Borough of Manhattan.
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 10 East 15" Street (Block 842, Lot 34) between
Union Square West and Fifth Avenue in the Union Square neighborhood of
Manhattan. The project site is an approximately 18,000-square-foot (0.41-acre) lot
that is privately owned and which is developed with a two-story, approximately
34,300-square-foot building that contains union administration and medical offices

30-30 Thomson Avenue 718 47280007
Long Island City, NY 1110+ 718 472 8840 F
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10 East 15" Street, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 10-010
Negative Declaration

June 8, 2010

for Local 810 International Brotherhood of Teamsters. The site is located in
Community School District (CSD) No. 2. The zoning is C6-2A; community facility
uses such as schools are permitted as-of-right.

The proposed project is intended to provide permanent facilities for two small

organizations: one approximately 300-seat middle school organization (serving
grades 6 through 8) and one approximately 550-seat high school organization
(serving grades 9 through 12). The DOE has proposed that the new facility would be
the permanent location for M.S. 260, the Clinton School for Writers and Artists
(Clinton). Clinton is currently co-located with P.S. 11, a zoned primary school
organization, in the M011 building at 320 West 215 Street. However, the DOE has
proposed to relocate Clinton from M011 prior to the start of the 2010-2011 school
year in order to permit P.S. 11 to address growth in its enroliment. Clinton would be
accommodated at a temporary relocation site during the construction of its
permanent facility at 10 East 15" Street. The specific high school organization that
would be co-located with Clinton at the new facility has not yet been identified.

The proposed school facility would contain a total of approximately 123,943 gross
square feet and would be approximately eight stories in height. It would consist of
general and special education classrooms, science laboratories, administrative and
support space, a medical suite, a library, a cafeteria and kitchen facilities, a
gymnasium and assembly space, an exercise room, common areas, custodial
facilities, and storage areas. Construction activities would begin in 2011, with
student occupancy of the facility expected to begin in 2014,

Reasons Supporting This Determination:

A comprehensive Environmental Assessment Form (EAF} and Supplemental
Environmental Studies for this action were completed and issued on June 9, 2010.
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
community character; community facilities; historic resources; urban design and
visual resources; transit and pedestrians; air quality; noise; and soit and
groundwater conditions.

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

Historic Resources

As part of the environmental assessment process, the SCA consulted with the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP)
regarding the proposed project's potential impacts to resources listed or eligible for
listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. The existing on-site
structure is not an historic resource, and is not located within an historic district.
However, the site does adjoin the National Register-eligible Ladies Mile Historic

Page 2 of 5



10 East 15™ Street, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 10-010

{4 Negative Declaration
June 8, 2010
SCA

pavermsmmeanmann] Digtrict and also the National Historic Landmark Union Square site. As such, the
SCA shall prepare and submit a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) for OPRHP'’s
review prior to the start of any demolition or construction at the site. The preparation
and implementation of the measures identified in the CPP would avoid significant
adverse impacts to_the adjoining historic resources.

Traffic and Parking

For the streets in the vicinity of the site, future intersection volumes would generally
experience small increases over existing traffic volumes, and those increases could
be accommodated by the street capacities for the majority of the locations.
However, based on City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) standards, the
proposed project has the potential to resuit in significant adverse impacts at two (2)
local intersections during the analyzed peak periods, which currently operate at low
levels of service. The traffic analysis also indicated that while the affected
intersections would continue to operate poorly in the future with the proposed
project, project-generated impacts could be avoided through relatively simple, low-
cost, and conventional traffic engineering methods as described in greater detail
below. These improvements are subject to review and approval by the New York
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT):

Union Square West and East 16™ Street
The traffic analysis indicated that the eastbound approach of East 16" Street at
Union Square West could experience significant adverse impacts due fo project-
generated traffic during the AM and PM peak hours. In the future without the
proposed project, the eastbound approach would operate at Level of Service (LOS)
E with 77.1 seconds of delay per vehicle during the AM peak hour. This approach
would deteriorate to LOS F in the future with the proposed project with 124.1
seconds of delay per vehicle. During the PM peak hour, the eastbound approach
would operate at LOS F with 85.6 seconds of delay per vehicle in the future without
- the proposed project. in the future with the proposed project, the eastbound
approach would continue to operate at LOS F, but the average delay would increase
to 129.0 seconds.

The impact at the eastbound approach could be avoided by transferring four (4)
seconds of green time from the southbound phase to the eastbound phase during
the AM and PM peak hours. These adjustments would avoid the potential for
project-generated impacts to the eastbound approach at this intersection..

Fifth Avenue and East 16" Street

The traffic analysis indicated that the eastbound approach of East 16" Street at Fifth
Avenue could experience significant adverse impacts due to project-generated
traffic during the AM and PM peak hours. During the AM peak hour, the eastbound
approach would operate at LOS E with 61.6 seconds of delay per vehicle in the
future without the proposed project. In the future with the proposed project, this
movement would continue to operate at LOS E, but the average delay would
increase to 76.0 seconds. During the PM peak hour, the eastbound approach would

Page 30ofb
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10 East 15" Street, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 10-010
Negative Declaration

June 9, 2010

operate at LOS E with 64.0 seconds of delay per vehicle in the future without the
proposed project. In the future with the proposed project, the eastbound approach
would continue to operate at LOS E, but the average delay would increase to 78.5
seconds.

The impact at the eastbound approach could be avoided by transferring two (2)
seconds of green time from the southbound phase to the eastbound phase during
the AM and PM peak hours. These adjustments would avoid the potential for
project-generated impacts to the eastbound approach at this intersection.

Soil, Groundwater, and Hazardous Materials

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase Il Environmental Site
Investigation (ESI) were completed for the proposed project site in June 2008 and
September 2009, respectively, to evaluate the environmental conditions. The Phase
| ESA identified recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated with the

- presence of an on-site 10,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil underground storage tank (UST)

and the historic presence of on-site wood preservation companies. Off-site RECs
identified in the Phase | ESA report include the historical presence of a gasoline
filling station, a machine and motor company, and four New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) open spill sites, all located in close
proximity to the project site. The Phase | ESA report also identified environmental
concemns associated with x-ray activities (i.e., lead shielding) and potential mercury
residue from the medical and dental center at the site. Based on the results of the
Phase 1 ESA, Phase Il ESI activities were completed at the site and included the
performance of a geophysical survey, the advancement of soil borings, installation
of a temporary well point, installation of sub-slab vapor and soil vapor points, and
the collection of subsurface soil, groundwater, sub-slab soil vapor and soil vapor
samples for laboratory analyses.

The purpose of the Phase Il ES| was to investigate potential impacts to soil,
groundwater, and soil vapor from RECs and environmental concerns that were
identified by the Phase | ESA and to preliminarily characterize the material
anticipated to be excavated in support of the construction of the proposed public
school. Field indications of impacts to soil or groundwater were not observed during
the investigation. Soil sampling analytical data indicated semi-volatile organic
compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals in one soil
sample at concentrations greater than the NYSDEC Track 1 (Unrestricted Use) Soil
Cleanup Objectives (SCOs). Three metals {(magnesium, manganese, and sodium)
were detected in groundwater at concenfrations above the Technical & Operational
Guidance Series (TOGS} Ambient Water Quality Standards (AWQS).
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) and petroleum related volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
were detected in soil vapor samples at concentrations above anticipated
background levels. VOCs in soil vapor samples were not detected above the New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Values. The
exceedances of SVOCs, PCBs, and metals in soil were atfributed to the
characteristics of fill material at the site and the exceedances of metals in
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10 East 15" Street, Manhattan
SEQR Project No. 10-010

Py Negative Declaration
June 9, 2010

Schosl Consiruciion Authority groundwater were attributed to naturally occurring background concentrations. The
: PCE and petroleum-related VOCs detected in soil vapor and sub-slab soil vapor
were attributed to the off-site spills. :

Eor the site to be suitable for construction of a New York City public school, a soil

vapor barrier and active sub-slab depressurization system would be incorporated
into the new school design to prevent potential migration of organic-vapors into the
proposed school building. Additionally, the existing UST would be removed in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local guidelines. During construction,
the SCA’s contractor would characterize soil anticipated for excavation to identify
material handling, reuse, and/or waste disposal requirements and properly manage
excavated soil in accordance with all applicable local, State and Federal regulations.
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 would be placed over
the soils. In addition, any materials associated with x-ray activities (i.e., lead
shielding) and mercury residue would be identified and properly managed prior to
demolition or renovation activities. With these measures, the proposed project would
not result in any significant hazardous materials impacts related to soil and
groundwater conditions.

The proposed project would have the beneficial effect of providing 866 intermediate
and high school seats in the Union Square neighborhood of Community School
District 2.

For further information contact:
Contact: Ross J. Holden

Vice President and Genera! Counsel
Address: New York City School Construction Authority

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

Telephone: (718) 472-8220

7%(/% June 9, 2010
Forraine Grillo { Date
Acting Presiderit and CEO
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.S./H.S. Facility at 10 East 15th Street

. Prepared for:
New York City School Construction Authority

Prepared by:
AKRF, Inc.

