CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

October 19 /Calendar No. 7 C 090415 HUK

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by the Department of Housing Preservation
and Development (HPD), pursuant to Section 505 of Article 15 of the General Municipal (Urban
Renewal) Law of New York State and Section 197-c of the New York City Charter, for the First
Amended Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan for the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal
Area.

The First Amendment updates the land use of existing Sites 4A, 4B, 7A, and 7B from industrial
to residential (the remaining industrial sites, 1A, 1B, 2 and 3 are being de-designated since these
sites were not acquired pursuant to the Plan — the plan no longer includes any industrial sites);
three privately owned properties, Block 2272, Lots 45, 46 and 147, are being acquired and added
to existing Sites 7A and 7B to form a new Site 4; the plan no longer includes a commercial or
public/semi-public land use; sites were renumbered to reflect site de-designations and
reconfigurations; the boundary of the area has been modified to reflect site de-designations, and
the language and format of the Plan have been revised to conform with HPD’s current format for
urban renewal plans; to facilitate the development of six sites containing residential, commercial
and community facility uses within the Broadway Triangle Renewal Area Community District 1,
Borough of Brooklyn. .

The application for the amendment of the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan was filed by
the Department of Housing Preservation and Development on May 6, 2009. The proposed plan
would no longer include any industrial sites; modifies the boundary of the urban renewal area;
renumbers existing sites to reflect de-designations and reconfigurations; creates a new urban
renewal site, and updates the Plan’s language to conform to current standards. The amendment,
in conjunction with the related actions, will facilitate affordable housing, while permitting local

commercial and community facility uses.

RELATED ACTIONS

In addition to this application (C 090415 HUK) for the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan
Amendment which is the subject of this report, implementation of the proposed development
also requires action by the City Planning Commission on the following applications which are

being considered concurrently with this application:


Disclaimer
City Planning Commission (CPC) Reports are the official records of actions taken by the CPC. The reports reflect the determinations of the Commission with respect to land use applications, including those subject to the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP), and others such as zoning text amendments and 197-a community-based  plans. It is important to note, however, that the reports do not necessarily reflect a final determination.  Certain applications are subject to mandatory review by the City Council and others to City Council "call-up."


C 090413 ZMK Application for an amendment of the Zoning Map.

N 090414 ZRK Amendment to the Zoning Resolution.

C 090416 HAK UDAAP Designation, Project Approval and Disposition of city-owned

property.

BACKGROUND

The New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) seeks
approval of the First Amendment to the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan, along with
zoning map and text amendments, an Urban Development Action Area and project approval and
the disposition of city-owned property, to facilitate primarily residential development, much of

which would be affordable.

General Area Description and History

The Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Area is a small 17 block area in South Willimasburg,
bounded by three main thoroughfares, Union Avenue, Broadway, and Flushing Avenue, forming
a triangle. This area is developed with a mix of land uses including industrial businesses,
residential and community facility uses and considerable vacant land. The area is zoned for

manufacturing uses but it is surrounded by residential neighborhoods on three sides.

In 1989, the City adopted the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan(URP), which called for
industrial development in the Williamsburg section of the area in Community District 1, and
residential development in the Bedford-Stuyvesant area, south of Flushing Avenue in
Community District 3. The residential component of the URP facilitate 313 units of affordable
housing, but the industrial revitalization never took place. Since that time, the industrial base has

continued to shrink. In 2008, the Pfizer Company, which had dominated the area, closed its last
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production facility, an 8-story plant just south of Flushing Avenue. Pfizer still owns large
parcels of vacant land and industrial property in the area. In 2008, independent of City efforts,

Pfizer issued a Request for Proposal to develop their properties in the Broadway Triangle Area.

In the 1990s and early 2000s, a number of residential rezonings were approved to the west of the
Broadway Triangle to accommodate the growing housing demand. During the same time the
Board of Standards and Appeals granted approximately 37 variances to permit residential

development in manufacturing districts in and west of the proposed rezoning area.

In light of the Mayor’s mandate to increase housing production in the City, HPD launched a
concerted effort to make use of the considerable city-owned vacant land in the Broadway
Triangle Area. Consequently HPD is requesting several actions to facilitate the development of
1,851 dwelling units including 844 units of affordable housing on vacant and underutilized sites

previously zoned for manufacturing uses in the Broadway Triangle URA.

EXISTING ZONING

Nine blocks located between Union, Harrison, and Throop Avenues, and Lynch and Whipple
Streets (Blocks 2238, p/o 2245, 2246, 2250, 2266, 2269, 2272, and 2274) and currently zoned
C8-2, M1-2, and M3-1 are proposed to be rezoned. They are developed with a mix of
residential, commercial and light industrial uses and considerable vacant land. Out of these nine
blocks seven blocks are zoned M1-2 for light manufacturing, one partial block west of Harrison
Avenue is zoned M3-1 for heavy manufacturing and the northern most block between Middleton

and Lynch streets is zoned C8-2 for heavy commercial uses.

The northern four blocks between Walton and Lynch Street are primarily developed with 2- to 3-
story detached homes, 4-story residential buildings, an auto repair business and a public school.
The three-story IS 318 occupies an entire city block between Walton and Lorimer streets, while

the partial triangular Block 2245 between Union and Harrison avenues is entirely vacant.
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The southern four blocks between Whipple and Walton streets are zoned M1-2 and are
predominantly developed with warehouses, small industrial and auto repair uses, and significant
vacant land. Two blocks (2266 & 2269) out of four, between Wallabout and Gerry streets are
predominantly vacant comprising most of the city and privately owned vacant land in the
Broadway Triangle area. Block 2250, between Walton and Wallabout streets, is occupied by
several active businesses, which include a smoked fish business, a door manufacturer and one-
story ware houses. Block 2272, between Bartlett and Whipple streets, is occupied with a five
story private school fronting on Throop Avenue, a New York City Bartlett Street Playground,

several three story dilapidated residential buildings and some vacant land.

The southernmost Block 2272 in the rezoning area is between Whipple Street and Flushing
Avenue. It is triangular in shape with small lots developed with a mix of commercial uses

fronting on Flushing Avenue and some small two-story residential buildings.

Purpose and Need
The objectives of this and the related applications are to maximize the production of housing,
and to map an appropriate zoning designation for properties that are already predominantly built

with residential and community facility uses.

The southern four blocks (Blocks 2250, 2266, 2269, and 2272) which are proposed to be rezoned
to an R7A district, contain most of the city and privately owned vacant land in the Broadway
Triangle area. The cluster of vacant and underutilized properties on these blocks present a unique
opportunity to build approximately one thousand units of housing which would form the nucleus
of a revitalized neighborhood in the Broadway Triangle area. Almost all of the city-owned land
on these blocks are within Urban Renewal Plan sites being redesignated for residential use and is
the subject of the related UDAAP application (C 090416 HAK) for disposition as well.
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The second goal of this application is to rezone the northern four blocks of the rezoning area,
which are predominantly built with residential and community facility uses, to a residential
district that best reflects the existing land uses and built character of these blocks. The R6A
district proposed for these blocks between Lynch and Walton streets would bring existing
residences into conformance with the zoning resolution and also allow limited residential growth

consistent with the scale of the existing residential character.

Zoning Map Amendment

The northern four blocks between Lynch and Walton streets, would be rezoned from C8-2, M3-1
and M1-2 to an R6A district with 100-foot deep C2-4 overlays along Lynch Street, Throop and
Union avenues. The southern four blocks between Walton and Whipple streets would be rezoned
from M1-2 to an R7A district with 100-foot deep C2-4 overlays along Harrison and Throop
avenues. The southernmost block between Whipple Street and Flushing Avenue would be
rezoned from M1-2 to a C4-3 district, which is also mapped on an adjacent block to the east

along Flushing Avenue.

The proposed R6A and R7A are contextual districts that would allow residential and community
facility uses with the approval of the related zoning text amendment (N090414 ZRK). The
proposed R6A district would have a base FAR of 2.7 which could be increased to 3.6 with
Inclusionary Housing bonuses. The maximum street wall height in R6A is 60 feet with a

maximum building height of 70 feet.

The proposed R7A district has a base FAR of 3.45 which can be increased to 4.6 with the
approval of the related zoning text amendment (N090414 ZRK). The R7A districts have a
maximum street wall height of 40 to 65 feet with a maximum building height of 80 feet. In both

districts one off-street accessory parking space is required for 50% of the dwelling units.

The proposed C4-3 district on this block would allow commercial uses up to 3.4 FAR, residential

uses up to 2.43 FAR, and community facility uses up to 4.8 FAR. C2-4 overlays mapped in R6A
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and R7A would allow retail uses up to 2.0 FAR, while commercial uses would be limited to first
floor in a residential building. C2-4 overlays would not be mapped on two blocks containing
community facilities in the rezoning area; 1S 318 between Lorimer and Walton streets, and the

private school on Throop Avenue between Bartlett and Whipple streets.

Zoning Text Amendment to Section 23-922
HPD is also proposing a Zoning Text amendment to apply the inclusionary housing program to

R6A and R7A districts mapped as part of this action.

Urban Renewal Plan Amendment

In 1989 the City adopted the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan (URP), which comprised
17 blocks. The Urban Renewal Area (URA) straddles Community Districts 1 and 3, six blocks
are south of Flushing Avenue in Community District 3, and 12 blocks are north of Flushing
Avenue in Community District 1. The URP was created to promote development compatible
with the existing land use patterns in the area, with residential uses in the southern portion of the
URA in Community District 3 and industrial and manufacturing uses in the northern part of the
URA in Community District 1.

The residential component of the URP was successful and produced 313 units of housing mostly
in Community District 3, while the industrial sites in Community District 1 failed to attract
development and remained vacant. In light of exceeding demand for affordable housing in
adjacent neighborhoods HPD now proposes to amend the URP. These amendments are focused
towards the still vacant sites in Community District 1, and would facilitate the development of
affordable housing, neighborhood retail, and community facility uses on sites that were
previously designated for industrial development. None of the proposed amendments impact the

portion of the Urban Renewal Area in Community District 3.
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HPD proposes the following changes to the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan (URP):

e Sites 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 are deleted, since they were not acquired by the City for industrial
development, as intended in the original URP.

e Since those sites were deleted the boundary of the URA has been modified and drawn
further to the south to reflect that change.

e The land use designation of existing Sites 4A, 4B, 7A and 7B is proposed to be changed
from industrial to residential and the same sites are re-numbered as new Sites 1, 2, 3A,
3B, 4A and 4B.

e Site 4B, which was previously known as Site 7B, is proposed to be enlarged by the

proposed acquisition of 3 privately owned Lots 45, 46 and 147 to the east.

