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Executive Summary

A. INTRODUCTION

On October 29, 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall and the resulting waves and storm surge
battered the City’s coastline, leading to 43 deaths, the destruction of homes and other buildings,
and severe damage to critical infrastructure. During Hurricane Sandy, the east side of Manhattan
was greatly impacted, highlighting the need for the City of New York (the City) to increase its
efforts to protect vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during extreme coastal storm
events (the 100-year flood events with sea level rise projections to the 2050s?), referred to herein
as the design storm event. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive
coastal flooding, resulting in significant damage to residential and commercial property, open
space, and critical transportation, power, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected
medical and other essential services. As part of its plan to address vulnerability to such major
flooding, the City is proposing the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project, which involves
the construction of a coastal flood protection system along a portion of the east side of Manhattan
and related improvements to City infrastructure (the proposed project).

The area that would be protected under the proposed project (the protected area) includes lands
within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year special flood hazard area
(SFHA), as well as those projected to be within the 100-year flood hazard area in the 2050s, taking
into account the 90th percentile projection for sea level rise (see Figure S-1). This includes
portions of the Lower East Side and East Village neighborhoods, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper
Village, as well as the John V. Lindsay East River Park (East River Park) and Stuyvesant Cove
Park. Within the project area, the City is proposing to install a flood protection system generally
located within City parkland and streets, which would consist of a combination of floodwalls,
elevated infrastructure or park areas, closure structures (e.g., floodgates), and other infrastructure
improvements to reduce the risk of flooding. In addition to providing a reliable, FEMA accredited
coastal flood protection system for this area, another goal of the proposed project is to improve
open spaces and enhance access to the waterfront, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove
Park.

To implement the proposed project, the City and its federal partners have committed
approximately $1.45 billion in funding. The City has entered into a grant agreement with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse $338 million of Community
Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds for the design and construction
of the proposed project. The City is the grantee of CDBG-DR funds related to Hurricane Sandy
for the development of a coastal flood protection system, which would be provided to the City

! Sea level rise estimate represents the 90th percentile value for 2050 as presented by the New York City
Panel on Climate Change. See Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” for additional details on design
principals and sea level rise.
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through the New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB), acting under HUD’s
authority.

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) addresses the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA), and New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). NEPA is a federal law
requiring the analysis of potential environmental effects of actions that are funded or subject to
approval by federal agencies, such as HUD which is providing a portion of the funding for this
project. SEQRA and CEQR are similar requirements for environmental review of State and City
actions.

This DEIS describes the purpose and need for the proposed project and presents the alternative
designs that were considered. In addition, the DEIS describes the methodologies and the criteria
used to assess the potential for significant adverse effects associated with both the operation and
construction of each alternative and presents mitigation measures, where needed. The
methodologies and criteria used in the impact analyses are primarily based on the guidance set
forth in the City's 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, and also draw upon applicable State and federal
guidelines.

B. PURPOSE AND NEED

As previously stated, Hurricane Sandy underscored the City’s need to advance its resiliency efforts
to protect property, vulnerable populations, and critical infrastructure from major coastal storms.
This need is intensified when considering projections of more frequent flooding events and aligns
with resiliency planning goals described in OneNYC and A Stronger, More Resilient New York.
To address these goals, the purpose of the proposed project is to reduce coastal flooding
vulnerability and risk while enhancing waterfront open spaces and access to the waterfront.

The principal objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

e Provide a reliable coastal flood protection system against the design storm event for the
protected area;

e Improve access to, and enhance open space resources along, the waterfront, including East
River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park;

e Respond quickly to the urgent need for increased flood protection and resiliency, particularly
for the communities that have a large concentration of residents in affordable and public
housing units along the proposed project area; and

e Achieve implementation milestones and comply with conditions attached to funding
allocations as established by HUD, including scheduling milestones.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The environmental review process provides decision-makers with the necessary information to
systematically consider the proposed project’s potential adverse environmental effects. This
includes evaluating the potential adverse environmental effects from reasonable alternatives, and
identifying and mitigating, where practicable, the effects identified as part of this process. The
development and evaluation of project alternatives is central to the NEPA and SEQRA and CEQR
processes. OMB and New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks), as NEPA
and SEQRA/CEQR Lead Agencies, respectively, have determined that the proposed project has
the potential to result in significant adverse environmental effects. Therefore, at OMB’s request,
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a Notice of Intent to
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Prepare an EIS in accordance with 24 CFR Part 1502.2 In addition, OMB and NYC Parks prepared
a Draft Scope of Work to describe the proposed content of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), to explain the methodologies to be used in the impact analyses, and to allow
for public and stakeholder participation in accordance with 24 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 58, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 and 6 NYCRR Part 617.

A Draft Scope of Work for the DEIS was published on October 30, 2015, and a public scoping
meeting was held on December 3, 2015, with a public input and review period that remained open
until December 21, 2015. A Final Scope of Work, which reflected public comments made on the
Draft Scope, was issued on April 5, 2019. This DEIS is based upon the Final Scope of Work. As
stated above, the DEIS and subsequent Final EIS (FEIS) will serve to fulfill the statutory
obligations of NEPA, SEQRA, and CEQR.

A Notice of Availability (pursuant to NEPA) and a Notice of Completion (pursuant to CEQR) for
this DEIS were issued on April 5, 2019. Publication of the DEIS and the Notices initiates the
public review period. The public review period for the DEIS will remain open for a minimum of
45 days. During this period, the public has the opportunity to comment on the DEIS in writing or
at a public hearing. After the DEIS public comment period has closed, an FEIS will be prepared,
which will include a summary of the comments received on the DEIS, responses to all substantive
comments, and any necessary revisions to the DEIS to address those comments. No sooner than
45 days after publishing the FEIS, OMB, as NEPA Lead Agency, will prepare a Record of
Decision that will describe the Preferred Alternative for the proposed project, its environmental
impacts, and any required mitigation. Similarly, NYC Parks, as the SEQRA/CEQR Lead Agency,
will prepare a Statement of Findings, demonstrating that it has reviewed the impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives in the FEIS as part of its decision-making process. OMB can proceed
with the federal action of requesting release of Community Development Block Grant-Disaster
Recovery (CDBG-DR) grant funds from HUD once the environmental review process is
concluded.

D. ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK
OVERVIEW

The proposed project area is comprised of two sub areas for the purposes of both design and
environmental impact analysis (see Figure S-1):

e Project Area One extends from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end of East River
Park at about East 13th Street. Project Area One and consists primarily of East River Park as
well as the Franklin Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (FDR) Drive right-of-way, a portion
of Pier 42 and Corlears Hook Park. The majority of Project Area One is within East River
Park and includes four existing pedestrian bridges across the FDR Drive to East River Park

2 HUD, which grants OMB the authority under 24 CFR Part 58, to serve as the responsible entity under
NEPA and in accordance with 24 CFR 58.2(a)(7) as the lead agency responsible for environmental review,
decision-making, and action under 42 U.S.C. 8 5304(g), determined that the proposed project has the
potential to result in significant adverse environmental impacts. Pursuant to the HUD NEPA implementing
procedures, OMB, as responsible entity, must certify that it has complied the related laws and authorities
identified by 24 C.F.R. § 58.5 and must consider the criteria, standards, policies and regulations of these
laws and authorities.
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(the Corlears Hook, Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street Bridges) and the
East Houston Street overpass.

e Project Area Two extends north and east from Project Area One, from East 13th Street to East
25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area Two includes the Con
Edison facilities including East River Generating Station, Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk
Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Asser Levy Recreation Center and
Playground, the Veterans Affairs (VA) Medical Center, and in-street segments along East 20th
Street, East 25th Street, and along and under the FDR Drive.

This DEIS considers both the short-term (construction) and long-term (operational and, where
relevant, maintenance) effects of each alternative under consideration for implementation of the
proposed project. These alternatives have been evaluated for potential adverse effects to the
project site and applicable study areas during storm and non-storm operational conditions for all
relevant potential environmental effect categories.

E. ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED
INTRODUCTION

Alternatives for the proposed project were developed and refined during the public scoping
process, which commenced with the issuance of the Draft Scope of Work, included input from the
public, agencies, and other stakeholders, and concluded with the development of the Final Scope
of Work, issued on April 5, 2019.

The City evaluated and reviewed the proposed alternatives’ conceptual design against the purpose
and need and principal objectives for the project, including providing a reliable flood protection
system for the protected area, improving access to and enhancing open space resources along the
waterfront, and meeting HUD funding deadlines for federal spending, along with the goal to
minimize potential environmental effects and disruptions to the community.

As described in detail below, the Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park
Alternative best meets the principal objects for the project and therefore was selected as the
Preferred Alternative. With the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, the proposed project
would reconstruct East River Park to protect this valuable resource from flooding during coastal
storm events as well as inundation from sea level rise and enhance its value as a recreational
resource in addition to providing flood protection to the inland communities. The Preferred
Alternative would raise the majority of East River Park and would limit the length of exposed wall
between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity
and integration. In addition, pedestrian bridges would be reconstructed and 2 embayments would
be relocated to improve access and enhance the park user experience. Furthermore, Stuyvesant
Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground would be reconstructed and
improved. The Preferred Alternative includes the construction of a shared-use flyover bridge
linking East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. This bridge will address a long-
standing access deficiency along the East River Greenway at the Con Edison 13th Street
Generating Station and would substantially improve the City’s greenway network. The selection
of this alternative also allows for a shorter construction duration and park closure, earlier
deployment of the flood protection system (which is expected to be completed in mid-2023), and
reduced construction disruption along the FDR Drive. A summary description of the five
alternatives selected for analysis within this DEIS is provided below.
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative represents the future condition without the proposed project and
assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the proposed project
area. The build year for the proposed project is 2025 and accordingly, the No Action Alternative
assumes that projects planned or currently under construction in the project area are completed by
2025. A list of these planned projects is included in Appendix Al.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM WITH A
RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

The Preferred Alternative is a flood protection system comprised of a combination of floodwalls,
18 closure structures (i.e., swing and roller floodgates), and supporting infrastructure
improvements that together would reduce risk of damage from coastal storms in the protected
area. The inland limits of the protected area are generally along First Avenue, Avenue B, Avenue
C, Avenue D, and Columbia Street and includes private and public properties and streets within
the Lower East Side, East Village, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper Village and Kips Bay
communities that are currently in the East River coastal flood hazard area. The design flood
elevation for the project is 16.5 feet NAVD88, which is generally 8 to 9 feet above the existing
land surface along the project alignment but diminishes in height along the inland alignments (e.g.,
along Montgomery Street). This design elevation was developed based on the 100-year Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood level and adding to that wave effects and the 90th
percentile projection for sea level rise through to the 2050s (30 inches).