June 2010



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
aspecls of a project that are subjective or unmeasurable. It is also undersiood thet those who determine significance may have
little or no formal knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in envirenmental enalysis. n addition, many who
have knowledge in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concems affecting the question of significance,

The full EAF is intended fo provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process has
been orderly, comprehensive in naiure, yet flexible enough to allow infroduction of information o 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 fakes place in Parls 2 and 3.

Part 2: Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacis that may occur from a project or action. 1t
provides guidance as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small io moderale or whether
it is a potentially-large impact. The form zlso identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or
reduced.

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

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE — Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: )‘V{ Part 1 W Part 2 E] Par 3

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

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

B, Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will net be a slgnificant effect
for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.”

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

*  AConditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions.
Intermediate/High School at 1¢ East 15th Street, Manhattan

Name of Action
New York City School Construction Authority

Name of Lead Agency
Diteeiul, i SEDME Seehess
RossdrHolden kcfv\l[?,«a.x,c_, Bon i efal Coumsel
Print ot Type Name of ohslble Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer
SigRature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (if different from responéib!e officer)
\’Ih"re' 9 1 2D \o

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 ertire form, Paris A through E. Answers to these guestions 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 unavaiiable, so indicate and specify each instance.

NAME OF ACTION
Infermediate and High School {1.5./H.8.} at 10 East 15th Street, Manhattan

LOCATION OF ACTION (INGLUDE STREET ADDRESS, MUNICIPALITY AND COUNTY)
10 East 15th Street, Manhattan, NY (Block 842, Lot 34)

NAME OF APPLICANT/SPONSOR BUSINESS TELEPHONE

New York City School Construction Authority (718) 472-8273

ADDRESS

30-30 Thomson Avenue

Ciry/PO STATE Zip CoDE
Long Island City NY 11101
NAME oF OWNER (IF DIFFERENT) BUSINESS TELEPHONE

10 East 15th Street Realty Corporation ()

ADDRESS

10 East 15th Sireet

Cry/PO STATE Zip Cobe
New York NY 10003
DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

The applicant seeks to construct an approximately 866-seat intermediate and high school for students in grades sixth through
twelve at 10 East 15th Street on Block 842, Lot 34 in Manhattan.

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

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

1. Present Land Use: Urban I:I Industrial I:I Commercial |:| Residential (suburban) [I Rural (non-farm)

I:I Forest D Agriculture D Other

2. Total acreage of project area: 0.41 acres. PRESENTLY AFTER COMPLETION
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE
Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural) 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 fil}) acres acres
Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces 0.41 acres 0.41 acres
Other (Indicate type) acres acres
3. What is predominant soil type(s) on the project site? Urban with glacial outwash substratum
a. Soil drainage: B<well drained 100 %ofsite [ |Moderately well drained % of site.
' 1 Poorly drained % of site
b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soi} 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? [ ]es No
What is the depth to bedrock? (in feet) Anticipated at 20-30 feet below surface
5. Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes: <} 0-10% _ 100 % [ ]10-15% %
[] 15% or greater %
6. Is project substantially contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or Yes |:[ No

National Registers of Historic Piaces?

7. ls project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of Nationat Natural Landmarks?|__ | Yes No



10.
1.

12

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

-

What is the depth of the water table?  Anticipated at  (in feet)
30-40 feet
below surface

Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer?
Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area?

Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or
endangered?

According to:

|:| Yes
E| Yes
l:| Yes

No
No
No

Identify each species:

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

Describe:

[ ves

Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or
recreation area?

If yes, explain:

EI Yes

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

Streams within or contiguous to project area? _None

]:| Yes

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

Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area: None

a. Name:

b. Size (in acrés):

Is the site served by existing public utilities?
a. If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection?

Yes
Yes

|:|No
[ INo

b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? [ ]ves No
Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, D Yes No
Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 3047
Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated D Yes No
pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL, and 6 NYCRR 6177
Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste? [ 1Yes 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 acres.

b. Project acreage to be developed: 0.41 acres initially; 0.41 acres ultimately.

¢. Project acreage to remain undeveloped o 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 None ; proposed Nonhe

g. Maximum vei]icular trips generated per hour . 107 {(upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Number and type of housing unifs? ‘

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium
Initially
Ultimately
i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed sfructure 120  height; +175° width; £110° length.
j. Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? 1175’ on East 15th Street ft.




10.
11.

12

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21,

22,

How much natural material (i.e., rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site?

Will 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?

[ ] nA

TBD tons/cubic yards.

L] Yes No

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

I:] Yes I:I No
|:| Yes [ ] No

0 acres.

Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by [ | Yes No

this project?
If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction

Approx. 36 months

months, (including demolition)

if multi-phased:
a. Total number of phases anticipated
b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1
¢. Approximate completion date of final phase
d. 1s phase 1 functionally dependent of subsequent phases?

Wil blasting occur during construction?

Number of jobs generated: during construction TBD

Number of jobs eliminated by this project 0
Wiill project require relocation of any projects or facllities?

If yes, explain:

{number)
month

month

; after project is complete

year, including (demolition)
year.
[ ] Yes [ I No
[ ]Yes No

Approx. 65

[ ] Yes ><] No

Is surface liquid waste disposal involved?

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 liguid waste disposal involved? Type

|Z| Yes D No

Sewage: 25,980 gallons per day’

Sewage would be discharged into the City sewage system.

[ ] ves No

Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal?

If yes, explain:

[ ] Yes No

Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain?

Will the project generate solid waste?

[ ] ves No
E Yes ]:l No

a. If yes, what is the amount per month? 5.2 tons
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? Yes [ InNe
c. lfyes, give name TBD ; location All waste would be collected and sent to a designated disposal facility.

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill?
e. [fyes, explain: Recyclable materials collected at schools would be taken to a recycling facility for processing.

Yes ]:I No

Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste?
a. [If yes, whatis the anficipated rate of disposal?
b. Ifyes, whatis the anficipated site life?

Will project use herbicides or pesticides?

Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)?

tons/month

years

Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels?

Will project result in an increase in energy use?
if yes, indicate type(s): Eleciric, gas

[ ] Yes No

[ 71 Yes No
[ Yes No
[ 1 ves <] No
Yes [ ] No

If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity _ N/A

gallons/minute

1 866 students x 30 gaflons per day = 25,980 gpd
2 866 students x 3 pounds per week (ppw) = 2,598 x 4 weeks = 10,392 pounds per month



23. Total anticipated water usage per day 34,%3{401 gallons/day
24. Does project involve Local, State, or Federal funding? Z] Yes r__] No

If yes, explain: Acquisition, design, and construction costs would be provided by the New York City Department of
Education’s Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2010 to 2014.

25. Approvals Required:

C.

26.

27.
28.

29,
30.

31.
32.

33.
34.

35.
36.

37.

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 D Yes E No
Other Local Agencies [ Yes <] No
Other Regional Agencies [ ] Yes <] No
State Agencies [ ] Yes No

Federal Agencies |:, Yes |Z] No —'I

Zoning and Planning Information

Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? Yes |:| No
If Yes, indicate decision required:

|::] Zoning amendment [:] Zoning variance | | New/revision of master plan [ ] Subdivision

|:| Site plan D Special |:| Resource Other The project could require a zoning bulk
use permit management plan override from the Deputy Mayor for Education
and Community Development
What is the zoning classification(s} of the site? Commercial C8-2A
What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?

18,068 sf x 6.50 FAR for community facilities = 117 442 sf

What is the proposed zoning of the site? The proposed project does not include a change in the zoning of the site.

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 fand use plans? Yes [CINe

What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a ¥4-mile radius of proposed action?
Land Use: Commercial, residential, institutional, cpen space, parking, and sites under construction
Zoning: C1-7, C6-1, C6-2A, C6-2M, C6-4, C6-4M; R6, R7-2, R10; M1-56M; Union Square Spedial Purpose District

Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses with a ¥ mile? ’ Yes |:] No

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

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?