Urban Development Action Area Project (UDAAP) designation project approval and

disposition of city-owned property:

HPD is also requesting UDAAP designation, project approval and disposition of 35 City-owned
properties that would produce approximately 488 dwelling units of affordable housing, with

space for commercial and community facility uses.

These 35 properties are located on Block 2269 and 2272 and are designated in the amended
Urban Renewal Plan as Sites 1, 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B. Of these 35 properties, 26 are in city
ownership and nine are in private ownership. Six of the nine private properties are on Block
2269 and were approved for acquisition in the original Urban Renewal Plan in 1989. At present
HPD is seeking approval to acquire only three additional properties on Block 2272, with a total
lot area of 10,000 SF. These properties comprise three vacant lots 45, 47 and 147, which are
presently used for parking. The Urban Renewal sites would be developed pursuant to zoning.
The proposed zoning of R7A with C2-4 commercial overlays would allow 6- to 8-story
residential buildings with ground floor commercial uses on the avenues. In the future, the city
owned properties would be conveyed to developers selected by HPD.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This application (C 090415 HUK), in conjunction with the applications for the related actions (C
090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK, and C 090416 HAK) was reviewed pursuant to the New York
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and the SEQRA regulations set forth in
Volume 6 of the New York Code of Rules and Regulations, Section 617.00 et seq. and the City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Rules of Procedure of 1991 and Executive Order No. 91
of 1977. The designated CEQR number is 09HPDO019K. The lead agency is the Department of
Housing Preservation and Development.

After a study of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action, it was determined
that the proposed action may have a significant effect on the environment, and that an

environmental impact statement would be required for the following reasons:
1. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts related to land use,
zoning, and public policy in the vicinity of the affected area.

2. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic
conditions in the vicinity of the affected area.

3. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on community
facilities in the vicinity of the affected area.

4. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on publicly accessible
open space facilities in the vicinity of the affected area.

5. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse shadow impacts in the vicinity
of the affected area.

6. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on historic resources
(architectural resources) in the affected area.

7. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on urban design and
visual resources in the vicinity of the affected area.

8. The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on neighborhood
character in the vicinity of the affected area.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on natural resources in
the vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse hazardous materials impacts in
the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in inconsistencies in Coastal Zone policies in the
vicinity of the affected area with respect to the Waterfront Revitalization Program.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on infrastructure
systems in the vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on solid waste and
sanitation services in the vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on energy in the
vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts to traffic and parking
conditions in the vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts on transit services and
pedestrian flows in the vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse impacts to air quality in the
vicinity of the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse noise impacts in the vicinity of
the affected area.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse construction-related impacts.

The action, as proposed, may result in significant adverse public health impacts in the
vicinity of the affected area.

A Positive Declaration was issued on October 15, 2008, and distributed, published and filed, and

the applicant was asked to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). A public

scoping meeting was held on the Draft Scope of Work on November 17, 2008 and a Final Scope
of Work was issued on May 6, 2009.

The lead agency prepared a DEIS and issued a Notice of Completion on May 13, 20009,.

Pursuant to the SEQRA regulations and the CEQR procedures, a joint public hearing was held on
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the DEIS on September 9, 2009,, in conjunction with the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure
(ULURRP) applications (C090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK, and C 090416 HAK). The Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was completed, and a Notice of Completion of the FEIS
was issued on October 7, 2009. The Notice of Completion for the FEIS identified the following
significant impacts and proposed the following mitigation measures:

SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS:

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACMENT

The Proposed Action could initiate a trend toward increased rents in the study area. Although
there are ongoing trends of increased rent pressures in the study area and adjacent Williamsburg
and Bushwick neighborhoods, the Proposed Action’s contributions to rent pressures in the study

area could be significant.

OPEN SPACE

The decrease in open space ratio would exceed the 5 percent threshold for possible impacts
specified in the CEQR Technical Manual. In light of the very low open space ratios in the study
area under No-Action conditions and worsening that would occur with the Proposed Action,
there would be a significant adverse quantitative open space impact under CEQR.

SHADOWS

The Proposed Action would result in significant adverse impacts to two sunlight-sensitive

resources:
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Bartlett Playground, located along the south side of Bartlett Street, would receive significant
incremental shadow coverage resulting from the future condition, that would create a significant
adverse impact during the May 6™ analysis period because the resource would receive less than
the minimum required amount of sunlight for its vegetative cover and trees during part of the

growing season.

The “Project Roots” Community Garden, located along the south side of Walton Street, would
receive significant incremental shadow coverage resulting from the future condition that could
significantly reduce the exposure of vegetation (including the greenhouse) to less than the
minimum required 4 hours and diminish the attractiveness of this open space and utility of the

greenhouse.
HISTORIC RESOURCES

The Proposed Action would not result in significant impacts to archaeological resources, but
would result in construction-related impacts to two historic resources: the Lincoln Savings Bank
and the All Saints Church. Construction activity associated with some projected development
would result in potential construction-related impacts.

TRAFFIC AND PARKING

The Proposed Action would result in significant adverse traffic impacts at a total of nine
intersections:

e Broadway at Union Avenue/Heyward Street (AM)

e Broadway at Gerry Street (AM)

e Broadway at Whipple Street (AM)

e Flushing Avenue at Throop Avenue/Thorton Street (AM, PM)

e Flushing Avenue at Harrison Avenue (AM, MD, PM, SAT)

e Flushing Avenue at Union Avenue/Marcy Avenue/Gerry Street (AM, PM)
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e Flushing Avenue at Lee Avenue/Nostrand Avenue (AM, MD, PM, SAT)
e Harrison Avenue at Gerry Street (AM, PM)
e Harrison Avenue at Bartlett Street (AM, PM)

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

BUS SERVICE

Project-generated demand could create a capacity shortfall of approximately 32 spaces on
southbound B46 buses in the PM peak hour.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Inadvertent direct construction-related impacts could potentially occur to two (the Lincoln
Savings Bank and the All Saints Church) of the State and/or National Registers of Historic

Places S/NR eligible resources as a result of development in the Project Area.

MITIGATION

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The significant adverse indirect residential displacement impacts that could occur as a result of
the Proposed Action would be partially mitigated by the Proposed Action’s provision of 844
affordable housing units for low income households which, unlike the existing unprotected units
occupied by vulnerable populations, would be rent protected. Combined with the 370 affordable
housing units that would be developed pursuant to City actions on other sites in the future
without the No-Action, there are expected to be an additional 1,214 affordable housing units in
the study area by 2018.

These and other factors may lessen the impact of the Proposed Action:

e There is an existing trend toward increased rents that is expected to accelerate in
the future without the Proposed Action. Recent data show that there is already an
existing trend toward rent increases due to post-2000 development. As evidenced
through local real estate data, asking rents for rental units within the study area are
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considerably higher, particularly with respect to rental units closer to Williamsburg—a
neighborhood that in recent years, has experienced an influx of new residential
development consisting of market-rate and luxury rental units. Market pressures have in
effect, spread to adjacent neighborhoods such as East Williamsburg, South Williamsburg,
Bushwick, and Bedford-Stuyvesant. Census Tracts 491, 505, 507, 509, 527, 529, and
531, located in the northern portion of the study area (containing 1,189 at risk units) are
those located closest to Williamsburg. Given their close proximity, it is likely that some
vulnerable units already have been or will be displaced as a result of these existing
market pressures.

Furthermore, 1990 and 2000 Census data indicate that within the Project Area, the
poverty rate has decreased 73.6 percent between 1990 and 2000, while the median
household income has increased 19.6 percent during that same period. Within the
socioeconomic study area, the poverty rate has fallen by 5.0 percent while the median
household income has increased by 9.4 percent between 1990 and 2000. This illustrates a
shift in the socioeconomic profile of the neighborhood with a higher income population
currently present in the study area. Therefore, increased market pressures in the area are
the result of an existing trend spurred by the influx of higher income residents that would
continue to exist in the future with or without the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action would encourage a mix of market-rate and affordable housing.
The Proposed Action would introduce 1,851 units to the study area. As determined by
the RWCDS, 844 units (45.6 percent) would be affordable through the redevelopment of
city-owned property, utilization of the Inclusionary Housing program, or a combination
of both. The new residential population would likely mirror the economic diversity of
the existing population in the study areas and would likely be more diverse than the
population that will be introduced to the study areas in the future without the Proposed
Action. As detailed below, this diverse new population and increased housing supply
could help to relieve the trend toward increased rents in the study areas, rather than
accelerate it. The 844 affordable housing units generated by the Proposed Action, which
would be rent protected units that would shield vulnerable populations from indirect
displacement pressures unlike the existing unprotected units in the study area, would
serve to partially mitigate the significant adverse indirect displacement impacts that
potentially could occur as a result of the Proposed Action. Combined with the 370
affordable housing units that would be provided by known future developments under the
2018 no-action condition a total of 1,214 affordable units would be added to the study
area by 2018.

The future no-action condition, by contrast, is not expected to include additional
affordable housing within the Project Area and residents of unprotected units would
remain potentially vulnerable to displacement pressures from the general trends of rising
rents the area is experiencing.
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e The Proposed Action could serve to relieve, rather than increase market pressure in
the study area. Presently, there is a high demand for housing in the surrounding area
due to its proximity to Manhattan, access to transit, and increased housing costs in nearby
neighborhoods. The proposal would allow as-of-right residential development in an area
that currently prohibits most new residential uses. The development of new residential
buildings in the proposed Broadway Triangle Project Area would increase the supply of
both market rate and affordable housing in an area where housing demand is high.

In conclusion, one of the key goals of the Proposed Action is to provide affordable housing units,
which would be rent protected. These 844 projected affordable units would partially mitigate the
significant adverse indirect residential displacement impacts that could occur to up to 1,189
unprotected units. While this EIS discloses this impact, in the future without the Proposed
Action there would be no additional affordable housing units in the Project Area and the existing
units would remain unprotected and households occupying them potentially vulnerable to
indirect displacement due to rent increases.

TRAFFIC AND PARKING

TRAFFIC

The Proposed Action would result in significant adverse traffic impacts at a total of nine
signalized intersections in the vicinity of the Project Area in one or more peak hours by 2018. A
traffic mitigation plan was therefore developed to address these impacts. This mitigation plan,
summarized in Table ES-6, consists of changes to signal timing and phasing, and curb-side

parking regulations in order to increase capacity.

The effectiveness of the proposed traffic mitigation plan, in terms of addressing significant
adverse impacts that would result from the Proposed Action, is shown in Table ES-6. As
discussed below, the proposed traffic mitigation measures would fully mitigate all of the traffic

impacts that would occur as a result of the Proposed Action in each analyzed peak hour.