As described in greater detail below, a key element of the Preferred Alternative is elevating and
reconstructing East River Park to make it more resilient to coastal storms and inundation from sea
level rise. The proposed project also includes integrating flood protection with open space
improvements at other parks along the flood protection alignment including Murphy Brothers
Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, and Asser Levy Playground, an improved shared use path
(bikeway/walkway), and a new shared-use flyover bridge to address the narrow and substandard
waterfront public access near the Con Edison facility (on the east side of the FDR Drive between
East 13th and East 15th Streets) known as the “pinch point.”

Also proposed are redesigned and enhanced connections to the waterfront and East River Park,
with the reconstruction of the Corlears Hook Bridge, the replacement of the Delancey and East
10th Street bridges, and the above-mentioned flyover bridge. These proposed bridge
improvements would create more inviting and accessible crossings over the FDR Drive to the
reconstructed East River Park and the East River waterfront, including the waterfront shared-use
path. With the proposed project, the reconstructed bridges would be designhed to provide more
community-oriented access that supports and encourages public access to the waterfront with
gentler grades that are consistent with the principle of universal access. Within the park, the bridge
landings would provide an elevated gateway with expanded views of the reconstructed park and
the river.

Flood Protection Alignment and Design

The description below summarizes flood protection alignment and design for the Preferred
Alternative. Figures S-2 through S-20 show the conceptual renderings of the Preferred
Alternative.
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Preferred Alternative:

Montgomery Street Tie-Back (Reach A)
Conceptual Design

Figure S-2
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Preferred Alternative:

Reach A on East River Bikeway near Pier 42

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-3
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach C at Corlears Hook Bridge Approach

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-4
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Preferred Alternative:

East River Park Bikeway/Walkway Conceptual Design

Capital Project SANDRESM1

View North to Grand Street

EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY

Figure S-5
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Preferred Alternative:
Proposed Delancey Street Pedestrian Bridge

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-6
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Conceptual Design
Figure S-7

Preferred Alternative:

Delancey Street Bridge Landing

Capital Project SANDRESM1
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach E at Delancey Street

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-8
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Preferred Alternative:

Delancey Street Bridge Park Landing

Capital Project SANDRESMH Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-9



|

For Illustrative Purposes Only

Preferred Alternative:
East Houston Street Entry

Capital Project SANDRESM!1 Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-10
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach G at East Houston Street

Capital Project SANDRESM1 Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-11
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach H near East 8th Street

Capital Project SANDRESM!1 Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-12
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Preferred Alternative:
Proposed East 10th Street Pedestrian Bridge

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-13
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Preferred Alternative:
East 10th Street Approach

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-14
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach | and J near East 12th Street

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-15
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach M at Murphy Brothers Playground

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-16
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Preferred Alternative:
Reach N at Stuyvesant Cove South Entry

Capital Project SANDRESM!1 Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-17
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Preferred Alternative:

Stuyvesant Cove Park at the 20th Street Gate

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-18
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Preferred Alternative:
View north from East 23rd Street of Asser Levy Playground

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-19
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Preferred Alternative:
Asser Levy Playground

Capital Project SANDRESM! Conceptual Design
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure S-20
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Project Area One — South of East River Park
The proposed flood protection alignment begins at its southerly tieback along Montgomery about
130 feet west of South Street; at South Street the system turns north along for a distance of about
50 linear feet and then east, crossing under the FDR Drive to the east side of the highway with a
pair of swing floodgates. Once on the east side of the highway, the flood protection system turns
north and runs adjacent to the FDR Drive, continuing north into East River Park, which generally
comprises of the area between the existing amphitheater and East 13th Street.

Project Area One — East River Park
Once in East River Park, the proposed flood protection alignment starts to turn east towards the
East River, near the existing amphitheater. From here, the alignment continues north and the
system parallels the East River Park bulkhead.

Within East River Park, the proposed project includes the following key design elements:

o Installing a below-grade flood protection structure (i.e., floodwall) running parallel to the
existing East River Park bulkhead coupled with the elevation of a majority of East River Park
(with the exception of the Fireboat House), generally beginning at the existing amphitheater
and continuing northward to the northern end of the park near East 13th Street, thereby
protecting park facilities and recreational spaces from design storm events and sea level rise
inundation;

e Installing the floodwall below-grade to soften the visual effect of the flood protection system;

o Raising the majority of park grade with an increase in elevation from west (the FDR Drive)
to east (the East River bulkhead) to attain the flood protection design elevation, accompanied
by the reconstruction of the park open space including all fields and passive spaces, and
incorporating resilient landscaping and substantial tree replanting that envisions a more
diverse, resilient, and ecologically robust habitat;

e Reconstructing the Tennis House, Track and Field House and comfort stations;

e Reconstructing the East River Esplanade to increase the deck elevation to match the raised
park and protect the esplanade from design storms and sea level rise;

e Improving north/south access along the waterfront with a new shared-use flyover bridge
connecting the north end of East River Park with Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk;

e Improving access to the waterfront by reconstructing the Corlears Hook Bridge over the FDR
Drive and replacing the existing Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges to be universally
accessible;

e Creating an expanded and reconfigured park-side East Houston Street landing and entryway
to the waterfront;

e Relocating the two existing embayments in the park with the objective of repurposing the
filled areas as open space that allows for improved recreational programming and creating
two new compensatory embayments that will allow for a closer river access opportunity for
the public than the existing embayments with the designed steps off the esplanade;

e Reconstructing the amphitheater as an outdoor theater space; and

e Reconstructing all water and sewer infrastructure in the park, some of which is reaching the
end of the serviceable life, including the outfalls and associated pipes that cross the park to
the East River bulkhead.
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It is an objective of the design to improve the ecology of East River Park, which is susceptible to
the effects of sea level rise, storm surge, and heavy rainfall events. Storm surge from severe events
like Hurricane Sandy can overwhelm the park. Moreover, the threat from gradually increasing sea
level rise adds to the risk of more frequent flooding from everyday storms or high tides. This
flooding not only interrupts the ability for parks visitors to enjoy and utilize the amenities within
East River Park, but also affects its ecology. In 2014, NYC Parks removed 258 trees from East
River Park due to salt water damage from Hurricane Sandy.

The existing landscaping and planting plan is reflective of the popular styles of the late 1930s,
when the park was first designed and completed. The existing planting design is formal, with a
focus on tree geometry and placement that maximizes open spaces for active recreation. Species
diversity and ecology were not priorities of the original landscape design: over half of the current
tree canopy is comprised of just two species. In the original design, plant selection relied heavily
on canopy trees, such as London plane, a non-native species, and oaks. London plane trees in
particular were significantly affected by salt inundation post Hurricane Sandy and have comprised
most of the tree removals in East River Park since then.

In contrast, the proposed landscaping plan incorporates park resiliency through a design that can
withstand a changing climate and consideration of species diversity, habitat, salt spray, wind,
maintenance, and care. The proposed landscape plan includes over 50 different species, reflecting
research around the benefits of diversifying species to increase resiliency and adaptive capacity in
a plant ecosystem. The design also focuses on creating a more layered planting approach, allowing
for informal planting areas that have flexibility and plant communities that together improve
ecological richness. By elevating the majority of the park and its landscape, and diversifying plant
species, the landscape in the park will be more resistant to salt spray exposure and improve
resiliency and post-storm functionality over the long term.

Project Area Two

North of East River Park, the proposed flood protection system includes a closure structure across
the FDR Drive near East 13th Street. Two swing floodgates that when deployed would close this
segment of the flood protection system across the highway, but in non-storm conditions would be
recessed to the sides of the highway. From there, the floodwall continues northward and aligns
along the west (southbound) side of the FDR Drive, connecting into the existing flood protection
system at the Con Edison East River Generating Station (between East 14th and East 15th Streets).
A closure structure adjacent to East 14th Street near the FDR Drive would also be installed to
allow Con Edison operational access. North of the East River Generating Station, a closure
structure is proposed across the FDR Drive East 15th Street ramp, and the floodwall continues
northward along the FDR Drive to Murphy Brothers Playground.

At Murphy Brothers Playground, the proposed floodwall is aligned along the east side of the park,
which would also be reconstructed with new ballfields, active recreational spaces, grading, and
landscaping.

Beginning at the northeast corner of Murphy Brothers Playground, the proposed flood protection
system turns east along Avenue C, heading towards the East River, crossing the FDR Drive ramps
(two swing gate closure structures are proposed here) and under the elevated FDR Drive into
Stuyvesant Cove Park. Within Stuyvesant Cove Park, the proposed flood protection system turns
northward, where it is comprised of a combination of floodwalls with closure structures (roller
gates) at the southerly entrance (from Avenue C) and at the East 20th Street entrance to allow
public access into the park and to the waterfront esplanade during non-storm conditions; design
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of this segment is also being coordinated with the new design for Solar One Environmental
Education Center and existing Citywide Ferry Service ferry landing.

North of Stuyvesant Cove Park, the system again turns west and back under the elevated FDR
Drive at East 23rd Street. In this segment, a combination of floodwalls and closure structures i.e.,
roller and swing gates) are needed to maintain vehicular and pedestrian circulation through this
intersection during non-storm conditions, including: vehicle access to the FDR Drive ramps and
service roads; pedestrian and cyclist access to and along the East River shared-use path; and,
vehicle and pedestrian access to Waterside Plaza (including the U.N. School and the British
International School of New York), the Skyport Marina and parking garage, and a BP service
station. These closure structures are to be recessed except under storm conditions when they would
be deployed to provide flood protection.

North of East 23rd Street and west of the FDR Drive, the proposed flood protection system
continues northward along the sidewalk of the southbound FDR Drive service road. The proposed
system then turns westward into and across the Asser Levy Park Playground (between the Asser
Levy Recreation Center and the outdoor recreational space). Similar to Murphy Brothers
Playground, the outdoor recreational space at Asser Levy Playground would be redesigned and
reconstructed and a roller floodgate is proposed to connect to the VA Medical Center floodwall.
The floodgate would maintain the connection between the playground and the Asser Levy
Recreation Center and during a storm condition it would be deployed. The VA Medical Center
flood protection system extends north and then west along East 25th Street to complete the
northern tieback at First Avenue.