Will the proposed action require authorization(s) for the formation of sewer of water districts? |:| Yes |Z| No
Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, E Yes I:I No
education, police, fire protection)?
a. Ifyes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? EI Yes |:| No
Will the proposed action result in the generatio.n of traffic significantly above present levels? Yes ]:l No
a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additiona fraffic? E Yes [:I No

1866 students x 30 gpd = 25,980 gpd + (0.10 x 123,943 sf) = 38,374 gpd



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
| certify that the information provided above is frue to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name _ Lisa Lau, AICP Date /LI'\M q 20!0
1

\ {
Signature (% % ' % Title Vice President
rd p—_

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



Part 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agenc_y

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 constituie 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 impact.

b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.

c. Ifanswering Yes to a question, then check the appropriate box (column 1 or 2) to indicate the potential size of the impact. Ifimpact
threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check eolumn 2. If impact will occur but threshold 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. fdentifying 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.  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.

iIMPACT 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 MW 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%. = - Dyes [INO
Construction on land where the depth to the water table is less than 3 feet. | O LJYyEs ONO
Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more vehicles, O O Cyes ONO
Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or generally within 3 feet of existing

ground surface, ) ) = = Uyes LINO
Consg:t;ggg that will continue for more than 1 year or involve more than one phase n 0 CIYES [INO
Excavation for mining purposes that would remove more than 1,000 tons of natural

material (i.e., rock or soil} per year. = = Lves [OINoO
Construction or expansion of a sanitary landfill. O 0 Iyes [INO
Construction in a designated floodway. [ O Oyes OONO
Other impacis = = Dyes ElnNo
2. Wil there be an effect to any unique or unusuaf land

forms found on the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, | NO O YES

geological)
Other impacts - - Lves LINO




IMPACT ON WATER
3. Wwill Proposed Action affect any water body
designated? (Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the ] NO [ 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, Will Froposed Action affect any nen-protected

existing or new body of water? u NO O YES

Examples that would apply {o 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

5. Will _Proposed P_\ctlon affect surface or ground water - NO O YES
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.

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 impacis

O mO0opogc OO0

1
Small to
Moderate

O

O

O O O 0O

2
Potential
Large
Impact

O 0o0goono

0O Oooooogo OO ]

O O O o

3

Can Impact be
Mitigated by Project
Change

Oyves [ONO
Oyes COINO
Oyes CONO
Cdyes [JNO

byes OnNoc

Nvyes 0ONO
Oves [INO
[lvyes OnNo

[dYES [OINO
Oyves ONo

Oyes ONO

Oyes [CINO
Llyes ONO

Oyes [INoO
Uyes [OOno

Oyes [ONO

Oyes ONO
Oyves [INO
Oves ONo
Oves [INO




6. Will Proposed Action alter drainage fiow or patterns, 1 2 3

or surface water runoff? Small to Potential | Can Impact be

® NO O YES Moderate Large Mitigated by Project
Impact Impact Change
Examples that would apply to column 2 .
Proposed Action would change flood water flows. O 1 Oyes ONO
Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion. O O Oyes [ONO
Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patiems. O O COOyves [CONO
Proposed Action will allow development in a designated fioodway. O 0 Oves [CINO
Other impacts L u Lyes [INO
IMPACT ON AIR

7. Wil Proposed Action affect air quality? || NO 0O YES
See Chapter 7, “Air Quality.”
Examples that would apply to column 2
Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any given hour. a O OYEs [OJNO
Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton of refuse perhour. | O ] Oyes [INO
Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. Per hour or a heat source

producing more than 10 million BTU's per hour. = = Lves [Ino
Proposed Action wilt allow an increase in the amount of land committed to industrial

USe. ‘ d - Oyves ONO
Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of industrial development within

existing industrial areas. o O COyves [INO
Other impacts O [ Oyes [ONO

. IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

8. Will Proposed Act_lon affect threatened or B NO O YES

endangered species?
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. = L Uyes [INO
Removal or any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat. O O Ovyes [INO
Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year, other than for

agriculiural purposes. = = Lyes LINO
Other impacts O a Oyves [OINO
9. Wil 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,

shellfish, or wildlife species. Lyes CIno
Proposed Action requires the removal or more than 10 acres of mature forest (over

100 years of age) or other locally important vegetation. = = Lives LINO
Other impacts O O EJYEs [ONO

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES

10. Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land n NO [T 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.) = = Hyes Cno
Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of agricultural land. dyes [JINC
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 Oyvyes LCINO

fand.

“The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of agricultural land

management systems (e.g. subsurface drain lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping) 0 0 COYEs [ NO

or create a need for such measures (e.g. cause a farm field to drain poorly due

to increased runoff).
Other impacts |} O LOyes CINO




IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES
11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (if
necessary, use the Visual EAR Addendum Section
617.20, Appendix B.) W NO DO YES

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
qualities of that resource.

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

Other impacis

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
12. Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of - NO O YES
historic, prehistoric or paleontological importance?
See Chapter 3, “Historic Resources.”

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or substantially contigucus to
any facility or site listed on the State or National Register of Historic places.

Any impact to an archeological site or fossil bed located within the project site.
Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive for archeological sites
on the NYS Site Inventory.

Other impacis

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
13. Will Proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of
existing or future open spaces or recreational | NO O YES
opportunities?

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.

QOther impacts

1
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Impact

O

O
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Oyes [INo

LOyes [CINoO
Llyes [CINO

Oyves OnNO




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 0O YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

Proposed Action to locate within the CEA?

Proposed Action will resutt in a reduction in the quantity of the resource?
Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the guality 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 fransportation
systems? O

See Chapter 5, “Traffic and Parking.” NG W YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or goods.
Proposed Action would result in major traffic problems.

Other impacts

IMPACT ON ENERGY

16. Will Proposed Action affect the community’s sources n

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
major commercial or industrial use.

NO O YES

Other impacts

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT
17. WIll there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration -
as a resuit of the Proposed Action?
See Chapter 8, “Noise.”

NO B YES

Examples that woutld apply fo column 2
Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive facility.
Odors will oceur 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 act as a noise screen.

Other impacts

O 0oodno

oo
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O YES
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[ 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, efc.) 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, radioactive, irritating, infectious, etc.)

Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquefied natural gas or other
flammable liguids.

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. Wi_ll I_Droposed Ac_tlon affect the character of the n NO O YES
existing community?

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 resulf 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 additionat 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.

Other impacts

oD o oooo 0o

oo o oood O
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L YES
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O NO
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20 s there, oris there likely to be, public controversy related to potential
adverse environmental impacts?
B NO OYES

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
(1.S.) and High School (H.S.) facility with the capacity of approximately 866 seats at 10 East
15th Street in Manhattan. The proposed school facility would accommodate children in grades
six through twelve, and would serve Community School District (CSD) 2, as well as high school
students citywide. The project site is an approximately 18,068-square-foot (sf) lot located at 10
East 15th Street (Block 842, Lot 34), between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue. The project
site currently contains an approximately 34,300-sf building with union administration and
medical offices for Local 810 International Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT), as well as
accessory parking. The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing building
and the construction of a new school building on the project site. It is expected that the Local
810 IBT administration and medical offices would move fo another location in the future with
the proposed project.

Although design plans for the new building have not been finalized, it is expected that the
proposed school building would contain approximately 123,943 gross square feet (gsf) and
would be approximately eight stories (up to 120 feet) in height. Separate entrances for the
intermediate and high school organizations would be located on East 15th Street.

The proposed project is located within a C6-2A zoning district, in which schools are permitted .
as-of-right as per Section 22-00 of the Zoning Resolution. However, it is possible that the
proposed school facility would exceed the permitted FAR of the C6-2A zoning district, and
additional zoning non-compliances are possible. Should the final design of the proposed building
result in any zoning bulk, rear yard, setback, or other non-compliance, the SCA would seek a zoning
override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit the project to
proceed. 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, performed according to New York City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) guidelines, it is assumed that the student occupancy of the
proposed school would begin in September 2014. Accordingly, 2014 has been selected as the
“Buiild” Year for which the environmental assessment areas have been analyzed. Although the
building currently on the project site is for sale and could be redeveloped by 2014 independently
of the proposed project, it is conservatively assumed that if the proposed project does not
proceed, the existing building on the project site would remain in its current state by 2014.
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B. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

The proposed project would result in demolition of the existing building on the project site and
construction of a new school facility in its place. The new school building would be compatible
with the surrounding uses, which contain a mix of commercial, institutional (including academic),
residential, and open space uses, and would enliven the project block with a new community facility
use. At eight stories in height, the proposed building would be consistent with the height of other
buildings in the stady area, which range from two to 21 stories. Therefore, the development of the
proposed facility would not result in any significant adverse impacts on adjacent land uses.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed facility would conform to the use requirements of the C6-2A zoning district,
which permit community facility uses, including schools, as-of-right. However, it is possible that .
the proposed school facility would exceed the permitted FAR of the C6-2A zoning district, and
additional zoning non-compliances are possible. Should the final design of the proposed building
result in any zoning bulk, rear yard, setback, or other non-compliance, the SCA would seek a zoning
override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit the project to
proceed. If the zoning override is granted, it would apply only to the project site and would have no
impact on neighboring zoning or property. Therefore, the proposed project would have no significant
adverse impacis to local zoning.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

The proposed project would benefit the area by bringing new community facility uses to the
neighborhood. The increase in traffic and pedestrian volumes expected to result from the
proposed school would not result in any significant adverse community character impacts.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

With the proposed project, the Police and Fire Departments would adjust their services as they
deem necessary; therefore, no significant adverse impacts to police or fire services would result
from the proposed project.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

PROJECT SITE

With the proposed project, excavation of the project site would be required. However, based on
the findings of the archaeological disturbance memorandum/assessment prepared for the site in
February 2010, it is not considered to be sensitive for precontact or historic-period
archacological resources. Therefore, as confirmed in a comment letter from SHPO dated April
15, 2010, the project would not have a significant adverse impact on archaeological resources.
Furthermore, as there are no known or potential architectural resources located on the site,
construction of the school building would not directly affect any on-site architectural resources.
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STUDY AREA

At approximately 8 stories, the height of the proposed school would be consistent with that of most
of the buildings in the surrounding area, including those located within the boundaries of the Ladies
Mile Historic District. The new 12-story building under construction directly east of the site, the 11-
story historic loft building directly west of the site, and the 21-story modern apartment building
directly south of the site all would shield the proposed building from most surrounding views.
Furthermore, East 15th Street is narrow and does not allow for long views to the project site;
therefore, the proposed building would mainly be seen only along this street and directly adjacent
portions of Fifth Avenue and Union Square West. Like many of the architectural resources in the
surrounding area, it would fully occupy its lot. While the new building would represent a change to
the context of architectural resources in the surrounding area, the scale of the building would be
compatible with the existing built fabric. In summary, the proposed building would not block views
to any surrounding architectural resources, and would not be anticipated to significantly affect the
context of surrounding architectural resources.