Broadway at Union Avenue/Heyward Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to add a “no standing, 7-10 AM

Monday through Friday” regulation to the existing no parking anytime regulation along the
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length of the east curb of northbound Broadway between Boerum Street and Union Avenue.
With this parking regulation adjustment, the significant adverse impact to the northbound
approach in the weekday AM peak hour would be fully mitigated. The northbound approach
would operate with 37.2 seconds of delay (LOS D) in the AM under mitigated conditions
compared to 88.4 seconds of delay (LOS F) in the future condition without the Proposed Action.

Broadway at Gerry Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer one second of green time
from the northbound/southbound (Broadway) phase to the eastbound/westbound (Gerry Street)
phase in the weekday AM peak period. With this signal timing adjustment, the significant
adverse impact to the eastbound Gerry Street approach in the weekday AM peak hour would be
fully mitigated. The eastbound approach would operate with 44.8 seconds of delay (LOS D) in
the AM compared to 46.7 seconds of delay (LOS D) with the Proposed Action and 41.3 seconds
of delay (LOS D) with the future condition without the Proposed Action.

Table ES-6

Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures

Current Mitigation
Signal Signal
Timing Timing
Intersection Approach | Period (Seconds) (Seconds) Description of Mitigation
Broadway (N-S) at EB/WB AM 48/36/48/36 | 48/36/48/36 | Implement no standing, 7-10 AM,
Heyward St (W)/ NB/SB 72/54/72/54 | 72/54/72/54 | Monday-Friday regulation along east
Union Ave (E-W) curb of NB approach.
Broadway (N-S) at EB/WB AM 36/36/36/36 | 37/36/36/36 | Transfer 1 sec. of green time from
Gerry Street (E-W) NB/SB 84/54/84/54 | 83/54/84/54 | NB/SB phase to EB/WB phase in AM
peak period.
Broadway (N-S) at EB/WB AM 48/36/48/36 | 47/36/48/36 | Transfer 1 sec. of green time from
Whipple St (E-W) NB/SB 72/54/72/54 | 73/54/72/54 | EB/WB phase to NB/SB phase in AM
peak period.
Throop Ave (N) at EB/WB AM/PM | 54/40/54/40 | 55/40/55/40 | Transfer 1 sec. of green time from SB
Flushing Ave (E- NB 36/27/36/27 | 36/27/36/27 | phase to EB/WB phase in AM and PM
W)/ Thorton Street SB 30/23/30/23 | 29/23/29/23 | peak periods.
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®)

Harrison Ave (S) EB/WB AM/PM | 48/48/48/48 | 44/48/44/48 | Transfer 4 sec. of green time from

at Gerry Street (E- SB 72/72/72/72 | 76/72/76/72 | EB/WB phase to SB phase in AM and
W) PM peak periods.

Harrison Ave (S) EB/WB AM/PM | 48/48/48/48 | 48/48/48/48 | Implement no standing, 7-10 AM and
at Bartlett St (E- SB 72172/72172 | 72/72/72/72 | 4-7 PM, Monday-Friday regulation for
W) 100’ along west curb of SB approach.
Harrison Ave (S) EB/WB ALL 60/45/60/45 | 63/47/64/47 | Transfer 3 sec. of green time from SB
at Flushing Ave SB 60/45/60/45 | 57/43/56/43 | phase to EB/WB phase in AM peak
(E-W) period, 2 sec. in MD and Sat MD, and

4 sec. in PM. Implement no standing,
4-7 PM, Monday-Friday regulation for
100’ along west curb of SB approach.

Union Ave (N)/ EB/WB ALL 77/58/77/58 | 80/58/80/58 | Transfer 3 sec. of green time from NB
Marcy Ave (N) at NB 43/32/43/32 | 40/32/40/32 | phase to EB/WB phase in AM and PM
Flushing Ave (E- peak periods.

W)/

Gerry Street (E-W)

Lee Ave (S)/ EB/WB ALL 60/45/60/45 | 64/47/64/48 | Transfer 4 sec. of green time from SB
Nostrand Ave (S) SB 60/45/60/45 | 56/43/56/42 | phase to EB/WB phase in AM peak

at Flushing Ave period, 2 sec. in MD, 4 sec. in PM and
(E-W) 3 sec. in Sat MD.

Notes: AM/MD/PM/Sat MD signal timings indicate green plus yellow (including all-red) for each phase.
EB — eastbound; WB — westbound; NB — northbound; SB — southbound.

Broadway at Whipple Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer one second of green time
from the eastbound/westbound (Whipple Street) phase to the northbound/southbound
(Broadway) phase in the weekday AM peak period. With this signal timing adjustment, the
significant adverse impact to southbound Broadway in the weekday AM peak hour would be
fully mitigated. The southbound approach would operate with 44.8 seconds of delay (LOS D) in
the AM compared to 48.1 seconds of delay (LOS D) with the Proposed Action and 36.7 seconds
of delay (LOS D) in the future condition without the Proposed Action.
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Flushing Avenue at Throop Avenue/Thorton Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer one second of green time
from the southbound (Thorton Street) phase to the eastbound/westbound (Flushing Avenue)
phase in the weekday AM and PM peak periods. With this signal timing adjustment, the
significant adverse impacts to the eastbound Flushing Avenue approach in the weekday AM and
PM peak hours would be fully mitigated. In the AM peak hour, the eastbound approach would
operate with 124.1 seconds of delay (LOS F) compared to 130.1 seconds of delay (LOS F) in the
future condition without the Proposed Action. In the PM peak hour, the eastbound approach
would operate with 108.6 seconds of delay (LOS F) compared to 113.8 seconds of delay (LOS F)
in the future condition without the Proposed Action.

Harrison Avenue at Gerry Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer four seconds of green time
from the eastbound/westbound (Gerry Street) phase to the southbound (Harrison Avenue) phase
in the weekday AM and PM peak periods. With this signal timing adjustment, the significant
adverse impacts to the southbound Harrison Avenue approach in the weekday AM and PM peak
hours would be fully mitigated. The southbound approach would operate with 46.3 seconds of
delay (LOS D) and 60.4 seconds of delay (LOS E) in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively,
compared to 47.8 seconds of delay (LOS D) and 64.2 seconds of delay (LOS E), respectively, in

the future condition without the Proposed Action.

Harrison Avenue at Bartlett Street

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to implement a no standing, 7-10 AM
and 4-7 PM, Monday through Friday regulation for 100 feet along the west curb of southbound
Harrison Avenue. With this parking regulation adjustment, the significant adverse impacts to the
southbound Harrison Avenue approach in the weekday AM and PM peak hours would be fully
mitigated. The southbound approach would operate with 22.2 seconds of delay (LOS C) and
29.1 seconds of delay (LOS C) in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, compared to 40.4
seconds of delay (LOS D) and 49.8 seconds of delay (LOS D), respectively, in the future
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condition without the Proposed Action.

Harrison Avenue at Flushing Avenue

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to implement a no standing 4-7 PM
Monday through Friday regulation for 100 feet along the west curb of the southbound Harrison
Avenue approach, and to transfer three seconds of green time from the southbound Harrison
Avenue phase to the eastbound/westbound Flushing Avenue phase in the weekday AM peak
period, two seconds in the midday, four seconds in the PM and two seconds in the Saturday
midday peak period. With these parking regulation and signal timing adjustments, the
significant adverse impacts to the eastbound approach in the weekday AM peak hour and to the
westbound approach in all four peak periods would be fully mitigated. The eastbound approach
would operate with 52.8 seconds of delay (LOS D) in the AM compared to 62.3 seconds of delay
(LOS E) in the future condition without the Proposed Action. The westbound approach would
continue to operate at LOS F in all periods with 122.9, 95.9, 118.9 and 117.8 seconds of delay in
the weekday AM, midday and PM and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively, compared to
129.5, 110.6, 127.1 and 126.5 seconds of delay in these periods, respectively, in the future
condition without the Proposed Action.

Union Avenue/Marcy Avenue at Flushing Avenue

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer three seconds of green time
from the northbound Marcy Avenue phase to the eastbound/westbound Flushing Avenue phase
in the weekday AM and PM peak periods. With this signal timing adjustments, the significant
adverse impacts to the eastbound approach in the weekday AM and PM peak hours would be
fully mitigated. The eastbound approach would operate with 44.9 seconds of delay (LOS D) in
the AM and 41.6 seconds (LOS D) in the PM compared to 46.7 seconds of delay (LOS D) and
24.6 seconds (LOS C) during these periods, respectively, in the future condition without the
Proposed Action.
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LEE AVENUE/NOSTRAND AVENUE AT FLUSHING AVENUE

As shown in Table ES-6, at this intersection it is proposed to transfer four seconds of green time

from the southbound Lee Avenue phase to the eastbound/westbound Flushing Avenue phase in
the weekday AM peak period, two seconds in the midday, four seconds in the PM and three
seconds in the Saturday midday peak period. With these signal timing adjustments, the
significant adverse impacts to the eastbound and westbound approaches in all four peak periods
would be fully mitigated. The eastbound approach would operate at LOS F in the weekday AM,
midday and PM peak hours and LOS E in the Saturday midday (unchanged from the No-Action
condition), with 102.4, 81.4, 90.4, and 65.5 seconds of delay during these periods, respectively,
compared to 120.3, 84.0, 95.1 and 76.3 seconds of delay, respectively, in the future condition
without the Proposed Action. The westbound approach would continue to operate at LOS F in
all periods with 121.5, 169.1, 110.9 and 122 seconds of delay in the weekday AM, midday and
PM and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively, compared to 124, 182.2, 120 and 127.7
seconds of delay in these periods, respectively, in the future condition without the Proposed

Action.

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

Local Bus

The Proposed Action would result in significant adverse impacts to southbound B46 bus service
in the PM peak hour in the 2018 build year. In the PM peak hour southbound B46 buses would
be operating with a capacity shortfall of approximately 32 spaces, compared to a surplus of
approximately 44 spaces in the future without the Proposed Action. According to current NYC
Transit guidelines, increases in bus load levels to above their maximum capacity at any load
point is considered a significant impact as it would necessitate the addition of more bus service
along that route. As standard practice, NYC Transit routinely conducts ridership counts and
adjusts bus service frequency to meet its service criteria, within fiscal and operating constraints.

Therefore, no mitigation is needed for the Proposed Action.
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UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

OPEN SPACE

The Proposed Action would result in a significant adverse impact to open space. In the future
with the Proposed Action, open space ratios in the open space ratio would decrease by
approximately 5.6 percent as compared to the future without the Proposed Action. The private
recreational space created under the Quality Housing Program for all action-generated
residential units in the future with the Proposed Action would contribute to alleviating some of
the shortage of open space in the study area. In addition, there are several large open space
resources just outside the study area and bike lanes on existing roadways in the area which would
also partially alleviate the shortage of open space for residents of the study area. However, the
decrease in open space ratio would exceed the 5 percent threshold for possible impacts, In light
of the very low open space ratios for both passive and active recreation in the study area under
No-Action conditions and worsening that would occur with the Proposed Action, there would be

a significant adverse open space impact.