Drainage System Modifications

Drainage system modifications are also proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative, including
measures to control flow into the drainage protected area® from the larger sewershed (i.e., drainage
isolation) and measures to manage flooding within the drainage protected area (i.e., drainage
management). These modifications would reduce the risk of flooding in the protected area during
extreme storm events coincident with rainfall events. As part of the Preferred Alternative, the
water and sewer infrastructure in East River Park would be reconstructed and reconfigured where
necessary to ensure that it could withstand the additional loading from the added fill materials
once the park is raised. A summary of each of these measures is provided below.

Drainage Isolation
Measures to isolate the drainage protected area from the unprotected portions of the larger
sewershed would be implemented to eliminate potential pathways for storm surge waters to
inundate the existing sewer system and flood inland areas. The measures include: (1) installing
interceptor gates on the existing 108-inch diameter interceptor at the northern and southern
extremes of the drainage protected area sewershed, generally in the vicinity of East 20th Street
and Avenue C to the north and between Corlears Hook Park and the FDR Drive to the south; (2)
floodproofing the regulators, manholes, and other combined sewer infrastructure on the
unprotected side of the flood protection system; (3) replacing existing tide gates on the combined
sewer outfall pipes that serve the drainage protected area and rerouting storm drainage; and (4)
installing one isolation gate valve in the existing Regulator M-39, located within Asser Levy

3 The drainage protected area encompasses the project protected area as well as the lateral sewers, regulators,
outfalls, and other sewer infrastructure that serve or are tributary to those that serve the project protected
area.
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Playground, to isolate a branch interceptor that crosses the flood protection system alignment at
the northern boundary of the drainage protected area. These measures would prevent storm surge
water from entering the sewer system through existing combined sewers, the outfall pipes, or
through at-grade access points (i.e., manholes and hatches) for existing sewer infrastructure on the
portion of the drainage protected area that is unprotected from overland coastal surge events.

Drainage Management

In addition to the isolation measures outlined above, the Preferred Alternative includes drainage
management elements to ameliorate the reduced sewer capacity due to outfall closure during a
design storm event. The proposed drainage management would reduce the risk of sewer backups
and associated flooding within the drainage protected area during a design storm. These drainage
elements include installing additional combined sewers, termed “parallel conveyance,” within the
drainage protected area to augment the capacity of the existing sewer system. Specifically, nine
parallel conveyance connections are proposed.

Parallel conveyance pipes are proposed at 9 locations to convey excess combined sewer flows to
the interceptor. Each parallel conveyance pipe would consist of a new upstream connection to a
regulator or lateral sewer, a downstream connection to the interceptor, and a connecting length of
pipe. The parallel conveyance pipes would range in diameter from 18 to 48 inches and require no
above ground features. The parallel conveyance would be sited within City rights-of-way with
two exceptions where some parallel conveyance infrastructure is proposed on private property.
The parallel conveyance pipes and connections would include manholes for access, similar to the
existing sewer pipes, generally every 200 to 250 feet, at pipe bends, and at all connections to allow
access for maintenance and repairs, as needed, and would be sited within streets and paved
surfaces (e.g., parking), where possible.

In addition, similar to the parallel conveyance, the Preferred Alternative also proposes to increase
the size of the branch interceptor in order to increase the conveyance capacity to the Manhattan
Pump Station for three sub-drainage areas within the protected area.

These proposed drainage management system improvements would not alter daily operation of
existing sewer infrastructure under non-storm conditions. Under rainfall events or periods of high
sewer flow, combined sewer flow would be conveyed to the interceptor via the existing branch
interceptors and potentially also via the parallel conveyance.

East River Park Infrastructure Reconstruction

The Preferred Alternative also includes reconstructing the water and sewer infrastructure within
the portion of East River Park that would be elevated, including the outfalls, regulators, and sewers
and water supply infrastructure, to withstand the added loads of the proposed flood protection
system and elevated parkland. The outfalls and regulators within the portion of East River Park to
be elevated are also proposed for replacement. In most cases, the existing infrastructure would be
abandoned in place and the new infrastructure would be reconstructed adjacent to the existing
locations, although the outfalls would be relocated slightly along the East River Park bulkhead.
Of the existing 11 outfalls, two would be combined as part of the outfall reconstruction effort.

System Operation and Maintenance

An operations and maintenance manual will be developed for the proposed system to identify the
procedures for deploying, inspecting, testing, and maintaining each element of the proposed flood
protection system to ensure that the floodwalls and closure structures remain in proper working
order and are ready to perform in advance of a design storm event.
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Operation and maintenance of the proposed parallel conveyance and interceptor gates would
require periodic inspection and maintenance of the piping and mechanical equipment. These
inspections would be in accordance with standard operation and maintenance procedures for the
City’s sewer infrastructure and a pre-approved operations and maintenance protocol developed
for the proposed project.

Upon completion of construction of the proposed project, the City would submit engineering
plans, design modifications during construction, supporting materials (i.e., design criteria,
geotechnical data, hydraulic modeling, etc.), a final operations and maintenance plan, and relevant
construction data to FEMA to demonstrate compliance with requirements listed in Chapter 44 of
the Federal Code of Regulations, Section 65.10 for FEMA accreditation (recognition of the
proposed project on Flood Insurance Rate Maps [FIRMs]).

Construction

The flood protection system and raised East River Park proposed under this alternative would be
constructed in 3.5 years and completed in 2023. The foundations for the shared-use flyover bridge
would also be completed in 2023. Subsequently, a prefabricated bridge span would be installed
and completed in 2025. East River Park is anticipated to be closed for the entire 3.5-year
construction duration. The City is committed to the outdoor recreational needs for these
communities and is currently identifying opportunities to open portions of East River Park as work
is completed, however, to be conservative, the analysis assumes a full close of the park for 3.5
years. Access to the Corlears Hook and Stuyvesant Cove ferry landings would be maintained
during construction. Construction activities would require the use of barges and trucks for material
deliveries. Approximately 600,000 cubic yards of fill is estimated to be required for the
construction under the Preferred Alternative, and an average of 3 barge trips per day are
anticipated throughout the 3.5-year construction period.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON THE WEST
SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK — BASELINE

Alternative 2 would provide flood protection in Project Areas One and Two using a combination
of floodwalls, levees, and closure structures (i.e., deployable gates) from Montgomery Street to
East 25th Street. In Project Area Oneg, the line of flood protection would generally be located on
the west side of East River Park. Protection would be provided by a concrete floodwall starting at
Montgomery Street within the sidewalk adjacent to the Gouverneur Gardens Cooperative Village.
The floodwall would then cross under the FDR Drive with closure structures across the FDR
Drive’s South Street off- and on-ramps. A combination of floodwalls and levees would then run
along the west side of East River Park for the length of the entire park. The park-side landings for
the Delancey Street and East 10th Street bridges would be rebuilt within East River Park to
accommodate the flood protection system. As with the Preferred Alternative, a shared-use flyover
bridge linking East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk would be built cantilevered
over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point) near the Con
Edison facility between East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving the City’s
greenway network and north-south connectivity in the project area.

In Project Area Two, the flood protection alignment would be similar to that proposed in the
Preferred Alternative. However, portions of Murphy Brothers and Asser Levy Playgrounds that
are affected during construction under this alternative would be replaced in kind instead of
reconstructed and improved.
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This alternative also includes modifications of the existing sewer system similar to the Preferred
Alternative, including installing gates underground near the northern and southern extents of the
project area within the existing large capacity sewer pipe (interceptor) and flood-proofing
manholes and regulators located on the unprotected side of the proposed project alignment to
control flow into the project area from the larger combined sewer drainage area. Installation of
additional sewer pipes and, in one location, enlarging existing sewer pipes, is also proposed within
and adjacent to the project area to reduce the risk of street and property flooding within the
protected area during a design storm event.

The flood protection alignment proposed in Alternative 2 would require that the majority of flood
protection construction be performed during night-time single-lane closures of the FDR Drive and
in proximity to sensitive Con Edison transmission lines. Given the related construction
complexities and logistical considerations, the flood protection system and associated components
under this alternative are assumed to be constructed in 5 years and completed in 2025.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON THE WEST
SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK — ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

Alternative 3 provides flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, and closures
structures in Project Areas One and Two. As with Alternative 2, the line of protection in Project
Area One would be generally located on the western side of East River Park. However, under
Alternative 3, there would be more extensive use of levees and other earthwork in association with
the flood protection along the FDR Drive compared to Alternative 2 to provide for more integrated
access, soften the visual effect of the floodwall on park users, and introduce new types of park
experience. The landscape would generally gradually slope down from high points along the FDR
Drive towards the existing at-grade esplanade at the water’s edge. Due to the extent of the
construction of the flood protection system, compared to Alternative 2, this alternative would
include a more extensive reconfiguration and reconstruction of the bulk of East River Park and its
programming, including landscapes, recreational fields, playgrounds, and amenities. In addition,
the existing pedestrian bridges and bridge landings at Delancey and East 10th Streets would be
completely reconstructed to provide universal access, and a new raised and landscaped park-side
plaza landing would be created at the entrance to the park from the East Houston Street overpass.

In Project Area Two, the flood protection alignment would be similar to that proposed in the
Preferred Alternative and, as with the Preferred Alternative, would include the reconstruction and
improvements to Murphy Brothers and Asser Levy Playgrounds.

As proposed in the Preferred Alternative, this alternative would include drainage components to
reduce the risk of interior flooding and the shared-use flyover bridge to address the Con Edison
pinch point.

Alternative 3 would involve construction of the flood protection system alignment along the FDR
Drive and in proximity to sensitive Con Edison transmission lines. Given the associated
complexities and logistical considerations involved when working in and around these facilities,
a 5-year construction duration is assumed, with the proposed project estimated to be completed in
2025.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 5): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST OF FDR
DRIVE

Alternative 5 proposes a flood protection alignment similar to the Preferred Alternative, except
for the approach in Project Area Two between East 13th Street and Avenue C. This alternative

ES-11



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

would raise the northbound lanes of the FDR Drive in this area by approximately six feet to meet
the design flood elevation then connect to closure structures at the south end of Stuyvesant Cove
Park. Maintaining the flood protection alignment along the east side of the FDR Drive would
eliminate the need for gates crossing the FDR Drive near East 13th Street as well as the need to
install floodwalls adjacent to the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA)’s Jacob Riis
Houses, Con Edison property, and Murphy Brothers Playground.