There are four architectural resources located within 90 feet of the project site: 2, 7, and 15 East
15th Street and 73 Fifth Avenue. Therefore, to protect these resources during construction of the
proposed building, a construction protection plan has been developed for the project, based on
the requirements stipulated in TPPN #10/88, to ensure these resources would not be
inadvertently affected during construction. This plan will be submitted to OPRHP for review and
approval, and demolition of the existing building and construction of the project would proceed
in accordance with the CPP pending OPRHP’s approval. None of the other architectural resources
in the study area are close enough to be affected by ground-bome construction vibrations or other
potential construction-related issues.

In summary, the proposed project would not be expected to have any significant adverse impacts
on historic resources.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed school facility would not affect the street pattern, block shapes, topography,
natural features, or building arrangements of the study area. The proposed project would alter the
streetscape of the study area by introducing a new, active use to the project site. At
approximately 120 feet high, the proposed building would be consistent with the height of other
buildings in the study area. The proposed building would introduce a new institutional use into
the study area; however, there are already educational uses within this area. Like most of the
buildings in the study area, the proposed building is expected to occupy the majority of its lot,
would be built to the ot line, and would rise to its full height without setback. It would also
contribute to the alrdady dense nature of the study area. The proposed project would not
minimize the scale or visual importance of surrounding visual resources, and would not obstruct
or substantially affect any views to any visual resources in the surrounding area; therefore, the
proposed project would not have a significant adverse effect on urban design or visnal resources.

TRAFFIC

According to the criteria presented in the CEQR Technical Manual, impacts for signalized
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. Also, if
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the No Build LOS F condition already has a No Build delay in excess of 120 seconds, an
increase of 1.0 or more seconds of delay is considered significant, unless the proposed project
generates fewer than five vehicle trips through that intersection in the peak hour. Impacts 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.

For the streets around the site, future intersection volumes would generally represent a moderate
increase over the existing traffic volumes. The street capacities at the majority of the study area
intersections would be sufficient to accommodate these increases. However, based on CEQR
standards, the proposed project could result in significant adverse impacts at the following two
locations:

e The eastbound approach at the intersection of Union Square West and East 16th Street
during the AM and PM peak periods; and

e The eastbound approach at the intersection of Fifth Avenue and East 16th Street during the
AM and PM peak periods.

At these locations, the following improvement measures—consisting of signal timing
modifications—are recommended as part of the proposed project:

e Union Square West/East 16th Street—Shift four seconds of green time from the southbound
phase to the eastbound phase during the AM and PM peak hours.

e Fifth Avenue/East 16th Street—Shift two seconds of green time from the southbound phase
to the eastbound phase during the AM and PM peak hours.

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 under “No Build”
conditions. ¥t should be noted that these improvement measures are subject to review and
approval by the New York City Department of Transportation (NY CDOT).

PARKING

The proposed school would not provide any on-site parking spaces and would generate a
demand for approximately eight parking spaces by faculty/staff commuting by auto. The project-
generated parking demand would be fully accommodated in the off-street parking facilities in
the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse impact to the supply and demand of off-street parking in the study area. In addition,
since the on-street parking in the study area would operate with available capacity, the proposed
project would also not result in significant adverse impact to the supply and demand of on-street
parking in the study area.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

The CEQR Technical Manual considers an intersection to be a high-pedestrian/accident location if
there were five or more pedestrian-related accidents in any year of the most recent three-year period
for which data are available. During this period, a total of 165 reportable accidents, no fatalities,
133 injuries, and 44 pedestrian-related accidents occurred at the study area intersections. A
rolling total of accident data identifies three study area intersections as high pedestrian accident
locations in the 2006 to 2009 period. These locations include University Place and 17th Street,
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Fifth Avenue and 14th Street, and Broadway and 14th Street, and with the proposed project, they
would experience increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic.

The majority of the pedestrian-related accidents were caused by inattentiveness, signal disregard,
and other human factors by the driver or the pedestrian. With respect to geometric deficiencies
that could potentially cause safety hazards, all of the above intersections are signalized, and
majority of them are clearly painted with high-visibility crosswalks. (The only exception is the
Fifth Avenue and East 14th Street intersection, which is painted with regular crosswalks.) In
addition, the intersection of East 14th Street and Broadway provides “Turning Vehicles Yield to
Pedestrians™ signage to warn motorists about the presence of pedestrians in east-and westbound
crosswalks.

Based on the review of the accident history at these intersections, no prevailing trends with
regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as the primary causes of recorded accidents. To
enhance pedestrian safety at these intersections, additional measures such as the installation of
pedestrian safety signs on all approaches including “Yield to Pedestrians™ or “School Crossing”
could be undertaken. In addition, the intersection of West 14th Street and Fifth Avenue could be
repainted to provide high visibility crosswalks on all approaches. With these measures in place,
the projected increases in vehicular and pedestrian levels at these study area locations are not
anticipated to exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related accidents; therefore, the
proposed project is not expected to result in any significant adverse pedestrian safety impacts.

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

The proposed project would not exceed the CEQR Technical Manual threshold of 200 peak hour
transit riders at any given transit facility/route for undertaking a quantified transit analysis, and is
therefore not expected to result in significant adverse transit impacts in the study area.

The future with the proposed project would result in increased pedestrian trips, but the new trips
associated with the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse pedestrian
impacts at any analysis location.

In the future with the proposed project, all analysis sidewalks, corner reservoirs, and crosswalks
are anticipated to continue operating at acceptable levels (less than 15 pedestrians per foot per
minute [PFM] for sidewalks; greater than 15 square feet per pedestrian [SFP] for corners and
crosswalks) during the AM and PM peak 15-minute periods. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts.

AIR QUALITY

HVAC SYSTEM

Potential impacts from the proposed school’s heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
system on existing buildings were evaluated. Maximum predicted concentrations for NO,, SO,,
CO, and PM,;, were low, and when added to background concentrations, would comply with
ambient air quality standards.

The air quality modeling analysis also determined the highest predicted increase in 24-hour and
annual average PM, 5 concentrations at existing building operable windows or air intakes. The
maximum 24-hour incremental impacts at any discrete receptor location would be in compliance
with the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) PM, 5 interim
guidance criteria. On an annual basis, the projected PM,s impacts would comply with the
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applicable interim guidance criterion of 0.3 ng/m” for local impacts, and the NYCDEP interim
guidance criterion of 0.1 pg/m® for neighborhood scale impacts. Therefore, with the HVAC
stack constructed in the recommended rooftop area (i.e., at least 80 feet away from the southern
lot line of the project site), there would be no potential for any significant impacts from the
proposed school’s HVAC systems on air quality.

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS

The recirculation analysis and dispersion analyses indicated that in case of a chemical spili of
materials typically used in a school science laboratory, the resulting concentrations would occur
at levels below the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and/or
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) standards. Therefore, with the
fume hood exhaust at the recommended location (i.e., at least 65 feet from the southem lot line of
the project site), there would be no potential for significant impact on air quality from an
accidental chemical spill in the school laboratory fume hoods.

NOISE

The proposed project would not generate sufficient traffic to have the potential to cause a
significant noise impact from increased traffic. However, ambient noise levels adjacent to the
project site were analyzed in order to address CEQR noise abatement requirements for the
building. Recommended noise attenuation values are based on exterior noise levels and are
designed to maintain the school’s interior noise levels at 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses.

The design for the proposed school building would include the use of well sealed double-glazed
windows for all fagades and central air conditioning units (a means of alternate ventilation). The
proposed building’s fagades, including these elements, would be designed to provide a
composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (OITC) rating greater than or equal to the
attenuation requirements. By adhering to these design requirements, the proposed school
building will thus provide sufficient attenuation to achieve the CEQR interior noise level
guideline of 45 dBA L, for classroom uses.

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 Buildings Code) and to avoid
producing levels that would result in any significant increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in any significant adverse noise impacts.