HPD has considered the following measures to mitigate the significant adverse quantitative open

space impacts::

e The creation of new open space within the open space study area; or
e The enhancement and improvement of existing open spaces within the open space
study area.

HPD has identified partial mitigation for the shortfall in passive open space. In order to partially
mitigate the significant adverse open space impact, a new open space would be created within
the open space study area at the junction of Beaver Street and Bushwick Avenue within the West
Bushwick URA. The open space mitigation site is also known as URA Site 8 (Block 3137, Lots
1, 6, 9 and 11). The site is approximately 18,000 square feet and is City-owned (under HPD
jurisdiction). HPD would transfer jurisdiction of the site to the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR), which would create and maintain the site as passive open space. The creation

of new passive open space would mitigate the passive open space impact; however, the study
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area would continue to be underserved by active open space. Furthermore, due to the absence of
available funding, enhancements and/or improvements to existing open spaces in the open space
study area is not considered feasible and no commitments can be made at this time. As a result,

significant adverse impacts related to active open space would remain unmitigated.

SHADOWS
The Proposed Action has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts due to shadows

cast on the Bartlett Playground and the “Project Roots” Community Garden.

Bartlett Playground

Bartlett Playground, located along the south side of Bartlett Street, would receive significant
incremental shadow coverage resulting from the future condition with the Proposed Action,
specifically from future development at projected development sites 5 and 6. Sun sensitive
resources located within the playground include deciduous trees, playground facilities, spray
showers, benches and basketball courts. The duration of the shadow coverage over the four
analysis periods (6 ¥ to 11 ¥ hours) would reduce the exposure of vegetation to sunlight to 3
hours on May 6™ and 4 hours and 35 minutes on June 21%. While the reduction in sunlight
exposure as a result of the Proposed Action would not significantly affect active recreation areas
within the playground such as basketball courts, the lack of sunlight on the Bartlett Playground is
a significant adverse impact during the May 6™ analysis period because the resource would
receive less than the minimum required for its vegetative cover and trees during part of the

growing season.

HPD, in consultation with DPR, considered the following measures to mitigate significant

adverse shadow impacts on the Bartlett Playground:

e Eliminating projected development sites 5 and 6 (the sites creating the shadow
impact);

e reducing the height of buildings causing the shadow impact; or

e choosing shade tolerant species for vegetation to be planted in areas that would be
in shadow.
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HPD explored the aforementioned measures and has determined that the measures are not
feasible. Therefore, the significant adverse shadow impacts to the Bartlett Playground would

remain unmitigated.

“Project Roots” Community Garden

The “Project Roots” Community Garden is located along the south side of Walton Street.
Incremental shadows, as a result of the Proposed Action, would primarily result from
development on projected development site 24, where a distinctly taller building (80 feet in
height) is projected. The duration of the shadow coverage over the four analysis periods (6 Y4
hours to 12 hours) would significantly reduce the exposure of vegetation (including the
greenhouse) to sunlight and diminish the attractiveness of the open space and utility of the
greenhouse.

HPD, in consultation with DPR, considered the following measures to mitigate significant

adverse shadow impacts on the “Project Roots” Community Garden:

Eliminating projected development site 24 (the site creating the shadow impact);
e reducing the height of buildings causing the shadow impact;
e choosing shade tolerant species for vegetation to be planted in areas that would be

in shadow; or

e realignment or relocation of the greenhouse to another area of the garden.

HPD explored the aforementioned measures and has determined that the measures are not
feasible. Therefore, as described in Chapter 24 “Mitigation”, the significant adverse shadow

impacts to the “Project Roots” Community Garden would remain unmitigated.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

The Proposed Action would not result in significant impacts to archaeological resources but
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would result in unmitigated construction-related impacts to two historic (architectural) resources,

as discussed below.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Inadvertent direct construction-related damage could potentially occur to two (the Lincoln
Savings Bank and the All Saints Church) of the S/NR eligible historic resources as a result of
development in the Project Area. Construction activity associated with projected development
sites 1 and 34 would result in potential construction-related impacts. The resource within 90 feet
of projected development site 1 is the All Saints Church building, located on Throop Avenue.
The resource within 90 feet of projected development site 34 is Lincoln Savings Bank which is

located on Broadway.

These impacts would be unavoidable and remain unmitigated for privately owned development
sites as no mechanism to require a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) is currently in place for

private sites, aside from the standard Building Code measures

(E) DEISIGNATIONS

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

All projected and potential development sites could reasonably be expected to be affected by
hazardous materials due to historical and/or current land use. For these sites, the predominant
source of potential contamination stems from chemical manufacturing (associated with
pharmaceutical products) and automobile repair facilities.  Other potential sources of
contamination include machine shops and metal fabrication shops, petroleum storage tanks, dry
cleaning establishments and printing shops. Consequently, with the exception of City-owned
sites, the Proposed Action would include (E) designations for projected and potential
development sites. For city-owned development sites, (E) designations are not recommended.
Since development of these sites would occur through disposition to a private entity, similar

mechanisms would be required through the Land Disposition Agreement (LDA) between HPD
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and a private entity. The provisions would be similar to an (E) designation and would ensure
that further investigative and/or remedial activities (as well as health and safety measures) prior
to and/or during construction would be required under the City’s contract of sale with the private
entity selected to develop the site. Sites that would be mapped with (E) designations are
included in Table ES-1.

The (E) designation would require that the fee owner of such a site conduct a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in accordance with the American Society of Testing
Materials (ASTM) E1527-05, a subsurface testing and sampling protocol where appropriate, and
remediation where appropriate, to the satisfaction of New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP). The (E) designation also includes a mandatory Construction
Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) which must be approved by DEP prior to construction
activities. Zoning Resolution 8 11-15 indicates that the New York City Department of Buildings
(DOB) may not issue a building permit for work on a tax lot labeled with an (E) designation due
to potential hazardous materials contamination, if the building permit would allow: (1) a
development; (2) an enlargement, extension or change of use involving a residential or
community facility use; or (3) an enlargement that disturbs the soil, unless the DOB is provided
with a report from the DEP stating that the hazardous materials requirements for the lot have
been satisfied. Both the mapping of (E) designations on the zoning map for privately owned
sites, and implementation provisions required through the Land Disposition Agreement (LDA)
between HPD and a private entity on city-owned sites would preclude the potential for

significant adverse hazardous materials impacts that could result from the Proposed Action.

Table ES-1
Hazardous Materials E-
Designations

Site

No. Block Lot

Projected Development Sites

1] 2274 | 16

2 | 2274 | 1
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Table ES-1

Hazardous Materials E-

Designations

Site Block Lot
No.
2274 5
2274 6
2274 24
3 | 2272 3
4 | 2272 6
5 | 2272 9
2272 45
6 2272 46
2272 147
, 2272 54
2272 55
9 2269 1
2269 19
10 2269 po40
2269 24
11 2269 25
2269 39
12 2269 p/o 40
2269 42
2269 43
13 2269 43
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Table ES-1

Hazardous Materials E-

Designations

“lie Block Lot
No.
2266 1
14 2266 9
2266 14
2266 15
15 2266 16
2266 17
2266 19
2266 20
2266 21
16 2266 22
2266 23
2266 24
2266 25
2266 29
17 2266 30
2266 31
18 2266 32
2266 34
2266 37
19 2266 38
2266 39
20 2266 40
2266 41
21 2266 46
22 2250 4

26

C 090415 HUK



Table ES-1

Hazardous Materials E-

Designations

?\I'te Block Lot
0.
2250 10
23 2250 11
2250 12
2250 14
24 2250 46
2250 48
2250 129
26 2250 32
2250 33
2250 36
27 2250 37
2242 2
29 2242 3
2242 53
30 2242 54
2242 45
31 2242 46
2242 47
32 | 2242 | 22
33 | 2238 | 49
34 | 2238 | 27
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Table ES-1
Hazardous Materials E-
Designations

Site Block Lot

No.

35 | 2238 | 41
2245 136
2245 35
2245 40
2245 42

36 2245 43
2245 44
2245 47
2245 48

Potential Development Sites

2250 27
2250 28
25 2250 29
2250 25
2250 38
28 2250 40
2250 41
2250 6
37 2250 7
2250 8

AIR QUALITY

The mapping of (E) designations on the zoning map for certain sites would ensure that future
development would not result in any significant air quality impacts from HVAC emissions. In
making this determination all proposed development parameters (locations, size, and building
heights) were examined. The size of each development anticipated from the Proposed Action,
including permitted zoning square footage, and estimated height of exhaust release, were utilized

in this screening analysis. Based on CEQR criteria, No. 4 fuel, No. 2 fuel, and natural gas were
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used for determining the maximum size of project development that would not result in

significant HVAC and boiler air quality impacts on a typical nearby receiver or building. Where

developments exceeded thresholds, (E) designations and restrictions for the development are

listed in Table ES-2.

Table ES-2
CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HVYAC Source

Distance
to Fuel Type
Project Development Sites Nearest yp E- Requirements
A Passed
Building
(feet)
Building Distance
Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
Projected Development Sites
1 2274 - 16 7800 1440 119 Fuel #4 Fuel #4; no restriction
2 2274 -1 4167 5900 177 Fuel #4 Fuel #4; no restriction
2274 -5 2125 0
2274 -6 713 0
2274 - 24 6119 6119
13124 12019
3 2272 -3 5000 0 34 Fuel #2 Fuel #2 at 34' from southern and
eastern lot lines or natural gas with
no restrictions
4 2272 -6 6975 0 40 Fuel #2
Fuel #2 at 37' from southern, eastern
and western lot lines or natural gas
with no restrictions
Fuel #2 at 55' from southern and
5 2272 -9 5000 4945 47 Natural Gas western lot lines
or natural gas at 42' from southern
2272 - 11 5000 0 and
10000 4945 western lot lines
6 2272 - 45 2500 0 50 NONE Natural gas at 60' from northern and
2272 - 46 3750 0 western lot lines
2272 - 147 3750 0
2272 - 49 3282 0
2272 - 51 2150 0
2272 - 52 2000 0
2272 - 53 2000 0
2272 - 108 520 0
19952 0
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Table ES-2
CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HYAC Source