As with the Preferred Alternative, this alternative would also include drainage components to
reduce the risk of interior flooding and construction of the shared-use flyover bridge to address
the Con Edison pinch point.

Alternative 5 is anticipated to be constructed in 5 years and completed in 2025 and this duration
is driven by construction of the raised northbound lanes of the FDR Drive and the adjacent shared-
use flyover bridge in this same footprint.

F. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following sections contain a description of the principal conclusions for each DEIS technical
analysis. These technical analyses include: land use, zoning and public policy, socioeconomic
conditions, open space, historic and cultural resources, urban design and visual resources, natural
resources, hazardous materials, water and sewer infrastructure, transportation, neighborhood
character, and environmental justice. The analysis of construction related effects included the
following technical areas: socioeconomic conditions, open space, historic and cultural resources,
urban design and visual resources, natural resources, hazardous materials, water and sewer
infrastructure, energy, transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas, noise and vibration, and public
health. Table S-1 provides a summary of the potential effects for each of technical areas under
each of the project alternatives.
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Table S-1
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative®

Preferred Alternative: Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park
(Alternative 4)

Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park - Baseline
(Alternative 2)

Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park - Enhanced Park
& Access
(Alternative 3)

Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive
(Alternative 5)

Principal Objectives of
the Proposed Project

1) Provide a reliable coastal flood protection system against the design storm event for the protected area;

2) Improve access to and enhance open space resources along the waterfront, including East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park;

3) Respond quickly to the urgent need for increased flood protection and resiliency, particularly for communities that have a large concentration of residents in affordable and public housing units along the proposed project area; and

4) Achieve implementation milestones and comply with the conditions attached to funding allocations as established by HUD, including scheduling milestones

Project Components
that Meet the Principal
Objectives of the
Proposed Project

1) Protects community and East River Park

2) Elevation of a majority of East River Park with new and improved park experience
(step downs/water access, etc.) and enhanced neighborhood connectivity and
integration; reconstruction of esplanade, Corlears Hook, East 10th Street and
Delancey Bridges; improvements of the park-side landings of the East 6th Street
Bridge and East Houston Street entrance; construction of a shared-use flyover
bridge; open space improvements at Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove
Park, and Asser Levy Playground; improve ecology of East River Park

3) Flood protection in place by mid-2023 and reduce construction risks, with flyover
bridge completed in 2025.

4) Implementation milestones will be achieved

1) Protects community
2) Construction of a shared-use flyover bridge
3) Flood protection in place by 2025

4) Implementation milestones will be achieved

1) Protects community

2) Reconstruction of East 10th Street and Delancey Bridges; improvements of the
park-side landings of the East 6th Street Bridge and East Houston Street entrance;
construction of a shared-use flyover bridge; open space improvements at Murphy
Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, and Asser Levy Playground;
reconfiguration of bulk of East River Park and its programming

3) Flood protection in place by 2025

4) Implementation milestones will be achieved

1) Protects community and East River Park

2) Elevation of a majority of East River Park with new and improved park experience
(step downs/water access, etc.) and enhanced neighborhood connectivity and
integration; reconstruction of esplanade, Corlears Hook, East 10th Street and
Delancey Bridges; improvements of the park-side landings of the East 6th Street
Bridge and East Houston Street entrance; construction of a shared-use flyover
bridge; open space improvements at Stuyvesant Cove Park and Asser Levy
Playground; improve ecology of East River Park

3) Flood protection in place by 2025

4) Implementation milestones will be achieved

Note: *The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection s

ystem is installed in the proposed project area and therefore has been excluded from this table.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS DURING THE OPERATIONAL PERIOD

Land Use, Zoning and

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Public Policy

i?,ﬁ';’{f@‘,’]”;’m": No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects
No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects No significant adverse effects

Open Space

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

Historic and Cultural
Resources

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Urban Design and
Visual Resources

Significant adverse effects - Views of the East River would be blocked on Grand
Street

Mitigation measures - Unmitigatable and unavoidable visual context effects from
blocked waterfront views

Significant adverse effects - Views of the East River and existing waterfront would
be blocked on Grand Street. Views of the existing waterfront would be blocked in the
Cherry Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street view corridors and from within
the Bernard Baruch, Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses, portions of the FDR Drive
and FDR Drive Service Road

Mitigation measures - Unmitigatable and unavoidable visual context effects from
blocked waterfront views

Significant adverse effects - Views of the East River and existing waterfront would
be blocked on Grand Street. Views of the existing waterfront would be blocked in the
Cherry Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street view corridors and from within
the Bernard Baruch, Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses, portions of the FDR Drive
and FDR Drive Service Road

Mitigation measures - Unmitigatable and unavoidable visual context effects from
blocked waterfront views

Significant adverse effects - Views of the East River would be blocked on Grand
Street

Mitigation measures - Unmitigatable and unavoidable visual context effects from
blocked waterfront views

Natural Resources

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan; wetland
restoration design that meets all NYSDEC and USACE permit conditions

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: NYC Parks Tree Restoration Plan; wetland
restoration design that meets all NYSDEC and USACE permit conditions

Hazardous Materials

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of Site Management Plans (SMPs),
that address long-term management of residual hazardous materials

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of Site Management Plans (SMPs),
that address long-term management of residual hazardous materials

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of Site Management Plans (SMPs),
that address long-term management of residual hazardous materials

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of Site Management Plans (SMPs),
that address long-term management of residual hazardous materials

Water and Sewer
Infrastructure

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Transportation

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Traffic Management Plans during the deployment,
testing, and maintenance of the closure structures

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Traffic Management Plans during the deployment,
testing, and maintenance of the closure structures

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Traffic Management Plans during the deployment,
testing, and maintenance of the closure structures

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Traffic Management Plans during the deployment,
testing, and maintenance of the closure structures

Neighborhood
Character

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Environmental Justice

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PERIOD

Construction
Socioeconomics

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Construction Open
Space

Significant adverse effects - Temporary displacement of recreational facilities and
open space amenities, including East River Park, over the 3.5-year construction
period; significant adverse noise effects at the Asser Levy Recreation Center

Mitigation measures - Potential on-site or off-site measures to mitigate the effect to
the greatest extent practicable are being explored by the city, including
accommodating permit users at existing facilities; identify recreational resources that
can be available to the community; providing alternative recreational opportunities;
implementing improvements (e.g., lighting) to parks and playgrounds in the study
area; rerouting greenway users to the most direct alternative route; supporting
bicycle projects in the study area. In addition, the City is assessing opportunities to
open parts of East River Park as work is completed. Refer to "Construction - Noise
and Vibration" below for potential noise mitigation measures

Significant adverse effects - Temporary displacement of recreational facilities and
open space amenities, including East River Park, over the 5-year construction
period; significant adverse noise effects at the Asser Levy Recreation Center

Mitigation measures - Potential on-site or off-site measures to mitigate the effect to
the greatest extent practicable are being explored by the city, including
accommodating permit users at existing facilities; identify recreational resources that
can be available to the community; providing alternative recreational opportunities;
implementing improvements (e.g., lighting) to parks and playgrounds in the study
area; rerouting greenway users to the most direct alternative route; supporting
bicycle projects in the study area. In addition, the City is assessing opportunities to
open parts of East River Park as work is completed. Refer to "Construction - Noise
and Vibration" below for potential noise mitigation measures

Significant adverse effects - Temporary displacement of recreational facilities and
open space amenities, including East River Park, over the 5-year construction
period; significant adverse noise effects at the Asser Levy Recreation Center

Mitigation measures - Potential on-site or off-site measures to mitigate the effect to
the greatest extent practicable are being explored by the city, including
accommodating permit users at existing facilities; identify recreational resources that
can be available to the community; providing alternative recreational opportunities;
implementing improvements (e.g., lighting) to parks and playgrounds in the study
area; rerouting greenway users to the most direct alternative route; supporting
bicycle projects in the study area. In addition, the City is assessing opportunities to
open parts of East River Park as work is completed. Refer to "Construction - Noise
and Vibration" below for potential noise mitigation measures

Significant adverse effects - Temporary displacement of recreational facilities and
open space amenities, including East River Park, over the 3.5-year construction
period; significant adverse noise effects at the Asser Levy Recreation Center

Mitigation measures - Potential on-site or off-site measures to mitigate the effect to
the greatest extent practicable are being explored by the city, including
accommodating permit users at existing facilities; identify recreational resources that
can be available to the community; providing alternative recreational opportunities;
implementing improvements (e.g., lighting) to parks and playgrounds in the study
area; rerouting greenway users to the most direct alternative route; supporting
bicycle projects in the study area. In addition, the City is assessing opportunities to
open parts of East River Park as work is completed. Refer to "Construction - Noise
and Vibration" below for potential noise mitigation measures
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Table S-1
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative®

Preferred Alternative: Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park
(Alternative 4)

Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park - Baseline
(Alternative 2)

Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park - Enhanced Park
& Access
(Alternative 3)

Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive
(Alternative 5)

Construction - Historic
and Cultural Resources

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Archaeological testing and Construction Protection
Plans (CPPs) to be stipulated in a Programmatic Agreement (PA)

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Archaeological testing and CPPs to be stipulated in a
PA

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Archaeological testing and CPPs to be stipulated in a
PA

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Archaeological testing and CPPs to be stipulated in a
PA

Construction - Urban
Design and Visual
Resources

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Construction - Natural
Resources

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance
with a NYC Parks-approved Tree Restoration Plan; a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
Plan (SPCCP) would be implemented; cushion block, turbidity curtains employed; all
conservation measures required by NMFS would be used.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance
with a NYC Parks-approved Tree Restoration Plan; a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
Plan (SPCCP) would be implemented; cushion block, turbidity curtains employed; all
conservation measures required by NMFS would be used.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance
with a NYC Parks-approved Tree Restoration Plan; a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
Plan (SPCCP) would be implemented; cushion block, turbidity curtains employed; all
conservation measures required by NMFS would be used.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance
with a NYC Parks-approved Tree Restoration Plan; a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
Plan (SPCCP) would be implemented; cushion block, turbidity curtains employed; all
conservation measures required by NMFS would be used.