SOILS AND GROUNDWATER

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase II Environmental Site
Investigation (ESI) were completed for the proposed project site in June 2009 and September
2009, respectively, to evaluate the environmental conditions. The site consists of a two-story
building constructed in 1951, which occupies the entire 18,068 square-foot property. The
building is occupied by two commercial tenants, the Teamsters Local 810 Welfare and Pension
Fund and a dental center. The Phase I ESA identified recognized environmental conditions
(RECs) associated with the presence of an on-site 10,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil underground
storage tank (UST) and the historic presence of on-site wood preservation companies. Off-site
RECSs identified in the Phase I ESA report include the historical presence of a gasoline filling
station, & machine and motor company, and four New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) open spill sites, all located in close proximity to the Project Site. The
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Phasc I ESA report also identified environmental concerns associated with x-ray activities (i.e.
lead shielding) and potential mercury residue from the medical and dental center at the Site.
Based on the results of the Phase I ESA, Phase II ESI activities were completed at the Site and
included the performance of a geophysical survey, the advancement of soil borings, installation
of a temporary well point, installation of sub-slab vapor and soil vapor points, and the collection
of subsurface soil, groundwater, sub-slab soil vapor and soil vapor samples for laboratory
analyses.

The purpose of the Phase IT ESI was to investigate potential impacts to soil, groundwater, and
soil vapor from RECs and environmental concerns that were identified by the Phase I ESA and
to preliminarily characterize the material anticipated to be excavated in support of the
construction of the proposed public school. Field indications of impacts to soil or groundwater
were not observed during the investigation. Soil sampling analytical data indicated semi-volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals in one soil sample
at concentrations greater than the NYSDEC Track 1 (Unrestricted Use) Soil Cleanup Objectives
(SCOs). Three metals (magnesium, manganese, and sodium) were detected in groundwater at
concentrations above the Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) Ambient Water
Quality Standards (AWQS). Tetrachloroethene (PCE) and petroleum related volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) were detected in soil vapor samples at concentrations above anticipated
background levels. VOCs in soil vapor samples were not detected above the New York State
Department of Health (NYSDOH) Air Guideline Values. The exceedances of SVOCs, PCBs,
and metals in soil were attributed to the characteristics of fill material at the Site and the
exceedances of metfals in groundwater were attributed to naturally occurring background
concentrations. The PCE and petroleum related VOCs detected in soil vapor and sub-slab soil
vapor were attributed to the off-site spills.

For the site to be suitable for construction of a New York City public school, a soil vapor barrier
and active sub-slab depressurization system would be incorporated into the new school design to
prevent potential migration of organic vapors into the proposed school building. Additionally,
the existing UST would be removed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local
guidelines. During construction, the contractor would characterize soil anticipated for excavation
to identify material handling, reuse, and/or waste disposal requirements and properly manage
excavated soil in accordance with all applicable local, State and Federal regulations. 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 would be placed over the soils. In addition, any materials
associated with x-ray activities (i.e. lead shielding) and mercury residue would be identified and
properly managed prior to demolition or renovation activities. *







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 a2 new Intermediate School
(1.S.) and High School (H.S.) facility with the capacity of approximately 866 seats at 10 East
15th Street in Manhattan (see Figure 1-1). The proposed school facility would accommodate
children in grades six through twelve, and would serve Community School District (CSD) 2 as
well as high school students citywide. The project site is an approximately 18,068-square-foot
(sf) lot located at 10 East 15th Street (Block 842, Lot 34), between Union Square West and Fifth
Avenue (See Figure 1-2). The project site currently contains an approximately 34,300-sf
building with union administration and medical offices for Local 810 International Brotherhood
of Teamsters (IBT), as well as accessory parking. The proposed project would involve the
demolition of the existing building and the construction of a new school building on the project
site. It is expected that the Local 810 IBT administration and medical offices would move to
another location in the future with the proposed project.

Although design plans for the new building have not been finalized, it is expected that the
proposed school building would contain approximately 123,943 gross square feet (gsf) and
would be approximately eight stories (up to 120 feet) in height.

The proposed project is located within a C6-2A zoning district, in which schools are permitted
as-of-right as per Section 22-00 of the Zoning Resolution. However, it is possible that the
proposed school facility would exceed the permitted FAR of the C6-2A zoning district, and
additional zoning non-compliances are possible. Should the final design of the proposed building
result in any zoning bulk, rear yard, setback, or other non-compliance, the SCA would seek a zoning
override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit the project to
proceed. 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 the student occupancy of the
proposed school would begin in September 2014. Accordingly, 2014 has been selected as the
Build Year for which the environmental assessment arcas have been analyzed. Although the
building currently on the project site is for sale and could be redeveloped by 2014 independently
of the proposed project, it is conservatively assumed that if the proposed project does not
proceed, the existing building on the project site would remain in its current state by 2014.

B. PURPOSE AND NEED

Development of the new school facility has been proposed to provide additional intermediate
school capacity in CSD 2, and to provide additional capacity at the high school level. According
to the latest DOE school utilization profile for the 2008—2009 school year, high schools citywide
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are operating at 96 percent of their capacity. Intermediate schools in CSD 2 are operating at 85
percent capacity, with a district-wide capacity of 6,025 and a district-wide enroliment of 5,140.

The New York City Department of Education (DOE) has proposed that the new facility would
be the permanent location for M.S. 260, the Clinton School for Writers and Artists (Clinton).
Clinton is currently co-located with P.S. 11, a zoned primary school organization, in the M011
building at 320 West 21st Street. However, the DOE has proposed to relocate Clinton from
MO011 prior to the start of the 2010-2011 school year in order to permit P.S. 11 to address growth
in its enrollment. Clinton would be accommodated at a temporary relocation site during the
construction of its permanent facility at 10 East 15th Street. The specific high school
organization that would be co-located with Clinton at the new facility has not yet been identified

The two intermediate schools nearest to the project site are M.S. 255, located approximately 0.8
miles from the project site at 319 East 19th Street, and J.H.S. 104, located approximately 0.8
miles from the project site at 330 East 21st Street. M.S. 255 (which shares a building with
Primary School 40) is operating at 101 percent capacity, with 405 seats. J.H.S. 104 is operating
at 79 percent capacity, with 1,238 seats. '

C. PROJECT SITE AND PROPOSED SCHOOL

The approximately 18,068-sf project site is Jocated in the Union Square area of Manhattan. The
site, consisting of Block 842, Lot 34, is located on East 15th Street between Fifth Avenue and
Union Square West. The project site currently contains an approximately 34,300-sf building with
administration and medical offices for Local 810 IBT, as well as accessory parking.

The project site is located in a predominantly commercial area, though there are also a number
of residential buildings with ground floor retail and institutional uses. Union Square Park is an
important feature in this area, and is located to the east of the project site.

With the proposed project, the existing two-story building on the project site would be
demolished. 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 123,943
gsf and would be approximately eight stories (up to 120 feet) in height. Separate entrances for
the 1.S. and H.S. organizations would be located on East 15th Street.

The new school facility would contain approximately 866 seats for students in grades six
through twelve, including approximately 102 seats for special education students, and would
contain classrooms, administrative spaces, science laboratories, a combined gymnasium and
assembly area, an exercise room, a library, a kitchen, and dining areas. Due to the limited size of
the site, no outdoor recreational space would be provided. The new school would employ
approximately 72 teachers, administrators, and support staff. The school would operate during
normal school hours, likely between 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM between September and June. *
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Chapter 2: Land Use, Zoning, and Community Character

A. INTRODUCTION

This analysis of land use, zoning, and community character considers the existing conditions of
the project area, anticipates and evaluates those changes in land use and zoning that are expected
to occur independently of the proposed project by 2014, the project’s build vear, and identifies
and addresses any potential impacts to land use, zoning, and community character associated
with the proposed project.

To determine existing conditions and assess the potential for impacts, the land use study area has
been defined as the area roughly bounded by Broadway and Union Square Park to the east, just
west of Fifth Avenue to the west, East 13th Street to the south, and East 17th Street to the north
(see Figure 2-1). This is the area in which the project has the potential to affect land use or land
use trends. Various sources have been utilized to prepare a comprehensive analysis of land use,
zoning, and community character, including field surveys, evaluvation of land use and zoning
maps, and consultation of other sources, such as municipal documents and regulations.

As described below, this analysis concludes that 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. 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 situated on East 15th Street, between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue.
The project site consists of Block 842, Lot 34, and contains a total of 18,068 square feet (sf).
The project site currently contains an approximately 34,300-sf building with administration and
medical offices for Local 810 IBT, as well as accessory parking.

STUDY AREA

As shown in Figure 2-1, the land use study area is predominantly commercial and residential,
with institutional uses located throughout the area, as well as a large open space (Union Square
Park) east of the project site. ,

Commercial uses in the area primarily consist of low- to mid-rise office buildings typically
ranging from 4 stories to 11 or 12 stories (with some shorter and taller buildings scattered
throughout the study area) with a variety of ground floor retail. Residential uses in the area are
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primarily mid- to high-rise apartment buildings with retail on the ground level, with heights
ranging from 4 to 21 stories.