Distance
. . to Fuel Type .
Project Development Sites Ne_ar_est Passed E- Requirements
Building
(feet)
Building Distance
Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
Distance
7 2272 - 54 2000 0 23 <30ft Natural gas; no restriction
2272 - 55 2500 4875
4500 4875
Distance
8 2269 - 52 5000 21750 25 <30ft Natural gas; no restriction
9 2269 -1 40000 0 25 Distance Natural gas at 82' from southern and
<30ft western lot lines
10 2269 - 14 3750 0 43 NONE Natural gas at 60' from southern,
2269 - 16 3750 0 western and eastern lot lines
2269 - 17 2500 0
2269 - 18 2500 0
2269 - 19 7500 7500
2269 - p/o 40 2500 2500
2269 - 23 2500 0
2269 - 24 2500 2500
27500 12500
11 2269 - 25 5500 0 55 Natural Gas | Fuel #2 at 70" from western lot line or
2269 - 27 1750 0 Natural gas at 55' from western lot
2269 - 28 1750 0 line
2269 - 29 1750 0
2269 - 30 1750 0
2269 - 31 3575 0
2269 - 33 3283 0
2269 - 35 1350 0
2269 - 36 7500 0
28208 0
12 2269 - 39 2500 4125 48 Natural Gas | Fuel #2 at 55' from northern, western
2269 - plo 40 2500 2500 and eastern lot lines or Natural gas at
2269 - 41 2500 0 42' from northern, western and
eastern lot lines
2269 - 42 2500 3375
10000 10000
13 2269 - 43 2500 2500 50 NONE Fuel #2 at 72' from northern, western
2269 - 43 2500 15000 and eastern lot lines or Natural gas at
2269 - 45 5000 0 60' from northern, western and
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Table ES-2
CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HYAC Source

Distance
to Fuel Type
Project Development Sites Nearest yp E- Requirements
o Passed
Building
(feet)
Building Distance
Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
2269 - 47 2500 0 eastern lot lines
2269 - 48 2500 0
2269 - 49 2500 0
2269 - 50 2500 0
37500 33375
Natural gas at 70' from eastern lot
14 2266 - 1 30000 0 77 Natural Gas line
2266 -9 800 1600
30800 1600
15 2266 - 14 2500 0 53 Natural Gas | Natural gas at 40' from southern and
2266 - 15 2500 0 eastern lot lines
2266 - 16 2500 0
2266 - 17 2500 0
10,000 0
16 2266 - 18 2500 0 53 Natural Gas Natural gas at 50' from southern,
2266 - 19 2500 0 western and eastern lot lines
2266 - 20 2500 0
2266 - 21 1575 0
2266 - 22 2500 0
2266 - 23 2500 0
2266 - 24 2500 2500
2266 - 25 2500 0
19,075 2500
17 2266 - 29 7500 0 a7 Natural Gas Fuel #2 at 55' from southern and
western lot lines or Natural gas at 42'
from southern and western lot lines
2266 - 30 2500 2500 . W !
10000 2500
18 2266 - 31 2500 2500 48 Natural Gas | Natural gas at 40" from northern and
2266 - 32 4952 0 western lot lines
2266 - 34 2548 0
2266 - 36 2500 0
12500 2500
19 2266 - 37 2500 7500 30 Natural Gas Natural gas; no restriction
2266 - 38 2500 2500
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Table ES-2
CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HYAC Source

Distance
to Fuel Type
Project Development Sites Nearest yp E- Requirements
A Passed
Building
(feet)
Building Distance
Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
2500 7500
20 2266 - 39 2500 0 40 Natural Gas Natural gas at 35' from northern,
2266 - 40 2500 0 western and eastern lot lines
2266 - 41 2500 0
7500 0
21 2266 - 46 20000 0 46 NONE Natural gas at 60' from northern,
western and eastern lot lines
22 2250-4 5000 5000 25 thszr;fe Natural gas at 30' from northern and
eastern lot lines
23 2250 - 10 2500 0 42 Natural Gas Natural gas at 35' from southern,
2250 - 11 2500 0 western and eastern lot lines
2250 - 12 2500 2500
7500 2500
24 2250 - 14 15000 15000 33 NONE Natural gas at 60' from western and
2250 - 46 5000 5000 southern lot lines
2250 - 48 2500 1000
22500 21000
26 2250 - 129 3750 0 50 Natural Gas | Natural gas at 40' from northern and
2250 - 32 2500 2500 western lot lines
2250 - 33 5000 5000
11250 7500
Distance Natural gas at 30' from northern,
27 2250 - 36 2500 0 25 <30ft western and eastern lot lines
2250 - 37 2500 2180
5000 2180
Natural gas at 60' from eastern lot
29 2242 -2 2255 0 94 Fuel #4 line
2242 -3 20357 1950
22612 1950
30 2242 - 53 2500 0 70 Fuel #4 Natural gas; no restriction
2242 - 54 2500 0
5000 0
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Table ES-2
CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HYAC Source

Distance
to Fuel Type
Project Development Sites Nearest yp E- Requirements
o Passed
Building
(feet)
Building Distance
Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
Natural gas at 35' from northern lot
31 2242 - 45 2200 2200 55 Fuel #4 line
2242 - 46 2200 0
2242 - 47 2500 0
4700 0
32 2242 - 22 2500 1375 46 Fuel #4 Natural gas; no restriction
Natural gas at 80' from eastern lot
33 2238 - 49 57330 96728 89 Natural Gas line
34 2238 - 27 16550 0 45 Natural Gas | Natural gas at 40' from western and
southern lot lines
35 2238 -41 5000 4000 55 Fuel #4 Fuel #4; no restriction
36 2245 - 136 5228 0 204 Fuel #4 Fuel #4; no restriction
2245 - 40 3500 0
2245 - 42 2500 0
2245 - 43 2000 0
2245 - 44 4000 0
2245 - 47 2470 0
2245 - 48 1955 0
2245 - 149 1813 0
2245 - 35 175 0
23641 0
Potential Development Sites
Natural Gas at 40' from southern lot
25 2250 - 27 2500 2500 41 Natural Gas line
2250 - 28 2500 2500
2250 - 29 3750 3750
2250 - 25 2500 0
11250 8750
28 2250 - 38 5000 5000 46 NONE Natural gas at 50' from northern,
2250 - 40 2500 2500 western, and eastern lot lines
2250 -41 12500 12500
20000 20000
37 2250 -6 2500 5000 38 Fuel #2 Fuel #2 at 40' from southern and
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Table ES-2

CEQR Preliminary Screening Results for Individual HYAC Source

Distance
to Fuel Type
Project Development Sites Nearest Passed E- Requirements
Building
(feet)

Building Distance

Site No. Block - Lot Lot Area Area (ft) Fuel Type Requirement
2250-7 2500 5000 eastern lot lines or Natural gas with
2250 -8 2500 5000 no restrictions
7500 15000
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NOISE

To avoid the potential for noise impacts, (E) designations for noise be placed on the New York
City Zoning Map privately owned tax lots requiring attenuation, based on the CEQR Technical
Manual. Table ES-4 and ES-5 present the projected and potential development sites along with
their block and lot numbers and the level of attenuation needed to comply with the CEQR criteria

for interior noise levels.

Table ES-4
Minimum Required Noise Attenuation
For Projected Development Sites in Project Area

Pro Governi CEQR HUD
i Bloc ng CEQR HUD Required Required
Dev k Lot Address Proposed Noise Max. Max. Attenuati Attenuatio Implementing
Site Zoning Analysis Build Lo Build Lgp on n Mechanism
Site® Level® Level®
1 2274 16 134 Throop Avenue C4-3 (R6) 6 714 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2274 1 2 Whipple Street C4-3 (R6) 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2274 5 16 Whipple Street C4-3 (R6) 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2 2274 6 Whipple Street C4-3 (R6) 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2974 24 687 Flushing C4-3 (R6) 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
2972 3 207 Harrison R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
Avenue
2272 6 24 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2272 9 30 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2272 | 11* 36 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2272 45 11 Whipple Street R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2272 46 9 Whipple Street R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2272 | 147 5 Whipple Street R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2972 49 669 Flushing R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
6 2972 51 665 Flushing R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
2972 52 665 Flushing R7A/C2-4 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
2972 53 66?,&2[:132”9 R7A/C2-4 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2272 | 108 Bartlett Street R7A 6 714 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2972 54 661 Flushing R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
7 Avenug . '
2972 55 659 Flushing R7A 6 71.4 73 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
8 2269 | 52* 31 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
9 2269 1 58 Gerry Street R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 14* 68 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 16* 72 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 17* 74 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 18* 76 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
10 2269 19 78 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 81/(()) 84 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 23* 86 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 24* 88 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 25 90 Gerry Street R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
11 2269 27* 84 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 28* 86 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A




Pro Governi CEQR HUD
j Bloc ng CEQR HUD Required Required
Dev k Lot Address Proposed Noise Max. Max. Attenuati Attenuatio Implementing
Site Zoning Analysis Build Lo Build Lgpn on n Mechanism
Site® Level® Level®
2269 | 29* 88 Throop Avenue R7A/IC2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 30* 90 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 31* 90 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 | 33* 69 Bartlett Street R7AIC2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 | 35* 65 Bartlett Street R7A/C2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 | 36* 63 Bartlett Street R7AIC2-4 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 39 57 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
12 2269 FZ(()) 55 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25d8 NIA
2269 | 41* 53 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 42 51 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 43 49 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 44 47 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 | 45* 43 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
13 2269 | 47* 41 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2269 | 48* 39 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 49* 37 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2269 | 50* 35 Bartlett Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
2266 1 Harrison Avenue R7A/C2-4 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
141 2266 | 9 306 Jallabout R7A/C2-4 4 66.6 & 25 dBA 80dB | (E) designation
2266 | 14 376 Yallabout R7A 4 66.6 n 25 dBA 80dB | () designation
2266 15 378 g\tl;”;bout R7A 4 66.6 n 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
15 | 2266 | 16 380 ;‘t’r‘ggbom R7A 4 66.6 n 25 dBA 30d8 (E) designation
2266 | 17 382 g\t’f‘;gb"“t R7A 4 66.6 n 25 dBA 30d8 (E) designation
2066 | 18* 384 g\t/se“:tbom R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB LDA
2266 19 386 g\tl;”;bout R7A 3 73.4 75 80 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 20 388 g\tlre‘\e”:tbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2966 21 390 g\tlilleatbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 22 392 Wallabout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
16 Street
2266 23 394 ;\tlglgtbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 o 396 g\tlre‘\e”:tbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2966 o5 398 g\tlilleatbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 29 72 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
17 2266 30 74 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30 dB (E) designation
2266 31 76 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 32 78 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
18 2266 34 82 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2266 37 97 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25 dB N/A
19 2266 38 95 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2266 39 93 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2266 40 91 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
20 2266 41 89 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
2266 46 75 Gerry Street R7A 5 64.2 66 NONE 25dB N/A
21 2250 4 1Gi\ll-|ea:1r£|:0n R7A/C2-4 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
22 2250 10 86 Wallabout Street R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
23 2250 11 88 Wallabout Street R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2250 12 90 Wallabout Street R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
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Pro Governi CEQR HUD
j Bloc ng CEQR HUD Required Required
Dev k Lot Address Proposed Noise Max. Max. Attenuati Attenuatio Implementing
Site Zoning Analysis Build Lo Build Lgpn on n Mechanism
Site® Level® Level®
2250 14 94 Wallabout Street R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2950 46 291 g\t/sellstbout R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
24 2250 48 289 ;\tlglgtbout R7A 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2250 | 129 56 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30 dB (E) designation
2250 32 62 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
26 2250 33 66 Throop Avenue R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2250 36 313 ;\tlglgtbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
2950 37 311 g\tlre‘\e”:tbout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (E) designation
27 -
2942 2 131 Harrison REA/C2-4 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
Avenue
2242 3 100 Harrison R6A/C2-4 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
29 Avenue
2242 53 153 Lorimer Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
30 2242 54 151 Lorimer Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
2242 45 165 Lorimer Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
2242 46 167 Lorimer Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
31 2242 47 165 Lorimer Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25 dB N/A
2242 22 196 Middleton Street R6A 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
32 2238 49 120 Union Avenue R6A/C2-4 2 69.8 68 25 dBA 25dB N/A
33 2238 27 240 Lynch Street R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
34 2238 41 221 Middleton Street R6A 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
35 2245 | 136 Harrison Avenue R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35 dBA 30 dB (E) designation
2245 | 149 Walton Street R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
2245 35 Union Avenue R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35 dBA 30 dB (E) designation
2245 | 40 148 Harrison REA/C2-4 1 77.0 3 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
Avenue
2245 | 42 152 Harrison REA/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
36 Avenu.e
2245 | 43 157 Harrison REA/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
venue
2245 44 Harrison Avenue R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30dB (E) designation
2245 47 79 Walton Street R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35dBA 30 dB (E) designation
2245 48 77 Walton Street R6A/C2-4 1 77.0 73 35 dBA 30 dB (E) designation