Construction -
Hazardous Materials

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of all applicable regulatory
requirements and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP), a Construction Health and Safety
Plan (CHASP), and a Mitigation Work Plan (MWP)

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of all applicable regulatory
requirements and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP), a Construction Health and Safety
Plan (CHASP), and a Mitigation Work Plan (MWP)

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of all applicable regulatory
requirements and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP), a Construction Health and Safety
Plan (CHASP), and a Mitigation Work Plan (MWP)

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Implementation of all applicable regulatory
requirements and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP), a Construction Health and Safety
Plan (CHASP), and a Mitigation Work Plan (MWP)

Construction - Water
and Sewer
Infrastructure

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

Construction - Energy

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: measures would be taken to minimize vibration, to
carefully control excavation around existing infrastructure, and to manage the
placement of fill and soil stockpiles.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: measures would be taken to minimize vibration, to
carefully control excavation around existing infrastructure, and to manage the
placement of fill and soil stockpiles.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: measures would be taken to minimize vibration, to
carefully control excavation around existing infrastructure, and to manage the
placement of fill and soil stockpiles.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: measures would be taken to minimize vibration, to
carefully control excavation around existing infrastructure, and to manage the
placement of fill and soil stockpiles.

Construction -
Transportation

Significant adverse effects: Significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of
East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the
6:00 to 7:00 AM construction analysis peak traffic hour; temporary significant
adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway

Mitigation measures: Traffic effects could be fully mitigated with standard traffic
mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes); pedestrian/bicyclist rerouting plan

Significant adverse effects: Significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of
East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the
6:00 to 7:00 AM construction analysis peak traffic hour; temporary significant
adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway

Mitigation measures: Traffic effects could be fully mitigated with standard traffic
mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes); pedestrian/bicyclist rerouting plan

Significant adverse effects: Significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of
East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the
6:00 to 7:00 AM construction analysis peak traffic hour; temporary significant
adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway

Mitigation measures: Traffic effects could be fully mitigated with standard traffic
mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes); pedestrian/bicyclist rerouting plan

Significant adverse effects: Significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of
East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the
6:00 to 7:00 AM construction analysis peak traffic hour; temporary significant
adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway; significant adverse
traffic effects that could occur due to the closure of the FDR Drive (a temporary full
24-hour closure of the FDR Drive in the northbound direction and one-lane closure in
the southbound direction for two consecutive months or partial closure in both
directions)

Mitigation measures: Traffic intersection effects could be fully mitigated with
standard traffic mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes);
pedestrian/bicyclist rerouting plan; the potential extensive FDR Drive closure would
require the use of Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEASs)

Construction - Air
Quality

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Measures would be taken to reduce pollutant
emissions, including dust suppression measures, idling restriction, and the use of
ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel and best available tailpipe reduction technologies

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Measures would be taken to reduce pollutant
emissions, including dust suppression measures, idling restriction, and the use of
ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel and best available tailpipe reduction technologies

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Measures would be taken to reduce pollutant
emissions, including dust suppression measures, idling restriction, and the use of
ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel and best available tailpipe reduction technologies

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Measures would be taken to reduce pollutant
emissions, including dust suppression measures, idling restriction, and the use of
ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel and best available tailpipe reduction technologies

Construction -
Greenhouse Gas

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Potential measures for further reductions of
emissions under consideration may include the use of biodiesel, expanded use of
recycled steel and aluminum, and construction waste reduction.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Potential measures for further reductions of
emissions under consideration may include the use of biodiesel, expanded use of
recycled steel and aluminum, and construction waste reduction.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Potential measures for further reductions of
emissions under consideration may include the use of biodiesel, expanded use of
recycled steel and aluminum, and construction waste reduction.

No significant adverse effects

Impact avoidance measures: Potential measures for further reductions of
emissions under consideration may include the use of biodiesel, expanded use of
recycled steel and aluminum, and construction waste reduction.

Construction - Noise
and Vibration

Significant adverse noise effects: Predicted at sensitive receptor locations near
the flood protection alignment and the reconstructed pedestrian bridges. Maximum
construction noise levels at receptors nearest floodwall construction within East
River Park for the Preferred Alternative would be slightly lower than Alternatives 2
and 3, because pile driving would occur further from the receptors.

Mitigation measures: Potential to partially mitigate the effects to the greatest extent
practicable are being explored by the City; measures being considered include the
use of the quieter hydraulic press-in pile installation method, noise barriers around
the pile driving head, enclosures on concrete operations, increases usage of barges
of materials deliveries, and selection of quieter equipment models

No significant adverse vibration effects

Significant adverse noise effects: Predicted at sensitive receptor locations near
the flood protection alignment

Mitigation measures: Potential to partially mitigate the effects to the greatest extent
practicable are being explored by the City; measures being considered include the
use of the quieter hydraulic press-in pile installation method, noise barriers around
the pile driving head, enclosures on concrete operations, increases usage of barges
of materials deliveries, and selection of quieter equipment models

No significant adverse vibration effects

Significant adverse noise effects: Predicted at sensitive receptor locations near
the flood protection alignment and reconstructed bridges

Mitigation measures: Potential to partially mitigate the effects to the greatest extent
practicable are being explored by the City; measures being considered include the
use of the quieter hydraulic press-in pile installation method, noise barriers around
the pile driving head, enclosures on concrete operations, increases usage of barges
of materials deliveries, and selection of quieter equipment models

No significant adverse vibration effects

Significant adverse noise effects: Predicted at sensitive receptor locations near
the flood protection alignment and the reconstructed pedestrian bridges. Maximum
construction noise levels at receptors nearest floodwall construction within East
River Park for the Preferred Alternative would be slightly lower than Alternatives 2
and 3, because pile driving would occur further from the receptors.

Mitigation measures: Potential to partially mitigate the effects to the greatest extent
practicable are being explored by the City; measures being considered include the
use of the quieter hydraulic press-in pile installation method, noise barriers around
the pile driving head, enclosures on concrete operations, increases usage of barges
of materials deliveries, and selection of quieter equipment models

No significant adverse vibration effects

Public Health

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects

No significant adverse effects
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Executive Summary

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS
LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to any existing or
planned land use, zoning, or public policies within the study area. Projects proposed within the
study area would continue as planned. However, the No Action Alternative would not meet the
project goal of providing comprehensive coastal flood protection for the protected area. During a
coastal storm event similar to the design storm, the protected area could experience effects similar
to Hurricane Sandy. Targeted resiliency measures may reduce the effects of storms in certain
locations but would not provide protection for the larger protected area or East River Park.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative proposes to move the line of flood protection in East River Park into
the park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events, as well
as increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise
the majority of East River Park except the southern end and western pathway. This plan would
limit the length of wall between the community and the waterfront to provide for enhanced
neighborhood connectivity and integration. In addition, two existing embayments would be
relocated within the project area to provide adequate space to site heavily utilized active recreation
facilities and to allow for an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible path to improve
accessibility to, and enjoyment of, the waterfront for all Park users. The two proposed embayments
would be comparable or larger in size, would be similarly located within East River Park, and
would be designed to provide enhanced aesthetic and experiential value in addition to improved
ecological function. A shared-use flyover bridge linking East River Park and Captain Patrick J.
Brown Walk would be built cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed
pathway (pinch point) near the Con Edison facility between East 13th Street and East 15th Street,
substantially improving the City’s greenway network and north-south connectivity in the project
area.

This alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to any existing or planned land use,
zoning, or public policies within the study area. Land use actions resulting from the Preferred
Alternative include acquisition of real property, amendments to the City Map for changes related
to existing and proposed pedestrian bridges following construction, and a zoning text amendment;
however, these actions would not result in any adverse effects on land uses and would be consistent
with zoning and public policies including the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP).
Since the Preferred Alternative provides resiliency and protection for East River Park against
design storm events and periodic inundation from projected sea level rise coupled with the
enhanced public access, this alternative would ensure that East River Park provides improved
public access, operations, and functionality, during pre- and post-storm periods compared to the
No Action Alternative.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would similarly be consistent with existing and planned land use and
zoning, although Alternatives 2 would require fewer land use actions than the Preferred
Alternative (i.e., City Map change would not be required for Alternative 2). The alternatives would
vary in the degree to which they advanced public policies pertaining to improving open spaces
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and access to open spaces as well incorporate resiliency features, but all alternatives would be
consistent with public policies.

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, in the absence of the flood protection system, the existing
neighborhoods would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design storm events. Thus, for the
No Action Alternative, there is the potential for adverse socioeconomic effects within the study
area due to potential flood damage created by design storm events. Socioeconomic effects would
include the direct physical damages associated with a design storm event, displacement, human
impacts, and loss of services. In addition, the open space amenities included in the With Action
Alternatives would not be implemented within the study area.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would result in park and neighborhood connection improvements, and
does not present new uses or activities to the project area that could markedly influence the study
area’s residential or commercial market. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not result in
the direct displacement of any residents or businesses.

Under the Preferred Alternative, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain in the
socioeconomic study area would be less vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Under the
Preferred Alternative, there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs
associated with flood damage that would otherwise be incurred during storm events.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would not result in the direct displacement of any residents or businesses.
In addition, none of the With Action Alternatives would result in significant indirect residential or
business displacement pressures within the study area for the same reasons as the Preferred
Alternative.

OPEN SPACE

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative would not alter the size or use of existing open spaces; the open space
projects identified in Appendix Al would continue to be implemented as planned. However, the
No Action Alternative would not provide comprehensive coastal flood protection for the protected
area. During a design event, the protected area, including open spaces, could be adversely
impacted, potentially experiencing effects similar to that of Hurricane Sandy or other extreme
coastal storm events. Targeted resiliency measures may reduce the effects of storms in certain
locations but would not provide comprehensive flood protection for the protected area.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to existing or planned
open spaces within the study area. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would not alter the amount
of open space, nor would this alternative introduce new worker and residential populations to the
study area. By elevating East River Park and reconstructing Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy
Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground, the Preferred Alternative provides the
opportunity for a holistic reconstruction, reimagining, and expansion of the types of user
experiences in the park, while also enhancing neighborhood connectivity and resiliency. Increased
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improvements to landscaping along the waterfront and to the waterfront esplanade itself would
also be included in this alternative. These benefits would ensure improved resiliency, operations,
usability, and functionality of East River Park during pre- and post-storm periods. In addition, the
Preferred Alternative would alleviate shared-use path congestion at the Con Edison facility with
the construction of a flyover bridge (which would be complete by 2025). The Preferred Alternative
also provides inland flood protection and allows these benefits to be available sooner than other
alternatives as flood protection construction is expected to be complete in 2023. A total of 981
trees would require removal throughout the project area but would be replaced or replanted in
accordance with a NYC Parks-approved tree replanting plan such that there would be a net overall
increase in the number of trees within the park, and would also protect the long-term viability of
trees and ecological resources by protecting them from damaging salt water inundation and
providing for planting that is more appropriate for the park.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would not result in significant adverse effects to any existing or planned
open spaces within the study area. None of the With Action Alternatives would substantially alter
the size or use of existing open spaces, nor would they introduce new worker and residential
populations to the study area. Each alternative would slightly alter the ratio of active to passive
recreation space. Trees within the study area—specifically within East River Park, Stuyvesant
Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground—would be removed in
support of the construction of the proposed flood protection system. Trees would be replaced or
replanted in accordance with a NYC Parks-approved tree replanting plan as part of the restoration
of each park.