There are a number of institutional uses within the study area, including a New York University
dormitory building at 25 East 15th Street with an entrance across 15th Street from the project
site, the Sidney Hillman Health Center at 16 East 16th Street, and two buildings of the Parsons
School of Design—one at 72 Fifth Avenue and the other at 25 East 13th Street.

There are also a number of buildings under construction in the study area. These are discussed in
more detail below, under “The Future Without the Proposed Project”.

Fifth Avenue runs north-south through the study area carrying southbound traffic, and is a major
thoroughfare containing commercial, institutional, and residential uses with ground floor retail.
Retail uses along Fifth Avenue are generally high-end chain retail stores. Union Square West
runs north-south along the west side of Union Square Park, a major New York City open space
resource with approximately 3.6 acres of both active and passive recreational amenities. Union
Square West carries southbound traffic between East 17th Street and East 14th Street, at which
point it becomes University Place, which carries northbound traffic.

East 14th Street runs east-west through the study area, and is also a major commercial
thoroughfare, with some institutional and residential uses. Commercial uses along 14th Street
within the study area generally include smaller retail stores, fast food restaurants, and discount
stores, with the exception of several large chain retail stores in the eastern portion of the study
area. East 14th Street also constitutes the southern boundary of Union Square Park.

Broadway, which defines the eastern portion of the study area, is another major commercial
thoroughfare carrying southbound traffic; however, in this area Broadway is interrupted by
Union Square Park.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

PROJECT SITE

The project site is located in a C6-2A zoning district (see Figure 2-2). C6 commercial districts
permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses requiring a central location. The maximum
commercial floor area ratio (FAR) in C6-2A districts is 6.0, the maximum residential FAR is
6.02, and the maximum FAR for community facilities is 6.5. Schools can be built as-of-right in
C6-2A commercial districts.

STUDY AREA

There are a number of zoning districts within the study area. The maximum FAR for these
districts is shown in Table 2-1, below.

East of the project site, the study area encompasses a C6-4 commercial district, as well as small
portions of C1-7 and C6-1 commercial districts south of East 14th Street. As noted above, C6
districts permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses requiring a central location. C1-7
districts are predominantly residential in character, and typically include neighborhood retail
uses.

Directly south of the project site, the study area contains a C6-1 commercial district, and to the
north (north of East 16th Street), there is a small portion of an M1-5M manufacturing district.
C6-1 districts are described above. M1 manufacturing districts can serve as a buffer between the
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higher-intensity manufacturing uses found in M2 or M3 districts and are often adjacent
residential or commercial districts.

To the west of the project site, the study area lies predominantly within a C6-4M commercial
district, with small portions in C6-4, C6-2, C6-2M, and Cé-4A commercial districts. Like other
C6 commercial districts, C6-4M districts permit a wide range of high-bulk commercial uses;
however, they also carry special regulations governing the conversion of non-residential spaces
to residential use. The same regulations apply to C6-2M districts.

The eastern portion of the study area is also located within the Union Square Special Purpose
District. This special district is intended to promote a revitalized mixed-use area around Union
Square, by encouraging development on vacant and underutilized sites; providing urban design
guidelines to preserve and enhance the special character of the area; to improve the physical
appearance and amenity of the streets; and to improve access, visibility, security, and pedestrian
circulation in and around the 14th Street/Union Square station, among others. To promote these
goals, the special district includes certain use, bulk and sign regulations, as well as special
requirements related to street wall transparency and location of entrance requirements.

Table 2-1

Zoning Districts in the Study Area

Zoning District Commercial FAR Residential FAR Community Facility FAR
C1-7 2.0 0.94-6.02 6.5
C6-1 6.0 0.87-3.44 6.5
C6-2 6.0' 0.94-6.02 6.5'
ce-2m* 6.0' 0.94-6.02 6.5°
C6-4 10.0° 10.0"? 10.0"
C6-4A 10.0 10.0° 10.0
ce-am* 10.0° 10.0"? 10.0!
M1-5M 5.0 (mfg. FAR) N/A 6.5°

Notes:

1) Up 20 percent increase for a plaza bonus

2} Up to 12 FAR with inclusionary housing bonus

3) Only community facilities in Use Group 4 are permitted as-of-right; Use Group 4 does not include
schools.

4) These districts have special regulations governing the conversion of non-residential spaces to residential
use.

Sources: New York City Department of City Planning

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Community character is defined as an amalgam 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 a project’s compatibility with
its community setting can be presented and assessed.

The community character of this section of Manhattan is generally that of a high-density
residential and commercial area. Union Square is a major open space that hosts a green market
several times a week as well as a holiday market in November and December. The area
surrounding Union Square is a retail hub with a high concentration of clothing, shoe, electronics,
and other retail and food establishments. Fifth Avenue is a busy, north-south corridor that carries
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southbound traffic. Union Square West carries southbound traffic as well, but changes to north-
bound once it becomes University Place at East 14th Street. East 14th Street, a wide, two-way
street, is a main commercial corridor in the area; however, retail and other commercial uses
abound throughout the study area. Pedestrian traffic throughout the study area is generally heavy
on these corridors and surrounding Union Square Park, but pedestrian traffic on East 15th Street
near the project site is relatively light.

The area is well-served by public transit. Just to the east of the project site, the 14th Street/Union
Square subway station is served by the L, N, Q, R, W, 4, 5, and 6 trains. The M14AD crosstown
bus runs along 14th Street just south of the project site, and the M2, M3, and M5 buses run south
along Fifth Avenue to the west of the project site.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

A new school facility would provide additional community resources for area residents. The
project is not expected to place additional demands on hospitals and other health care facilities,
libraries, or public school or day care facilities. This section focuses, therefore, on police and fire
protection services.

The project is served by the 13th Police Precinct. The precinct house is located at 230 West 20th
Street, approximately one half mile east of the project site. The project site is served by Engine
14 of the Fire Department of New York, located at 14 East 18th Street, approximately one
quarter mile north of the project site.

C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

In the future without the project, the project site is expected to remain unchanged by the 2014
build year and the existing uses on the site are expected to remain there.

There are two development projects within the study area expected to be complete by the 2014
build year. On the same block as the project site, 15 Union Square West is in the process of
being converted and enlarged from a commercial building to a 12-story residential building
with ground floor retail space. The building is expected to contain 34 dwelling units and
approximately 4,000 sf of retail uses. On Fifth Avenue between East 13th and East 14th Streets,
The New School is planning to construct an approximately 354,000-sf academic building.

Just outside of the study area to the west, a 10-story residential building with ground floor retail
is under construction at 14 West 14th Street. This building will contain 30 residential units and
approximately 5,000 sf of retail uses on the ground floor. Just outside the study area to the
south, a new 12-story condominium is under construction at 61 Fifth Avenue. It will contain
four units (including three duplexes and a triplex) as well as approximately 2,500 sf of ground
floor retail.

Also located just outside the study area, in the northern end of Union Square Park, a
$20,000,000 capital improvement project (the “North End Project”) is underway. The North
End project consists of development of a new playground, expansion of the public plaza on the
park’s northern-most edge, including the installation of utility hook-ups for the Greenmarket
vendors, and the rehabilitation of the park’s Pavilion. The playground and public plaza project
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components were recently completed, and the Pavilion rehabilitation is expected to be complete
in 2010.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

There are no zoning or public policy changes expected to occur on the project site or in the study
area by the 2014 build year.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

In the future without the proposed project, it is anticipated that the character of the area will
remain as it is today. Any infill housing or commercial development that might occur in the
study area is not expected to be substantially different from what currently exists, nor will it
introduce a significant new course of traffic or noise. Therefore, no change to the existing
community character is expected.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The Police Department has no plans for any changes that will affect law enforcement services in
this portion of the 13th Precinct. Similarly, there are no other projects or changes in fire
protection services or equipment expected by the 2014 build year.

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

PROJECT SITE

With the proposed project, the existing building on the project site would be demolished. The
proposed project would result in the construction of an approximately 123,943 gross-square-foot
school building on the project site, with capacity for 866 intermediate and high school students.
The proposed school building, which would be eight stories and up to approximately 120 feet in
height, would occupy the majority of the project site. Separate entrances for the intermediate and
high school organizations would be located on East 15th Street.

STUDY AREA

The proposed school facility would be compatible with the surrounding uses, which contain a
mix of commercial, institutional (including academic), residential, and open space uses. The new
school facility would enliven the project block with a new community facility use. At eight
stories in height, the proposed building would be consistent with the height of other buildings in
the study area, which range from two to 21 stories. Therefore, the development of the proposed
facility is not expected to adversely affect adjacent land uses.