Source: Louis Berger Group, Inc., 2009

* indicates publicly owned tax lot - all others are privately owned.

a)

b)

c)

To supplement the maximum Build L, and Lg, values shown above for the six analysis sites, the Leq hoise contours provided by
the SoundPLAN model run for the 2018 Build conditions (as described in Section F, under “Mobile and Stationary Sources
Cumulative Effects”) were used to more accurately represent the level of attenuation that would be required at the projected
development sites within the Project Area. These SoundPLAN maps are available for reference in Appendix H.

Minimum required attenuation levels are shown in bold and highlighted. The higher requirement of the two analyses (CEQR
and HUD) has been conservatively applied to the tax lot. Minimum required attenuation levels are shown for residential uses;
commercial uses would require approximately 5 dBA less attenuation.

Sites listed as N/A under “Implementing Mechanism” were determined to be in the 65-70 dB “marginally acceptable” category
according to CEQR, not requiring an (E)-designation. However, should new construction projects on these sites utilized HUD
funding, they would be within the “normally unacceptable” category according to HUD noise guidelines, requiring the
appropriate level of attenuation indicated in the table.

Table ES-5
Minimum Required Noise Attenuation
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For Potential Development Sites in Project Area

Govern CEQR HUD
ing HUD Required Require
Pot. | Bloc Noise CEQR Max. Attenuation d Implementin
Dev k Lot Address Proposed | Analysi Max. Build Level® Attenuat
Site Zoning S Build Ly Lan ion Mechanism
Site? Level

2250 | 27 | 52 Throop Avenue | R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 & 30 dBA 30 dB (E)
designation

2250 | 28 | 56 Throop Avenue | R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 & 30 dBA 30dB (B
25 designation

2250 | 29 | 56 Throop Avenue | R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 & 30 dBA 30dB 4 (B
esignation

2250 | 25 | 116 Walton Street | R7A/C2-4 3 73.4 & 30 dBA 30dB (B
designation

2950 38 307 Wallabout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB '(E) _
Street designation

28 2250 40 305 Wallabout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB (B
Street designation

2950 a1 295 Wallabout R7A 3 73.4 75 30 dBA 30dB _(E) _
Street designation

2950 6 159 Harrison R7A/C2-4 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB _(E) _
Avenue designation

37 2250 7 157 Harrison R7A-C2-4 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB _(E) _
Avenue designation

2250 8 155 Harrison R7A-C2-4 4 66.6 71 25 dBA 30dB '(E) _
Avenue designation

Source: Louis Berger Group, Inc., 2009

a) To supplement the maximum Build Lo and L4, values shown above for the six analysis sites, the Leq noise contours
provided by the SoundPLAN model run for the 2018 Build conditions (as described in Section F, under “Mobile and
Stationary Sources Cumulative Effects”) were used to more accurately represent the level of attenuation that would be
required at the projected development sites within the Project Area. These SoundPLAN maps are available for reference
in Appendix H.

b)  Minimum required attenuation levels are shown in bold and highlighted. The higher requirement of the two analyses
(CEQR and HUD) has been conservatively applied to the tax lot. Minimum required attenuation levels are shown for
residential uses; commercial uses would require approximately 5 dBA less attenuation.

With the above (E) designations in place, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous

materials, air quality or noise are expected.

UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW

This application (C 090415 HUK) in conjunction with the related applications (C 090413 ZMK,
and C 090416 HAK) was certified as complete by the Department of City Planning on May 18,
2009, and was duly referred to Community Board 1 and the Borough President in accordance
with Title 62 of the Rules of the City of New York, Section 2-02(b), along with the related non-
ULURP application (N 090414 ZRK) which were referred for information and review.

Community Board Public Hearing
Community Board 1 held a public hearing on June 9, 2009 on this application (C 090415 HUK)
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and the related applications (C 090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK, and C 090416 HAK), and on July
14, 2009, by a vote of 23 to 12 with 1 abstention, and 4 recusals, adopted a resolution

recommending approval of the application with the following conditions:

1. The City shall commit sufficient money and resources to relocate existing

businesses within the Broadway Triangle:

a. Funding shall be provided for both property owners and renters operating in
use groups 17 and 18 within the rezoning area.

b. Funding shall be? separate from and incremental to any relocation funds
required under Urban Renewal Plan.

c. Inorder to allow the greatest continuity of operating by local businesses, the
City shall commit to relocate businesses within 1 mile of their existing
establishment.

2. The City shall commit sufficient money and resources to increase the amount of open
space within the Broadway Triangle and to increase the current ratio of open space
with a .5-mile radius of the rezoning area.

3. Inorder to retain affordable housing in the rezoning area to help local families stay
local, the City shall amend the Inclusionary Housing Program to limit or (preferably)
eliminate the offsite affordable housing option within the Broadway Triangle.

4. Any disposition of City-owned property within Community Board # 1 shall be carried
out pursuant to a transparent, competitive process and not through sole-source
disposition. In the event that the City or HPD as its agent should feel that it is
necessary to dispose of a particular parcel through sole-source disposition, or provide
any letters of support for a project which would result in a sole-source disposition
should the proposed development be funded, the City shall consult with the
Community Board allowing for a minimum of 60 days for review prior to the City
taking any action regarding the subject parcel.

5. Community Board #1 reiterates its position that property currently owned by Pfizer
should be devoted 100% to community use, either as affordable housing or as not-for-
profit industrial space. The City shall commit to include Community Board #1 in a
meaningful process to develop plans for the reuse of property owned by Pfizer within
our Board boundaries, including any larger-scale development and rezoning (more
than one city block or more that 300 units of housing).

Borough President Recommendation
This application (C 090415 HUK) and the related applications (C 090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK,
and C 090416 HAK) were considered by the Borough President who issued a recommendation

on August 20, 2009, approving the application with the following conditions:
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INCREASED AFFORDABLE HOUSING

1. That in order to increase the amount of realized floor area for affordable housing, the
Zoning Text Change Amendment 090414 ZRY regarding section ZR 23-922
“Inclusionary Housing Program” (the affordable housing floor area bonus) be further
modified (as per the table below) to:

a. Have a higher percentage of affordable housing in R7A districts as compared to
R6A districts.

b. Increase the percentage of affordable housing and decrease the proportion of
market-rate floor area that can be developed to achieve 120 additional affordable
housing units.

Zone Base FAR a) Bonus b)
BBPO
Affordable | Bonus FAR | BBPO Bonus
Base FAR
FAR (20%) Affordable FAR
R6A 2.7 2.0 12 3.6 .9 (25%)
R7A 3.45 2.0 .92 4.6 1.38 (30%)

2. That in order to achieve more affordable housing where additional height is
appropriate, Zoning Map Change 090413 ZMK be further modified to change the
proposed zoning for the portion of Block 2269 for the north side of Bartlett Street
opposite the playground from R7A to R7D (an estimated minimum of 30 additional
units, based on 10-stories) or a denser district if warranted.

GUARANTEE AFFORDABLE FOREVER
DiIsPOSITION OF CITY-OWNED PROPERTY — BUSINESS RELOCATION

3.That in order to ensure that the affordable housing remain in perpetuity, and that there be
adequate public input regarding the disposition of city-owned property and that such
disposition have minimal impact on businesses willing to relocate, Property Disposition
090416 HAK be modified as follows:

a. HPD’s Land Disposition Agreement shall guarantee that development on these
sites be required to be 100 percent affordable and that such units remain
“affordable forever.”
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b.

Pending the resolution of the relocation of Excellent Bus Service and Shanghai
Stainless (see conditions 3d and 4), URP Sites 1 (129 affordable housing units),
3A (95 affordable housing units) and 3B (40 affordable housing units) and
whether 4A (89 affordable housing units) and/or 4B (19 affordable housing units)
should become part of an expanded Bartlett Street Playground (see condition 6) in
lieu of housing, these sites shall be disposed subject to their own separate
ULURPs.

That for the resolution of the relocation of Excellent Bus Service HPD shall
provide an interim rental arrangement for Excellent Bus Service to store its buses
elsewhere on Block 2269 (appropriate combination of city-owned lots 14-18, 41,
45-50) prior to transferring lots 25 and 36 to the designated developer for URP
Site 2, but in a timely manner as to not delay the production of these 97 affordable
housing units.

BUSINESS RETENTION

4. That in order to ensure property acquisition have minimal impact on established
businesses such as Excellent Bus Service and Shanghai Stainless, acquisition
according to the First Amendment to the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan
090415 HUK shall be in accordance to the following:

a)

b)

d)

HPD shall defer acquisition proceedings for Block 2269, Lots 19 (part of URP
Site 1), 39 and 40 (part of URP Site 3B) until relocation logistics have been set in
place.

For acquired sites with active uses, HPD shall allow these firms to remain in place
as tenants until adequate relocation sites have been secured with necessary
improvements and that all financial resources are in place to facilitate the
relocation and re-establishment of the business.