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resources

Two Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies were prepared for the Area of Potential
Effects (APE) in March 2016, and a Supplemental Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study
was prepared in March 2019. The March 2016 reports identified the following broad categories of
historic-period archaeological resources that could be located in the APE—river bottom remains,
landfill retaining structures and landfill deposits, historic streetbed resources, and former city
block resources. Because of the potential presence of these resources, as mitigation, additional
archaeological investigation will be performed in accordance with Section 106 regulations, based
on a scope of work reviewed and approved by New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC) and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); this archaeological
investigation would include pre-construction testing and/or monitoring during project construction
performed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Archaeology, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)’s Section 106
Archaeological Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural
Resource Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections. The scope of work for
additional archaeology would include: a sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the
APE to be further investigated; identification of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive
for recovering landfill retaining structures across the overall APE; a description of the basis for
the proposed sampling design, including a tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within
the APE and a quantification of the sample fraction for each context; and an unanticipated
discoveries protocol. If significant archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or
monitoring, further archaeology and/or mitigation would be completed in accordance with Section
106 regulations and the guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual. In written communications
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dated April and May 2016, representatives of the Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians,
and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans requested, in the case of an unanticipated
discovery of an archaeological site or artifacts, that work be halted until the tribe is notified and
the artifact can be evaluated by an archaeologist. The additional archaeological investigation will
be stipulated in a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that is being prepared and will be included in
the FEIS. It is expected that the PA will be executed among HUD, OMB, NYC Parks, SHPO, the
Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Shinnecock Nation, the Stockbridge-Munsee
Community Band of Mohicans, and ACHP.

Architectural Resources

There are 17 architectural resources within the Primary Area of Potential Effects (APE). In
addition, there are 42 known architectural resources located within the Secondary APE beyond
the boundaries of the project area.

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)
One planned NYC Parks project within Project Area One could affect architectural resources that
have been determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places
(S/NR)—construction of an exterior entrance ramp to the former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat
House (#4). This architectural resource would be offered some protection from accidental damage
through Building Code Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property.

In addition, three projects within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE could affect
architectural resources in the No Action Alternative—reconstruction of the Baruch Playground
within the Bernard Baruch Houses (#9, S/INR-eligible), resiliency measures at the Baruch Houses
(#9, SINR-eligible), and rehabilitation work at the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, NYCL, S/NR).

In the absence of a comprehensive flood protection system, architectural resources located within
the APEs would remain at risk to flooding, with the exception of the Bernard Baruch and Jacob
Riis Houses, which would be protected by resiliency measures being implemented by NYCHA.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with A Raised East River Park
The Preferred Alternative would directly affect the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) through the
installation of closure structures. As will be stipulated in the PA, construction affecting the FDR
Drive would be coordinated with the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT)
to ensure that it is protected during construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the Asser Levy Public
Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL) and a small portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible). In
addition, construction of the drainage management components would occur within 90 feet
Construction under the Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the following
architectural resources: the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Williamsburg Bridge (#2, SINR-
eligible); Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/NR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, SINR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the VIadeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible);
the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-
eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper
Village (#17, SINR-eligible). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation
with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement Construction Protection Plans (CPPs) for
these architectural resources to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment.
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It is not expected that the Preferred Alternative would result in any contextual effects on
architectural resources. As will be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design the
floodwalls adjacent to the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, SINR, NYCL) so that they are
compatible with the historic building, and the design would be coordinated with LPC.

In a future storm condition, the following two S/NR-eligible architectural resources could
experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding: the Williamsburg Bridge (#2)
and East River Bulkhead (#3) from Whitehall Street to Jackson Street.

The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) that runs through Project Area One would be
located on the landward side of the flood protection system that would be constructed under the
Preferred Alternative. It would, therefore, be protected from damage that could result from storm
surge and flooding in a future storm condition. The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible)
that runs through Project Area Two, however, would not be protected. Therefore, in a future storm
condition, that portion of the FDR Drive could experience adverse direct effects from storm surge
and flooding.

The architectural resources located within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE and within the
Secondary APE are landward of the flood protection system that would be constructed under the
Preferred Alternative. Therefore, they would be protected from damage that could result from
storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition.

Other Alternatives
Effects to architectural resources in both the non-storm and storm conditions would be similar to
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 as described above for the Preferred Alternative.

Unlike the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 5 would reconstruct the
section of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) between approximately East 13th and East 18th
Streets. However, it is not expected that this work would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive,
as only an approximately 6-block section of the 9.44-mile-long FDR Drive would be
reconstructed. Further, because the FDR Drive currently has elevated sections, raising the
northbound lanes within a portion of Project Area Two would not affect the overall appearance of
the highway, and it would still convey its historic significance. Also, the FDR Drive has been
altered over time. Further, Alternative 5, unlike the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and
3, would protect the section of the FDR Drive between East 13th and Avenue C from storm surge
and flooding.

MITIGATION

Archaeological Resources

As will be stipulated in the PA, additional archaeological investigation prior to or during
construction will be performed in accordance with Section 106 regulations. Such scope of work
will be prepared in consultation with LPC and SHPO, and this further phase of archaeological
work would include testing and/or monitoring conducted in consultation with LPC and SHPO and
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology,
ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s
Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections. The
testing and/or monitoring would not be done during the EIS process but would occur before and/or
during project construction. The scope of work for additional archaeology would include: a
sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the APE to be further investigated; identification
of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive for recovering landfill retaining structures
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across the overall APE; a description of the basis for the proposed sampling design, including a
tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within the APE and a quantification of the sample
fraction for each context; and an unanticipated discoveries protocol. If significant archaeological
resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring, further archaeology and/or mitigation
would be completed as per the CEQR Technical Manual.

Architectural Resources

The City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs for the
following architectural resources, or portions of multi-building resources, located within 90 feet
of project construction: for the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, S/NR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the VIadeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/NR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible);
the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/INR-
eligible); Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/INR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17,
S/NR-eligible) to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage to these architectural resources.
The development and implementation of the CPPs will be stipulated in the PA. In addition, as will
be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design the floodwalls that would be located
adjacent to the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, NYCL, S/NR), so that they are compatible with the
architectural resource, and the design of the floodwalls would be coordinated with LPC.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, the future condition without the proposed project assumes that
no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the project area. However, there
are a number of projects planned, projected, or under construction in the project area and 400-foot
study area that are expected to be complete by 2025. Projects to be built by 2025 within the project
area, including the proposed project, aim to enhance recreational resources and access to East
River Park, Pier 42, and Stuyvesant Cove Park. Projects within the 400-foot study area include
resiliency projects at NYCHA complexes. The resiliency projects are not likely to change the
visual character of the area. Other expected development activity in the No Action condition
includes the continuing redevelopment of the Lower East Side with mixed-used development,
which is expected to change the visual character of the area by continuing an existing trend of new
residential and mixed-use development adding to the area’s mix of low and high-rise structures.
Over time, East River Park’s tree canopy and landscaping would likely be diminished due to storm
surge and rising sea level.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Urban Design

It is not expected that the floodwalls and closure structures installed under the Preferred
Alternative would have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One,
Project Area Two, or the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area. While the shared use
flyover bridge would be a new urban design feature, it would have beneficial urban design effects
by elevating pedestrians and bicyclists above the Con Edison pier and the FDR Drive. In this area,
pedestrians and bicyclists would no longer be immediately adjacent to vehicular traffic on the
FDR Drive, but would be above it. Further, the flyover bridge would enhance pedestrian and
bicyclist safety by bypassing the narrowed walkway.
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In general, the floodwalls, closure structures, and interceptor gate buildings would be new features
to the public realm, but they would be installed in locations where there are existing fences and
walls and where the FDR Drive runs on a viaduct.

Under this alternative, East River Park would be raised and completely reconstructed. While it
would have a new design, the park would maintain the visual character of a landscaped,
recreational waterfront park with paths, lawns, and athletic fields, and it would add improved
entrances to the park from Corlears Hook Park and at Delancey Street, East Houston Street, and
East 10th Street.

This alternative would result in a temporary adverse effect from the removal of existing trees in
East River Park, and with this alternative 784 of the existing trees in the park would be removed.
To lessen that adverse effect, the design of the alternative includes the planting of new trees and
the potential transplantation of some existing trees into the raised and reconstructed park. Over
time, the new tree canopy, comprised of diverse and resilient species, would fill in and would
represent an improved habitat over the existing conditions.

Although Stuyvesant Cove Park would be reconstructed, which would involve the removal of 45
existing trees, the new design would reference the design of the existing park and would include
new trees and multiple planting elements, and there would not be an adverse effect.

While the flyover bridge would be a new urban design feature, it would have beneficial urban
design effects by elevating pedestrians and bicyclists above the Con Edison pier and the FDR
Drive. In this area, pedestrians and bicyclists would no longer be immediately adjacent to
vehicular traffic on the FDR Drive, but would be above it. Further, the flyover bridge would
enhance pedestrian and bicyclist safety by bypassing the narrowed walkway.

Views, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, and Viewer Groups

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the visual connectivity between the waterfront and the
adjacent upland neighborhoods. In Project Area One, the design of East River Park to slope down
to the level of the FDR Drive would maintain views of East River Park from the adjacent
neighborhoods. However, by raising East River Park, this alternative would potentially block
some views of the East River. On Grand Street, views of the East River would be blocked,
resulting in a significant adverse impact, but these eastward views would be of East River Park
with Brooklyn in the distance. The raised park would alter views of East River Park and Brooklyn
in the East 6th Street and East 10th Street view corridors and from within the Bernard Baruch,
Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses compared to existing views, but these views would be of a
landscaped waterfront park and there would be no potential significant adverse effects to these
views. At East 6th and East 10th Streets, views to the waterfront would continue to be of East
River Park. From the portions of the FDR Drive and FDR Drive service road that run through
Project Area One, views would be of East River Park, similar to existing views, although
occasional views of the East River would no longer be available. There are no view corridors to
the waterfront between East 13th and East 18th Streets and, therefore, the flyover bridge would
not block any views from the study area.