ZONING

. The proposed facility would conform to the use requirements of the C6-2A zoning district,
which permit community facility uses, including schools, as-of-right. However, it is possible that
the proposed school facility would exceed the permitted FAR of the C6-2A zoning district, and
additional zoning non-compliances are possible. Should the final design of the proposed building
result in any zoning bulk, rear yard, setback, or other non-compliance, the SCA would seek approval
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of a zoning override from the Deputy Mayor for Education and Community Development to permit
the project to proceed. If the zoning override is granted, it would apply only to the project site and
would have no impact on neighboring zoning or property. Therefore, the proposed project would
have no significant adverse impacts to local zoning.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER

The proposed project would replace current uses on the site with a new intermediate and high
school facility that would be compatible with surrounding land uses. The proposed project
would benefit the area by bringing new community facility uses to the neighborhood. The
increase in traffic and pedestrian volumes expected to result from the proposed school would not
result in any significant adverse community character impacts.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The Police and Fire Departments would adjust their services as they deem necessary, and no
significant adverse impacts to police or fire services are expected to result from the proposed
project. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This section considers the potential of the proposed project to affect architectural and
archaeological resources on the project site and in the surrounding area. The project site is
located on the south side of East 15th Street between Union Square West and Fifth Avenue, and
is currently occupied by a 2-story building and accessory parking. The proposed project includes
demolition of the existing building on the site and construction of a new, approximately 8-story
(120-foot-tall) school building. In the future without the project, the project site is expected to
remain unchanged by the 2014 build year.

Based on potential effects due to on-site construction activities, and also to account for visual or
contextual impacts, the study area for architectural resources is defined as extending 400 feet
from the project site. Within the study area, historic resources that were analyzed include
properties listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places or properties determined
eligible for such listing (S/NR-eligible), New York City Landmarks (NYCLs) and Historic
Districts (NYCHDs), properties determined eligible for landmark status, and National Historic
Landmarks (NHLs). Additionally, a survey was conducted to identify any previously
undesignated properties in the study area that were then evaluated for their potential S/NR or
NYCL eligibility.

The study area for archacological resources is defined as the area where subsurface construction
would occur, the project site itself. AKRF prepared an archaeological disturbance
memorandum/assessment for the project site in February 2010, the results of which are
summarized below. The disturbance memorandum was submitted to the New York State Office
of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) for review and comment, and was
accepted by OPRHP in comments dated April 15, 2010. The results of that study are presented
below.

The analysis concludes that the proposed project would not have any significant adverse impacts
on historic resources. Excavation of the project site would be required for construction of the
proposed building; however, the site is not considered to be sensitive for precontact or historic
period archacological resources, and thus the project would not have a significant adverse impact
on archaeological resources. There are no known or potential architectural resources located on
the site. At approximately 8 stories (120 feet), the proposed school would be consistent with the
height of most of the buildings in the surrounding area, including those located within the
boundaries of the Ladies Mile Historic District. Furthermore, it would mainly be seen only along
East 15th Street and directly adjacent portions of Fifth Avenue and Union Square West. The
proposed building would not block views to any surrounding architectural resources. While the
new building would represent a change to the context of archifectural resources in the
surrounding area, the scale of the building would be compatible with the existing built fabric,
and thus would not create a significant adverse impact.
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Direct historic resource impacts include demolition of a resource, and alterations to a resource
that cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource also can be damaged by adjacent
construction, either from vibrations (i.e., from construction blasting or pile driving) or from
falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery. As defined in the
New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN)
#10/88, adjacent construction is any construction activity that would occur within 90 feet of an
architectural resource.! There are four architectural resources located within 90 feet of the
project site. Therefore, to protect these resources during construction of the proposed building, a
construction protection plan has been developed for the project, based on the requirements
stipulated in TPPN #10/88, to ensure these resources would not be inadvertently affected during
construction. This plan will be submitted to OPRHP for review and approval, and construction
of the project would proceed in accordance with the CPP pending OPRHP’s approval. None of
the other architectural resources in the study area are close enough to be affected by ground-
borne construction vibrations or other potential construction-related issues. '

In summary, the proposed project would not be expected to have any significant adverse impacts
on historic resources.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

As depicted on 18th and 19th century maps of Manhattan, the majority of the project site was
formerly occupied by a small hill, which was part of a cluster of hills situated in the vicinity of
Fifth Avenue between 12th and 21st Streets. In addition, a stream ran through the eastern portion
of the project block. This stream was the eastern branch of a pair of rivalets that were fed by
springs north of the project site, and which merged at a point just south of West 12th Street
between Fifth and Sixth Avenues to form the Minetta Brook. By the early 19th century, the hill
at the project site was cut down and the resulting sediments were likely used to fill in the
adjacent stream. Although the path of this stream has since been built upon, the stream still runs
below the surface. Based on historic and current maps, it is considered likely that the project site
is covered with a small amount of fill, likely the result of leveling the hill that formerly occupied
the site.

At least four Native American sites have been documented in the vicinity of the project area:
Sapokanikan, located along the shore of the Hudson River near modern Gansevoort Street; a
Native American village known as Shepmoes, located in the vicinity of 14th Street and Second
Avenue; New York State Museum (N'YSM) site #4059, a village site located north of City Hall
Park near the former location of the Collect Pond; and NYSM site #4060, another Native
American village, located at present-day Corlear’s Hook. A series of Native American trails
connected these villages and landings with each other, as well as with other Native American
habitation sites further north.

L TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard
to historic structures. TPPN #10/88 outlines 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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Because of the nearby Minetta waters, the project site would have been ideal for the exploitation
of natural resources by Native Americans; however, the small hill formerly on the site may have
made it less attractive for habitation. In general, the eastern side of Manhattan was the location
of numerous fishing camps, while the western coast and middle section were traditionally devoid
of settlements as a result of its rocky terrain, lack of soil suitable to agriculture, exposure to
harsh winds from the Hudson River, numerous small hills, and large tracts of marshland.

In the 18th century, the project site was part of Brevoort and Spingler farms. Stokes’ map of
original farm grants suggests that the Spingler farmhouse was located within the streetbed of
14th Street west of Fifth Avenue. The map also depicts a home to the north within the streetbed
of Fifth Avenue north of 15th Street, on a farm formerly owned by Thomas Burling and later
Simon Congo, a freed slave.

The Ratzer map depicting Manhattan circa 1766 (published 1776) also depicts two structures in
the immediate vicinity of the project site. One structure was located north of East 15th Street,
approximately 150 feet east of Fifth Avenue, while the other was depicted within the southern
portion of the project block, approximately 300 feet east of Fifth Avenue and 50 feet north of
East 14th Street. The 1811 Bridges plan does not depict any structures within the project block:
the closest structure was the Burling farmhouse, depicted in the streetbed of Fifth Avenue near
the northeast corner of its intersection with East 15th Street.

By circa 1815 the project block, along with the remainder of the Spingler farm, had been divided
into lots, presumably for individual sale and development. The 1836 Colton map identifies the
lots in the southeastern quarter of the project block as “sections of the city [that were] built,”
suggesting that structures were already present in those areas although no specific footprints are
shown on the map. However, the project site at that time appears to have been undeveloped.
Maps published throughout the 1830s and 1840s provide contradictory information as to
whether or not the project block was developed. Several maps suggest development had only
occurred along the southern and eastern side of the block, while others suggest that no
development had occurred on the block at all, and finally others suggest that the entire block was
developed. Therefore, it appears that the project site was likely first developed with structures
around the mid-1840s. A sewer line was installed in East 15th Street in 1845, and East 15th
Street also had water in the early 1840s. It is therefore possible that development on the project
block occurred in response to the installation of these water and sewer connections.

Specific structures within the project site are first depicted on a map from 1852, which shows
that the project site was originally divided into seven historic lots (7-19 East 15th Street).
Numbers 9 through 19 were developed with brick structures, presumably all residential, with
open backyards; the lot at 7 East 15th Street was developed with an industrial/commercial
structure that was located in the center of the lot, with open front and rear yards. An 1859 atlas
depicts minimal changes to the project site, with the exception of the construction of a wood
frame extension to the front of the structure at 7 East 15th Street and small brick extensions
constructed in the rear of the structures at 11 and 13 East 15th Street. By the late 1860s, several
of the lots within the project site were redeveloped, and the historic lots were renumbered to 6
through 18 East 15th Street. The lots at 8 through 12 (formerly 9 through 13) were unchanged,
although this map indicates that all three structures stood 5 stories tall with 2- or 3-story rear
additions. The former commercial/industrial structure at 6 (formerly 7) East 15th Street was
redeveloped with a 3-story brick structure with a small 1-story wood frame extension in the rear,
and the lots at 14 through 18 (formerly 15 through 19) had been redeveloped ca. 1867-1868 with
identical 6-story brick stores or warehouses buildings that covered the entirety of the lots.
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By the turn of the century, based on the 1903 Sanborn map, the former rear yards of most of the
lots within the project site had been developed. The lot at 6 East 15th Street was by that time
completely covered by a 4-story store with a cellar and sub-cellar and a 2-story (with basement)
rear addition. This appears to be the same structure identified above, although the method used
to count stories appears to have changed. The three structures at 8-12 East 15th Street are
identified as 4-story store/office buildings with basements and sub-cellars, and the rear additions
to these structures had basements or basements and sub-cellars. The structures at 10 and 12 East
15th Street had separate or attached l-story structures in the rear yards that did not have
basements. The three structures at 14 through 18 East 15th Street stood 6 stories (with
basements) and were used as stores/factories, and the structure at 12 East 15th Street was
occupied by a silversmith. A Sanborn map published in 1944 indicates that the three structures at
14 through 18 East 15th Street had been altered and now only stood 1 story tall. The seven
buildings on the project site remained unchanged on Sanborn maps dating to 1951; however, that
same year, these buildings were demolished to make way for the construction of the building
currently occupying the site.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The conclusions of the disturbance memorandum and preliminary archaeological assessment
prepared for the project site are summarized below. The report was accepted by OPRHP in
comments dated April 15, 2010.