HPD shall work expeditiously with the Economic Development Corporation in
the review of its inventory of sites for possible relocation opportunity for the
Shanghai Stainless and Excellent Bus Service, and if suitable property can be
identified, provide for a seamless relocation.

The City shall commit sufficient funding and resources, in a manner comparable
to what was committed to businesses affected by the City’s Willets Point
development initiative, above and beyond standard settlement according to urban
renewal law, policies and procedures, to relocate existing businesses within the
Broadway Triangle, and that these funds and resources be eligible to businesses
operated without regard to whether the business is a tenant or the owner of the

property.
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e) The City shall commit to funding non-profits towards their acquisition of
additional property to be developed as a relocation resource.

f) HPD shall explore the feasibility of relocation to the Pfizer industrial building.

5. That in order ensure the continued operation of Service Smoked Fish, Zoning Map
Change 090413 ZMK should be further modified (alternatively see further resolve
item 5) to retain the M1-2 zoning to a depth of 125 feet along the southwest side of
Throop Avenue between Walton and Wallabout streets as a means to minimize
conflicts with potential area residents.

MORE OPEN SPACE

6. That in order to ensure expanded area for open space, the acquisition according to the
First Amendment to the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan 090415 HUK
should be modified as a means to expand the Bartlett Street Playground (see further
resolve item 5) by changing the proposed land use from residential to open space for
URP Site 4A (lot 11 for 19 affordable housing units) and/or part or all of 4B
(Acquisition lots 45, 46 and 147 for 46 affordable housing units — and possibly also
city-owned lots 49-53 and 108 for 43 affordable housing units).

GUARANTEE MORE PERMANENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING

1. That in order to increase the amount of realized floor area for affordable housing and to
achieve more affordable housing where additional height is appropriate, the City should
provide resources to neighborhood-based affordable housing advocacy organizations
towards encouraging owners of existing residential buildings to have the building
registered to become part of the City’s Inclusionary Housing Plan as a means to
permanently preserve existing housing as “affordable forever.

2. That in order to increase the amount of realized floor area for affordable housing and to
achieve more affordable housing where additional height is appropriate, Harrison Avenue
fronts opposite land owned by Pfizer which should be reconsidered for upzoning as part
of the rezoning efforts for the Pfizer sites (50 or more housing units — based on 10-
stories)

3. That in order to maximize community placement in newly created affordable housing
stock:

a) The City should provide resources to neighborhood-based affordable housing
advocacy organizations towards assisting area residents improve eligibility to comply
with standards for affordable housing lotteries.
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b) HPD should expand local preference to the 11206 zip code within Community
Districts 3 and 4.

AFFORDABLE FOREVER — COMPETITIVE LAND DISPOSITION

4. That in order to ensure that the affordable housing remain in perpetuity, and that there
be adequate public input regarding the disposition of city-owned property and that
such disposition have minimal impact on businesses willing to relocate, the City
should commit to the following:

a) All sites to be disposed for housing development shall be 100 percent affordable
and that such units shall remain “affordable forever.

b) Subsequent disposition of city-owned property by the HPD, including the URP
Sites and Block 2245, Lot 149 (5 affordable units), and Block 2266 Lots 18 (10
affordable units), 20 (10 affordable units) and 36 (10 affordable units), be subject
to ULURP, (with exception to sole-source dispositions).

c) Land disposition agreements for Block 2245, Lot 149 and Block 2266 Lots 18, 20
and 36, shall not permit these units to count towards meeting the Inclusionary
Housing Program floor area bonus if these lots are combined with private
properties.

BUSINESS RETENTION

5. That in order to ensure the continued operation of Service Smoked Fish, if retaining
the existing Manufacturing District as referenced above in condition 5 to the approval
of Zoning Map Amendment 090413 ZMK is not adopted by the City Planning
Commission and City Council, Service Smoke Fish should be given the opportunity
to be designated an urban renewal site for acquisition through a follow-up action as a
means to provide sufficient resources to facilitate a relocation that allows for the
business to expand.

MORE OPEN SPACE

6. That in order to ensure expanded area for open space, the City shall consider the
following:

a) Mapping additional area to enlarge the Bartlett Street Playground by either:

1) Partially (opposite the Bartlett Street Playground) or fully demapping Whipple
Street from Flushing Avenue and Throop Avenue.
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2) And/or acquiring URP Site 4A (lot 11 — 19 affordable housing units) and/or part
or all of 4B (Acquisition lots 45, 46 and 147 for 46 affordable housing units — and
possibly city-owned lots 49-53 and 108 for 43 affordable housing units)

b) Commit sufficient funds and resources for the above sites to be developed as
parkland and others (including vacant land owned by Pfizer) that might be identified
as a means to increase the amount of open space within the Broadway Triangle and to
increase the current ratio of open space with a half-mile radius of the rezoning area.

City Planning Commission Public Hearing

On August 19, 2009 (Calendar No. 3), the City Planning Commission scheduled September 9,
2009, for a public hearing on this application (C 090415 HUK). The hearing was duly held on
September 9, 2009 (Calendar No. 24), in conjunction with the hearings for the related actions (C
090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK, and C 090416 HAK).

There were 25 speakers in favor of this and the related applications and 16 speakers in

opposition.

HPD representatives described the proposed Urban Renewal Plan amendments and the related
actions. They stated that this application would produce up to 844 units of affordable housing in
the rezoning area and would help achieve PlaNYC’s stated goals of increasing affordable
housing in the city. The environmental consultants representing HPD also appeared in favor. In
addition, a representative of the New York City Council member from District 33; a
representative of the New York State Assembly from District 53; representatives of United
Jewish Organization and Ridgewood Bushwick Senior Citizen Center; members of Community
Board 1 and area residents appeared in favor. They highlighted the desperate need for affordable
housing in the community. and pointed out that the blighted conditions in the area would be
ameliorated once the considerable city and privately owned vacant land is developed with much

needed residential and commercial uses.

The speakers who spoke against the application included the New York City Council Member
from District 34; representatives of the Broadway Triangle Community Coalition (BTCC),

members of Community Board 1, and several area residents and business owners.
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Many of the speakers who testified in opposition were concerned that the planning process not
inclusive enough and that the Pfizer owned properties were not included in the proposed
rezoning. Speakers also suggested that the proposed residential districts should permit higher
density and building heights to accommodate more affordable housing units. Several speakers
and neighborhood organizations spoke of not being properly informed of the redevelopment plan
for the area and its objectives. Two business owners from the rezoning area expressed concerns
that the rezoning would adversely affect their businesses and that they would be forced out of the
neighborhood. They also said that they were not informed of the kind and extent of relocation

assistance the city would offer to them.

There were no other speakers and the hearing was closed.

CONSIDERATION

The Commission believes that the proposed amendment to the Broadway Triangle Urban
Renewal Plan for the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Area (C 090415 HUK), in conjunction
with the related applications (C 090413 ZMK, N 090414 ZRK and C090416 HAK) are

appropriate.

The Urban Renewal Plan amendment, zoning map amendment from predominantly commercial
and manufacturing districts to residential districts, zoning text amendment that would apply the
Inclusionary Housing program to the proposed residential zoning districts, and UDAAP
designation, project approval and property disposition, would facilitate the development of a
viable neighborhood with an appropriate mix of residential, commercial and community facility
uses in the Broadway Triangle area. The proposed actions would result in the development of
approximately 1,851 dwelling units of housing, of which up to 844 units would be affordable,
103,536 square feet of neighborhood retail space and 25,856 square feet of community facility

space.

The Commission supports the objectives of this application, which are to maximize the
production of affordable housing on city-owned land in the southern portion of the rezoning area,
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and to rezone the northern blocks which are predominantly developed with residential and
community facility uses to a residential district which brings them into conformance.

In light of the increasing demand for affordable housing, the urban renewal plan amendment will
change existing land use site designations on vacant property on Blocks 2269 and 2272 from
industrial to residential use. The proposed amendments to the Urban Renewal Plan would
redesignate these sites for residential use, which would facilitate the development of affordable
housing, neighborhood retail, and community facility uses on sites that were previously
designated for industrial development. None of the proposed amendments affect the portion of

the Urban Renewal Area in Community District 3.

The Commission further notes that the proposed changes by HPD to the Urban Renewal Plan
along with rezoning of the area are necessary for the redevelopment of this area. These
modifications would allow HDP to reassemble vacant and underutilized land into viable
developmental sites for residential use. The Commission acknowledges the need for housing in
the area and recognizes that the city-owned sites previously designated for industrial uses will be
better suited for residential development.

The Commission believes that deleting Sites 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 from the Broadway Triangle
Urban Renewal Area (URA) and modifying the URA boundaries is appropriate, since these sites
were not acquired by the City for industrial development, as intended in the original URP. The
Commission further notes, that the change of land use designation of the remaining Urban
Renewal sites from Industrial to residential is appropriate since the amended URP calls for the

development of affordable housing on these sites.

The Commission believes that rezoning of nine blocks from manufacturing and commercial
districts M1-2, M3-1, and C8-2 to R6A, R7A and C4-3 residential districts with C2-4
commercial overlays along avenues is appropriate. The proposed R6A, and R7A are contextual
districts that would allow much needed residential development and community facility uses in
the rezoning area. The Commission further believes that the proposed R7A district on the
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southern four blocks of the rezoning area would maximize the opportunities of residential
development on city- and privately owned vacant land while maintaining the neighborhood
context. Furthermore, the Commission believes that C2-4 commercial overlays along avenues
would provide ample opportunities for neighborhood retail and commercial and community

facility uses to serve existing and expected populations of the area.

The Commission notes that the northern four blocks between Walton and Lynch streets proposed
to be rezoned to an R6A district are predominantly built with residential and community facility
uses with scattered vacant sites. The proposed rezoning from manufacturing and commercial
district to an R6A residential district would bring the residential uses into conformance and

would also provide opportunities for limited residential growth within the neighborhood context.

The Commission further notes that the southernmost triangular block along Flushing Avenue
containing small irregular lots with commercial uses is not appropriate for a contextual district.

As such extending the adjacent C4-3 zoning district on that block is appropriate.

The Commission believes that the related zoning text amendment (N 090414 ZRK) would make
the proposed R6A and R7A districts Inclusionary Housing designated areas, within which FAR
bonuses would be available to incentivize the development of affordable housing. The
Inclusionary Housing program would maintain height limits for the contextual districts while
allowing a floor area bonus of up to 33 percent for developments providing 20 percent affordable

housing.

The Commission believes this program, which has already resulted in hundreds of affordable
units completed or in construction in Greenpoint and Williamsburg, is an effective tool for
promoting affordable housing in conjunction with new developments and investment in

rehabilitation and permanent preservation of existing affordable units.

The Commission notes that the application of inclusionary housing bonuses on privately owned
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sites and the development of housing on city owned property would yield approximately 844
units of affordable housing in the rezoning area.