Other Alternative (Alternative 2): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Baseline

Urban Design
As under the Preferred Alternative, it is not expected that the flood protection components of
Alternative 2 would have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One
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and the surrounding portion of the 400-foot study area, or in Project Area Two and the surrounding
portion of the study area.

Alternative 2 would maintain large portions of East River Park as would the No Action Alternative
and would install a combination of floodwalls and levees generally along the west edge of the
park, creating a hard, visually impermeable edge. However, these resiliency measures would not
affect the experience of most users within the park, and it is not expected that this alternative
would have overall adverse effects on the visual character of East River Park. Unlike under the
Preferred Alternative, the existing Corlears Hook, Delancey Street, and East 10th Street bridges
would not be reconstructed under Alternative 2 and access to the park at those points would not
be improved.

Views, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, and Viewer Groups

Overall, Alternative 2 would result in a lengthy and monolithic floodwall between the waterfront
and the adjacent, upland neighborhoods, reducing the visual connectivity between those
neighborhoods and the waterfront and diminishing visual quality. In comparison, the Preferred
Alternative would maintain the visual connections between the upland neighborhoods and East
River Park. In addition, the levees, floodwalls, and closure structures constructed under this
alternative would likely block existing waterfront and East River views in the Cherry Street, Grand
Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street view corridors and from within the Bernard Baruch,
Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses, potentially resulting in significant adverse effects. This
alternative would also potentially result in significant adverse effects to waterfront and river views
seen from the portions of the FDR Drive and FDR Drive Service Road that run through Project
Area One. As with the Preferred Alternative, the flood protection measures constructed in Project
Area Two are not expected to result in significant adverse visual effects.

Other Alternative (Alternative 3): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Enhanced Park and Access

Urban Design
Under Alternative 3, the flood protection systems installed at the southern end of Project Area
One and in Project Area Two would be similar to those that would be installed under the Preferred
Alternative and Alternative 2, and it is not expected that the floodwalls, levees, and closure
structures would have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One,
Project Area Two, or the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area.

With the exception of the removal of 590 trees, it is not expected that Alternative 3 would have
overall significant adverse effects on the visual character of East River Park, as the alternative
would maintain the park’s visual character as a landscaped, waterfront park with paths and
recreational facilities, and it would add improved entrances to the park at Delancey, East Houston,
and East 10th Streets.

Removal or alteration of certain existing park features would not result in adverse effects to its
visual character. Throughout the park, where athletic fields would be moved and reoriented, they
would be replaced, with the exception of Ball Fields Nos. 7 and 8, which will be reoriented and
transformed into one multi-use field. At Grand Street, the play area with the multiple seal statues
would be replaced with a new water and nature exploration play area. At the northern end of the
park, as under the Preferred Alternative, the existing barbecue and picnic area would be removed
for the new park-side landing of the reconstructed East 10th Street Bridge and a grassed
amphitheater, but a replacement barbecue and picnic area would be located in the immediate
vicinity. More trees would be removed throughout East River Park under Alternative 3 than under
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Alternative 2, and this alternative, like the Preferred Alternative, would result in a temporary
adverse effect, but the landscape plan for this alternative includes the planting of new trees that
would result in a net increase of trees to the park to lessen this effect. Over time, the new tree
canopy, comprised of diverse and resilient species, would fill in and would represent an improved
habitat over the existing conditions. Views through the park would be altered by this alternative,
but the park would retain its overall character of a recreational, waterfront park with paths, lawns,
and athletic fields.

Views, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, and Viewer Groups

Views to the waterfront would be largely the same with this alternative as with Alternative 2, with
reduced visual connectivity between the waterfront and the adjacent, upland neighborhoods, and
there would potentially be significant adverse effects from blocked views of the East River on
Cherry and Grand Streets; blocked waterfront views in the East 6th Street and East 10th Street
view corridors; blocked waterfront views from within the Bernard Baruch, Lillian Wald, and Jacob
Riis Houses; and blocked waterfront and river views seen from the portions of the FDR Drive and
FDR Drive Service Road that run through Project Area One. On Grand Street, views to the river
would be blocked; views would instead be of the redesigned park, which would lessen the impact
on this view corridor. As with the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, the floodwalls, levees,
raised landscape, and closure structures constructed in Project Area Two are not expected to result
in significant adverse visual effects.

Other Alternative (Alternative 5) — Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive

Urban Design
The flood protection measures provided in Project Area One under this alternative would be the
same as provided under the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in the
same adverse urban design effects to East River Park as the Preferred Alternative and Alternative
3 from the removal of existing trees. Over time, the new tree canopy, comprised of diverse and
resilient species, would fill in and would represent an improved habitat over the existing
conditions.

In general, it is not expected that Alternative 5 would have adverse urban design effects in Project
Area Two or on the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area. The section of the northbound
FDR that would be elevated is a short 6-block-long section primarily adjacent to the Con Edison
East River Generating Facility, a portion of the study area where pedestrians are confined to the
existing walkway along the Con Edison pier and to Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The raised
FDR Drive would not adversely affect the pedestrian experience of those users, because they
would be elevated above it on the new flyover bridge between East River Park and East 16th
Street. Between East 16th and East 18th Streets where users of Captain Patrick J. Brown walk
would be adjacent to the elevated northbound FDR Drive, the raised platform and floodwall would
create a buffer between vehicular traffic on the FDR Drive and users of Captain Patrick J. Brown
Walk, resulting in beneficial effects to the pedestrian experience. North of the proposed raised
platform, the floodwalls and closure structures would be installed in locations where there are
existing fences and walls, and where the FDR Drive is elevated on a viaduct.

Views, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, and Viewer Groups
In Project Area One, views to the waterfront would be the same with this alternative as with the
Preferred Alternative. In Project Area Two, the proposed floodwall along the east side of the raised
portion of the FDR Drive would obscure views of the waterfront as seen from the FDR Drive.
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MITIGATION

As described above, the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 could potentially result
in significant adverse visual effects by blocking views to the waterfront and East River from
multiple locations within the study area. These potential significant adverse effects would not be
visually mitigated, resulting in unavoidable significant adverse effects. Lowering the floodwalls,
levees and/or raised landscape under the With Action Alternatives to allow continued views to the
waterfront and East River would impair the ability of the proposed project to provide adequate
flood protection to the surrounding communities and would not meet the project goals. Although
views to East River Park would be blocked under Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 3 would
provide enhanced and more direct connections to the park, improving accessibility and the
pedestrian experience. The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 would maintain views to East
River Park, because the park would slope down to the grade of the FDR Drive and there would be
no floodwalls along the park’s western edge; these alternatives would also improve accessibility
to the park. While the finishes of floodwalls would not mitigate the significant adverse effects of
blocked views to the East River in Project Area One under Alternatives 2 and 3 or in Project Area
Two under Alternative 5, the aesthetics of the finishes would affect the experience of pedestrians,
residents, motorists, and bicyclists. Therefore, floodwalls are expected to be finished with board
form concrete to create alternating smooth and textured surfaces to provide visual interest and
relieve the monotony of an untextured blank wall. In addition, planting and landscape treatment
can be used to mitigate the visual impact of floodwalls.

NATURAL RESOURCES

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Future storms would be expected to cause further damage to natural resources within the parks,
beyond the effects caused by Hurricane Sandy. Hundreds of trees in East River Park have been
removed due to salt water inundation, and additional trees are still in decline and will likely require
removal in the near future. Targeted resiliency measures described in Appendix Al may reduce
the effects in certain locations but would not provide comprehensive protection against the design
storm (the 100-year flood events with sea level rise projections to the 2050s).

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would result in temporary adverse effects to trees, with a total of 981
trees to be removed for the proposed flood protection system, of which 784 are located within East
River Park. The project would implement a comprehensive planting program as part of a landscape
restoration plan and restoration for the tree removals would be provided in compliance with
Chapter 5 of Title 56 of the Rules of New York (NYC Department of Parks and Recreation Rules)
and Local Law 3 of 2010. This landscape restoration plan includes over 50 different species,
reflecting research around the benefits of diversifying species to increase resilience and adaptive
capacity in a plant ecosystem and also pays special attention to species that can handle salt spray,
strong winds, and extreme weather events. The landscape restoration plan would ultimately result
in a net increase of 399 total trees within the project area. While these trees would not be as mature
as some existing trees, over time, the new tree canopy would fill in and represent an improved
habitat over the existing conditions, which is largely dominated by London plane trees, known for
their poor response to salt-water inundation.

The Preferred Alternative also includes in-water elements such as support foundations for the
shared-use flyover bridge to connect the north end of East River Park to Captain Patrick J. Brown
Walk to the north as well as relocating the two existing embayments and reconstructing water and
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sewer infrastructure within the park. Installation of the structural supports for the flyover bridge
and relocation of the embayments would result in adverse effects to 24,085 square feet of New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) littoral zone tidal wetlands
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Waters of the United States within the East River.

Adverse effects to the littoral zone wetland have the potential to affect Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) and habitat for epifaunal benthic organisms that may provide a foraging habitat for certain
fish that are protected under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA). However, for fish
species that would not be considered rare or transient within the study area, the EFH and habitat
with the potential to be affected by the Preferred Alternative constitutes a very small portion of
the available EFH and habitat within the New York Harbor Estuary waters (<0.1 percent). In
addition, the installation of new embayments may constitute not only a replacement in kind within
the study area, but an improvement over the existing embayments. The proposed embayments
would be of comparable or larger size with improved habitat conditions, including the elimination
of bridges that shade aquatic habitat, which can reduce benthic organism productivity and
biomass. Moreover, the provision of habitat enhancements designed for the recruitment of
shellfish and other aquatic life along East River Park is also being explored as design advances.
Lastly, additional habitat would be created within the NY Harbor Estuary through the creation of
off-site tidal wetland habitat or purchase of wetland mitigation credits. A consultation with the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
NMFS) as required by the FWCA, Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water has been reinitiated. Any conservation
measures identified as a result of that consultation will be identified in the Final EIS. No significant
adverse effects to natural resources are anticipated.