PRECONTACT SENSITIVITY

As described above, a fresh water stream that fed the Minetta Brook—which has been well-
documented as an important Native American resource—ran through the project site, and it is
likely that Native Americans took advantage of the many natural resources and fresh water
provided by this stream in the vicinity of the project site. However, the hill that covered most of
the project block would have been unattractive as a Native American habitation sitc. Such sites
have been identified on more level ground to the east and south of the project site at distances of
approximately half a mile. Furthermore, precontact archacological sites are generally found at
shallow depths, usually within 5 feet of the original ground surface. Therefore, the landscape
modifications that occurred in the project area in the early 19th century, coupled with the
excavation of the basements for the structures formerly at 6 to 18 East 15th Street, would likely
have disturbed any precontact resources that may have been present within the project site.
Therefore, the project site is determined to have no sensitivity for precontact archaeological
Fesources. ‘

HISTORIC PERIOD SENSITIVITY

The project site appears to have been developed for the first time in the early 1840s, around
which time sewer and water connections would have been available to Block 842. Therefore, it
js possible that the residents of the structures formerly located between 6 and 18 East 15th Street
would not have needed to rely on shaft features such as cisterns, privies, and wells for water
gathering and sanitation. Of the seven historic lots that occupied the project site, four (6, 14, 16,
and 18 East 15th Street) have been completely covered by buildings with basements. The
remaining three lots have been partially disturbed by structures with basements and sub-cellars;
however, for the most part, these lots retained the open rear yards that had been behind the
structures at 8, 10, and 12 East 15th Street since at least the early 1850s. All of these buildings
were replaced in 1951 by the structure that currently occupies the project site. The construction
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of this structure and the excavation of its basement would have generated substantial disturbance -
within the boundaries of the project site. The construction of a large basement across the seven -

historic lots would likely have destroyed all or most of the remnants of the historic building -
foundations as well as any shaft features that may have been present on the site. Therefore, the

project site is determined to have no sensitivity for historic period archaeological resources.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

PROJECT SITE

The project site is currently occupied by an approximately 2-story structure that is used for union
administration and medical offices, as well as accessory parking in a below-grade garage
accessed from East 15th Street (see View 1 of Figure 3-2). At the western end of the structure, a
steel grate covers what appears to be a ventilation shaft connected to the subsurface parking area.
There are no known or potential architectural resources on the project site.

STUDY AREA

Known Resources

There are seven known architectural resources within the study area, including one historic
district. These resources are described below and mapped on Figure 3-1.

The eastern boundary of the Ladies Mile Historic District (NYCL, S/NR-eligible) includes the
buildings directly west and north of the project site. The Ladies Mile Historic District was
developed largely in the late 19th century, when department stores (some of them with cast-iron
facades) began to be constructed along Broadway and Sixth Avenue in the formerly residential
district between Union and Madison Squares. With the exception of 23rd Street, which like
Broadway and Sixth Avenue was developed with large department stores, the east-west streets in
the district were redeveloped around 1900 with loft buildings in which many of the goods sold in
the nearby stores were manufactured. Fifth Avenue attracted smaller shops, publishing houses, the
offices of charitable instifutions, and skyscrapers. Many of the buildings in the area were
rehabilitated or restored in the 1980s as the district underwent a renaissance. The buildings nearest
the project site include R.H. Robertson’s Romanesque Revival-style YMCA Building and a small
polychromatic building from 1877 on the north side of East 15th Street, both of which dated from
the middle development phase of the district, and an 11-story store and loft building from 1905-
1907 directly adjacent to the site (see Views 2 and 3 of Figures 3-2 and 3-3).

Union Square (NHL, S/NR) Located east of the project site, Union Square is nationally
significant for the role it has played in American labor history. The first Labor Day parade took
place at the square on September 5, 1882; the parade marked the beginning of organized labor's
12-year effort to secure passage of national legislation that would set aside one day each year to
recognize the contributions and achievements of American laborers. In addition, Union Square
has been the location of many other parades, mass gatherings, and demonstrations. Located
within the park are statues of George Washington (1856), the Marquis de Lafayette (1876),
Abraham Lincoln (1870), and Mahatma Gandhi (1986), as well as the James Fountain (1881)
(see View 4 of Figure 3-3).

Below Union Square is the 14th Street/Union Square Subway Station (S/NR-listed). The 14th
Street/Union Square subway station includes the IRT (No. 4/5/6), BMT (N/Q/R/W), and
Broadway/4th Avenue/Canarsie (L) lines. The IRT station (1904) was an original express station
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and already a major transportation hub when the BMT station opened in 1917; the Canarsie Line
portion of the station opened in 1924. Each IRT station had its own unique color scheme, and a
repeated faience plaque that served as a symbolic link between the station and the area above-
ground which it served; at Union Square, this was an eagle holding a plaque inscribed with the
number 14. Remaining original elements of the station include faience plaques; sections of the
ornate platform walls in the upper mezzanine of the IRT portion of the station; and portions of
the original BMT-era mosaic bands, highlighted by red framing in the mezzanine.

The Lincoln Building, at 1 Union Square West (NYCL, S/NR), was designed by R.H.
Robertson—the architect of the YMCA Building noted above—and built in 1889-90. The
Lincoln Building dates from 1889-1890 and is representative of the early skyscraper form as it
evolved in New York. It also represents a transitional phase in skyscraper engineering, as it was
constructed with a metal framing in combination with traditional masonry bearing walls. The 10-
story building is designed in the same Romanesque Revival style Robertson used for the YMCA
building and is faced in limestone, granite, brick, and terra cotta (see View 5 of Figure 3-4).

The Bank of the Metropolis, at 31 Union Square West (NYCL, S/NR-eligible), was designed
by Bruce Price and built in 1902-03. The 18-story neo-Renaissance style building is faced in
limestone and massed in the base-shaft-capital manner (see View 6 of Figure 3-4). The Bank of
the Metropolis, founded in 1873 to serve the needs of businesses in the Union Square area,
maintained its offices on the square until 1918, when it was absorbed by the Bank of Manhattan.

The Decker Building, now the Union Building, at 33 Union Square West (NYCL) is a rare
example of a Moorish-inspired skyscraper (see View 6 of Figure 3-4). It was designed by Jobn
Edelman, mentor and friend of Louis Sullivan, as the headquarters of the Decker Piano
Company in 1892-1893. The building’s naturalistic ornament, as well as other features, reflects
Sullivan’s influence. Between 1968 and 1973, Andy Warhol’s Factory occupied the sixth floor
of the 17-story building.

The former Baumann Brothers Furniture & Carpet Stores (NYCL), at 22-26 East 14th
Street, is a through-block building with frontages on East 13th and 14th Streets. Built in 1880-
1881 for James McCreery, a textile merchant, it was designed by the firm of D. & J. Jardine. Its
wide cast-iron fagade is an amalgam of ornamental influences, including the Neo-Classical, Neo-
Grec, and Queen Anne styles (see View 7 of Figure 3-5). The East 13th Street fagade is simpler
and is clad in brick and stone with a cast-iron ground story. From 1881 to 1897 the building
housed Baumann Brothers, a furniture manufacturing company, and for eight decades the ground
story contained 5-, 10-, and 25-cent stores, beginning with the fourth Woolworth store in
Manhattan and in 1910 the location of the chain’s first lunchroom.

Potential Resources

There are two buildings within the 400-foot study area which are architecturally consistent with
structures within the Ladies Mile Historic District and appear to meet the eligibility criteria for
S/NR listing or NYCL designation.

1 West 14th Street, aka 84-90 Fifth Avenue, is located just outside the boundaries of the Ladies
Mile Historic District at the northwest comer of Fifth Avenue and 14th Street. This 11-story
building was designed by Robert Maynicke and built for Henry S. Van Beuren and Henry Corn
as a loft and stores. When constructed in 1902, the cost of the building was listed as $500,000.
Maynicke, one of the most prolific architects in the historic district, adopted a tripartite division
for the building’s facades, with a two-story base, a multi-story midsection, and a three-story
capital (sce View 8 of Figure 3-5). The building is clad in light-colored brick and stone. There
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