The Commission believes that the application (C 090416 HAK) for UDAAP designation and
project approval and, the disposition of city-owned property is appropriate. The Commission
further believes that the objectives of the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan cannot be
realized without the assemblage of property and redevelopment pursuant to their disposition

under this Urban Renewal Plan.

The Commission notes that UDAAP designation, project approval and, disposition of 35 City-
owned properties in the Broadway Triangle Area would produce approximately 488 dwelling
units of affordable housing, with space for commercial and community facility uses. The
Commission recognizes the great need for affordable housing in the Broadway Triangle area , as
well as the City policies that call for increased production of affordable housing. Of these 35
properties, 26 are currently in city ownership and 9 are currently in private ownership. The 9
privately owned properties would be acquired by the City prior to disposition. Six of the 9
private properties are on Block 2269 and were approved for acquisition in the original Urban
Renewal Plan in 1989. At present HPD is seeking approval to acquire only three additional
properties on Block 2272, with a total lot area of 10,000 SF. These properties comprise three
vacant lots 45, 47 and 147, which are presently used for parking.

The Commission further notes that these Urban Renewal Sites would be developed pursuant to
zoning. The proposed zoning of R7A with C2-4 commercial overlays would allow 6- to 8-story
residential buildings with ground floor commercial uses on the avenues. In the future, the city
owned properties would be conveyed to developers selected by HPD.

The Commission acknowledges the Community Board 1 and Borough President’s
recommendations supporting the application with conditions. The Commission concurs with the
community board’s statement that the Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan and the area

rezoning is a balanced approach to redevelop the long vacant industrial blocks to a viable
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residential neighborhood with affordable housing. The Commission further concurs that the
proposed contextual districts R6A and R7A are well suited for these blocks considering that the
adjacent residential neighborhoods are also developed to the same densities and heights as

proposed here.

The Commission notes that the higher density residential districts such as R7D for block 2269 on
Bartlett Street and the frontage of Blocks 2269 and 2266 on Harrison Avenue in the rezoning
area as recommended by the Borough President is not appropriate. The Commission further
notes that the objectives of the redevelopment of Broadway Triangle area were not only to
maximize affordable housing on city owned sites but also to facilitate development that is
consistent in scale and density with the immediate neighborhood context. The Commission notes
that the surrounding area is predominantly zoned R6 which allows 2.43 FAR. An increase in
density was made from R6 (2.43 FAR) to R7A (4.6 FAR) with a height limit of 80 feet to
maximize the opportunities for affordable housing on the southern portion of the area. The
suggested R7D with 5.6 FAR and 100 feet building heights would far exceed the existing

neighborhood context and would be inappropriate for this area.

The Commission notes that tall buildings similar to Mitchell Lama and NYCHA developments
surrounding the neighborhood, including the Lindsay Park, Sumner, Tompkins Bushwick, and
the Marcey Houses are all currently zoned R6. These tower-in-the park super-block
developments are not appropriate for regularly laid out street grid of the Broadway Triangle area.
The proposed R7A (4.6 FAR with 1Z bonus) district for a portion of the rezoning area would be
the highest residential zoning district in the immediate neighborhood.

The Commission recognizes that the Pfizer owned properties to the west and south of the
proposed rezoning area constitute a large assemblage of vacant and underutilized land in private
ownership that offers a great potential for future residential development. However, the
Commission notes that HPD concluded that Pfizer has no concrete development plans for these
sites and that including larger Pfizer sites in the current rezoning proposal without first obtaining
commitments from Pfizer regarding their development intentions would have been premature

and inappropriate. The Commission further notes that the future development of Pfizer sites with
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any uses not permitted by the current M3-1 zoning would require ULURP approval , which
would grant the Community Board, Borough President and the surrounding community an active

voice.

The Commission notes that the FEIS has identified the lack of accessible public open space in
the area and that Community Board 1 and the Borough President called for additional open space
in their recommendations. In response, HPD has stated in a letter dated October 2, 2009 that they
have identified an approximately 17,000-square-foot open space within the West Bushwick
URA. The proposed open space site is a few blocks east of the rezoning area within the open
space study area boundaries. The site represents partial mitigation that completely offsets the
deficiency in passive open space created by the project. HPD further stated in a letter dated
September 18, 2009 that they would work with the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation
and the Department of Education to improve existing parks and play grounds in the rezoning
area and to expand the Joint Operated Properties Program for school playgrounds in the area as
per PlaNYC’s Schoolyards to Playgrounds program.

The Commission believes that altering Inclusionary Housing (1Z) bonuses for the proposed R6A
and R7A districts as recommended by Community Board 1 and the Borough Presidnet in this
area is inappropriate. The existing base and bonus FARs and the off-site option included under
the 1Z program have been shown to work throughout New York City, and many affordable units
have been constructed in other neighborhoods including Community District 1 in Brooklyn. The
1Z bonus has been carefully calibrated to provide an incentive that maximizes the provision of
permanently-affordable housing and also allows for appropriate development where affordable
housing is not possible. The program has citywide applicability and is maintained in accordance

with a consistent set of well established rules administered HPD.

With regard to expanding the 50% local preference for the affordable housing units to adjacent
Community Boards 3 and 4, the Commission notes that HPD’s 50% local preference is for the
community board where the project is located and the remaining 50% is open to the entire city

which includes the adjacent Community Boards 3 and 4. However, the Commission further
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notes that HPD has informed the Department that it is considering reviewing the request to
extend the Community Board’s 50% preference for affordable housing to the residents of
adjacent Community Boards 3 and 4. In addition the Commission notes that HPD is committed

to making 100% of the residential units developed on city owned property affordable..

With regard to the testimony relating to business relocation, the Commission notes that, at this
time businesses cannot be offered relocation assistance until after the ULURP is completed.
Relocation logistics are part of the appraisal and acquisition, which cannot precede ULURP.
However, HPD has stated that they are committed to working with area businesses that are
subject to acquisition. In a letter dated September 18, 2009, HPD stated that it has sought the
assistance of the Department of Small Businesses Services (SBS) and the New York City
Economic Development Corporation (EDC) to facilitate future relocation of the businesses. The
Commission further notes that HPD has reached out to the area tenants and businesses to inform

them of the process of relocation and their rights under the URP.

Regarding the testimony at the public hearing concerning outreach during the planning process
for the proposed actions, although not within the Commission’s purview, the Commission is,

nevertheless, encouraged that HPD intends to continue a dialogue with all stakeholders.

The Commission believes that these proposed modifications to the Broadway Triangle Urban
Renewal Plan and the related actions help support the continued redevelopment of Southern
Williamsburg and contribute to the City’s goal of providing affordable housing to all New

Yorkers.

RESOLUTION
RESOLVED, that having considered the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS),
for which a Notice of Completion was issued on October19, 2009 with respect to this
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application (CEQR No. 09HPDO019K), the City Planning Commission finds that the
requirements of the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act and Regulations
have been met and that consistent with social, economic and other essential
considerations:

1. From among the reasonable alternatives thereto, the actions to be approved are
one which minimizes or avoids adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent

practicable; and

2. The adverse environmental impacts disclosed in the FEIS will be minimized or
avoided to the maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions to the

approval, those mitigation measures that were identified as practicable.

The report of the City Planning Commission, together with the FEIS, constitutes the written
statement of facts, and of social, economic and other factors and standards, that form the basis of
the decision, pursuant to Section 617.11(d) of the SEQRA regulations; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the City Planning Commission certifies, pursuant to Section 505, Article 15
of the General Municipal Law of New York State, that: (1) the proposed Broadway Triangle
Urban Renewal Plan, as amended herein, is an appropriate plan for the area involved and
conforms to the finding set forth in Section 504, Article 15 of the General Municipal Law of
New York State; and (2) the First Amended Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan conforms
to the comprehensive community plan for the development of the municipality as a whole and is
consistent with local objectives, in compliance with the provisions of subdivision seven of

Section 502, Article 15 of the General Municipal Law of New York State; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the City Planning Commission certifies its qualified approval of the First
Amended Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan, pursuant to subdivision 2 of Section 505,
Article 15 of the General Municipal Law of New York State; and be it further

RESOLVED, by the City Planning Commission, pursuant to Section 197-c of the New York
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City Charter, the Uniform Land Use Review Procedure, and Section 505, Article 15 of the
General Municipal Law of New York State, and after due consideration of the appropriateness of
this action, that the proposed Broadway Triangle Urban Renewal Plan for the Broadway
Triangle Area, Community Districtl, Borough of Brooklyn, submitted by the Department of
Housing Preservation and Development on May 6, 2009, is approved (C 090415 HUK).

The above resolution (C 090415 HUK), duly adopted by the City Planning Commission on
October 19, 2009 (Calendar No. 7), is filed with the Office of the Speaker, City Council and the
Brooklyn Borough President, pursuant to Section 197-d of the New York City Charter.

AMANDA M. BURDEN, FAICP, Chair

KENNETH J. KNUCKLES, ESQ., Vice Chairman

RAYANN BASSER, IRWIN G. CANTOR, P.E. ALFRED C. CERULLUO, IlIlI,
BETTY Y. CHEN, MARIA M. DEL TORO, RICHARD W. EADDY, NATHAN
LEVENTHAL, ANNA H. LEVIN, SHIRLEY A. MCRAE, Commissioners

KAREN A. PHILLIPS, Commissioner, Voting No

ANGELA M. BATTAGLIA, Commissioner, recused

Dissenting Statement by Commissioner Karen A. Phillips

The Broadway Triangle project is important to this city because it proposes the development of
affordable housing on city owned land. This action is a follow up to the designation 20 years
ago of the Urban Renewal Area that encompassed a much larger area of three community boards
and several distinctive neighborhoods.

The project before us that seeks to advance development within a portion of the Urban Renewal
Area represents a courageous step from a couple of community based organizations to create
much needed affordable housing. However, comprehensive redevelopment in the entire
Broadway Triangle area is important to foster economic development. Other coalition groups in
all of the affected neighborhoods should not be overlooked in the desire to expedite immediate
goals. The City Planning Commission will have future decisions about vacant privately owned
sites surrounding this project compromised by this decision. The leverage that New York City
will have with other development proposals will be diminished as well.
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The issues involved with this project have been passionately presented to us from both sides of
the debate. There are several other well established CDCs in the surrounding area that could
assist in the creation of more affordable housing while increasing the economic stability of the
residents if the full extent of the URA was incorporated into this rezoning action.

The EIS clearly indicates that the development impact of this project is a larger area than one
neighborhood, as does the HPD recent plan to create open space to serve the Broadway Triangle
area in another CB. The underlying complex problems raised by these actions before us are so
critical those 1 am not comfortable in supporting housing that will continue the divisiveness
created by public policy. Therefore | vote NO.
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