Other Alternatives

The natural resources that would be affected under Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would be similar to the
Preferred Alternative, though to varying extents. During storm conditions, the flood protection
systems of Alternatives 2 and 3 would largely limit storm surge effects to East River Park and
Stuyvesant Cove Park to the unprotected side of the flood protection system. This inundation would
affect soil and other vegetated areas such as tree pits, landscape beds, all existing horticulture, and
other park resources. Alternative 5 includes the same flood protection alignment as the Preferred
Alternative, including protection of East River Park, except for the area between East 13th Street
and Avenue C where the northbound lanes of the FDR would be raised.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would require the removal of trees but would leave any remaining or newly
planted trees in East River Park susceptible to the effects of future storms. Alternative 5 would
require the same number of tree removals as the Preferred Alternative and would include the long-
term protection of these terrestrial resources accomplished through the raising of East River Park
proposed under the Preferred Alternative. For Alternatives 2, 3 and 5, the tree removals would
also constitute a temporary adverse effect to terrestrial resources and a NYC Parks approved
landscape restoration plan would be implemented to improve the landscape. Alternatives 3 and 5
would result in a net increase of trees within the project area (342 and 399, respectively) while
Alternative 2 would result in no net loss of trees. Over time, the new tree canopy would fill in and
represent an improved habitat over the existing condition; however, the number of trees that would
remain susceptible to future storm events would be significantly higher under Alternatives 2 and
3 than under the Preferred Alternative (944, 433, and 228, respectively).

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, Alternatives 2 and 3 would also adversely affect wetland
resources though the footprint of disturbance would be limited to the placement of footings and
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shafts for the flyover bridge within the East River. Compared to the Preferred Alternative,
Alternative 5 would result in a slightly larger footprint of adverse effects to these resources due to
the placement of shafts for the raised FDR Drive within NYSDEC littoral zone tidal wetlands and
USACE Waters of the United States in addition to the in-water elements described for the
Preferred Alternative. These alternatives are not anticipated to result in significant adverse effects
to natural resources.

MITIGATION

Adverse effects to aquatic resources would be mitigated for with the creation of approximately
26,000 square feet new embayments within the project area and off-site wetland restoration or
through the purchase of credits from the Saw Mill Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank operated by
New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) and located on Staten Island, New
York, pursuant to NYSDEC and USACE permit requirements, and would not be considered
significant. The mitigatory elements of the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the City’s
WRP policies of protecting water quality, sensitive habitats, and the aquatic ecosystem.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, no new comprehensive coastal protection system would be
implemented. However, the No Action Alternative assumes that projects planned or currently
under construction near the project area are completed by the 2025 analysis year. These planned
projects might disturb the subsurface and any hazardous materials present there, and potentially
increase pathways for human or environmental exposure, but these projects would need to comply
with applicable regulatory requirements.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would involve demolition and excavation activities and would have the
potential to disturb hazardous materials in existing structures and the subsurface. However, with
the implementation of appropriate protection measures the potential for significant adverse effects
related to hazardous materials would be avoided. Following construction, with the capping layer
in landscaped areas and the implementation of Site Management Plans (SMPs) that address long-
term management of residual hazardous materials, there would be no pathways for exposure to
park users from remaining subsurface contaminants beneath the project construction areas.
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not have the potential for significant adverse effects
related to hazardous materials during the operational stage of the proposed project. In addition, as
the alignment of the Preferred Alternative includes areas that have not been fully characterized
(e.g., the line of protection in East River Park, two interceptor gate house locations), additional
soil and groundwater testing is also to be implemented in both Project Areas One and Two, in
accordance with a work plan and Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) submitted to the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for review and approval for the
purposes of identifying any soil groundwater contamination at these locations.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would be similar in that they all include the potential to disturb hazardous
materials in existing structures and the subsurface, as they all involve demolition and excavation
activities. Any potential for operational-phase effects would be avoided in the same manner as
described above for the Preferred Alternative.
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WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative is the future condition without the proposed project and assumes that
no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the proposed project area. The No
Action Alternative would not change existing water and sewer infrastructure in the study area.
Projects independent of the proposed project that are planned or ongoing would continue as
planned. During a design storm, the protected area would be subject to overland flooding (which
refers to flooding that exceeds the elevation of the coastal topography) from storm surge and
rainfall and there would potentially be sewer infrastructure surcharge.* Targeted resiliency
measures proposed in the protected area may reduce the effects of coastal flooding in specific
locations but would not provide comprehensive flood protection.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative proposes to move the line of flood protection in East River Park into
the park, thereby protecting both the community and the majority of the park from design storm
events, as well as increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The existing sewer
system would be modified to isolate the drainage protected area® from the larger sewershed during
design storm events to prevent coastal floodwaters from inundating the drainage protected area.
The existing sewer system would also be modified to increase its capacity to convey wet-weather
flows during design storm events with coincident rainfall events, thereby managing flooding
within the drainage protected area. The Preferred Alternative would also reconstruct and
reconfigure the park’s underground sewer and water infrastructure, including outfalls and their
tide gates within the park, to withstand the loads of the proposed flood protection system and
elevated parkland. The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Clean Water Act, CSO
Control Policy, and the CSO Abatement Program and CSO Long-Term Control Plan. Therefore,
there would be no adverse effects to sewer infrastructure as a result of implementation of the
Preferred Alternative.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would include the same modifications to the sewer system to isolate the
drainage protected area and increase hydraulic capacity as the Preferred Alternative. Alternatives
2 and 3 would not include reconstruction of the drainage infrastructure within East River Park and
would require more floodproofing of existing sewer infrastructure within the park compared to
the Preferred Alternative. These alternatives would be consistent with the Clean Water Act, CSO
Control Policy, and the CSO Abatement Program and CSO Long-Term Control Plan. Therefore,
there would be no adverse effects to sewer infrastructure as a result of implementation.

4 Surcharge refers to the condition in which combined sewer flow exceeds the capacity of sewer pipes and/or
drainage infrastructure, potentially resulting in backups in sewer pipes and, ultimately, above-grade
flooding.

5 The drainage protected area encompasses the project protected area as well as the lateral sewers, regulators,
outfalls, and other sewer infrastructure that serve or are tributary to those that serve the project protected
area
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TRANSPORTATION

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that projects planned or currently under construction in the
project area are completed by the 2025 analysis year. These planned projects include Pier 42,
Brookdale Campus, One Manhattan Square/Extell, Alexandria Phase 3, and the Two Bridges
Large Scale Residential Development. Traffic, transit, pedestrian, and parking demand in the study
area is expected to increase only as a result of background growth and these proposed
developments.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative is a reconstruction of the existing recreational elements in the park;
therefore, the proposed project would not generate any new travel demand upon its completion or
significantly affect traffic, transit, or pedestrian operations within the project area. Modifications
to the streets attributable to the proposed project (e.g., conversion of East 10th Street from two-
way to one-way eastbound) would also not significantly affect vehicle or pedestrian circulation
patterns. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not result in significant adverse traffic, transit,
and pedestrian effects during non-storm conditions. The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a
quantified traffic analysis is not required, it is likely that a parking assessment is also not
warranted. Therefore, a quantified parking analysis is not warranted, and the proposed project
would similarly not be expected to result in any significant adverse parking effects during non-
storm conditions.

During a storm event and the periodic testing and maintenance of closure structures, certain streets,
FDR Drive ramps, and segments of the FDR Drive adjacent to the closure structures would need
to be temporarily closed to traffic/pedestrian use. The periodic testing and maintenance of closure
structures would be temporary in nature and where feasible, would occur during off-peak hours
with the necessary traffic management systems in place and therefore would not result in
significant adverse effects on transportation systems. During testing and maintenance of the
closure structures or under a design storm condition, access and circulation near the project area,
including the Waterside Plaza complex, would be temporarily affected. Any testing and
maintenance of the closure structures would be coordinated between NYCDOT, New York Police
Department (NYPD), the New York City Fire Department (FDNY), and NYC Parks, to ensure
emergency access routes are maintained in a coordinated manner using alternate routes.

Other Alternatives

As with the conclusions presented above for the Preferred Alternative, Alternatives 2, 3, and 5
would not result in significant adverse traffic, transit, pedestrian, and parking effects in both the
non-storm and storm conditions.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area. There are a number of projects planned or currently under
construction in the project area, including the Pier 42 project and the Solar One Environmental
Education Center project in Stuyvesant Cove Park. During a coastal storm event similar to the
design storm, the protected area could experience effects similar to Hurricane Sandy. Targeted
resiliency measures may reduce the effects of storms in certain locations, but they would not
provide protection for the larger protected area.
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Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park Alternative (Preferred Alternative)
would not result in significant adverse effects to neighborhood character within the study area.
The Preferred Alternative would provide flood protection, increased access, and enhanced and
reconfigured open spaces. The Preferred Alternative would provide additional protection for the
majority of East River Park from coastal surge events and periodic inundation as a result of sea
level rise. These resiliency measures, including elevating East River Park, would enhance park
public access, operations, functionality, and usability during pre- and post-storm periods. These
additional resiliency measures would not negatively alter or affect current uses or other features
that define the character of neighborhoods within the study area but would enhance the long-term
resiliency of a critical neighborhood asset. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative is not expected to
result in substantial changes to neighborhood character.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would similarly not result in significant adverse effects to neighborhood
character within the study area. These alternatives deviate from the Preferred Alternative in the
extent to which they enhance open space and access to open spaces and in the exact alignment of
the flood protection, but none of these alternatives would significantly adversely affect any of the
various elements that contribute to the character of the neighborhood.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Based on the environmental analyses performed for the Preferred Alternative, no minority or low-
income communities would be disproportionately or adversely impacted. In addition, all residents
in the project area including minority and low-income populations would benefit from the
proposed coastal flood protection. Therefore, it is concluded that the proposed project would not
result in any adverse effects with respect to environmental justice.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would similarly not result in significant adverse effects to with respect to
environmental justice.

CONSTRUCTION

A preliminary construction schedule was developed to determine the potential construction
phasing and timing for project components under each of the With Action Alternatives. The
purpose in developing the construction schedule was to determine preliminary project phasing
with a conservative analysis of the range of potential environmental effects anticipated during
construction of the build alternatives.

Construction activities would involve earthwork (excavation and grading); drilling shafts;
installation of piles, foundations, and piers; installation, replacement, and relocation of water and
sewer infrastructure; paving and pouring of concrete; fabrication and installation of steel gates;
flood-proofing; and installation of park amenities. Upon completion of construction activities, site
restoration and decommissioning activities would commence, including final grading, installation

ES-27



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

of erosion control or slope stabilization measures, as needed, removing barriers, seeding and
planting, and replacement or reinstallation of fences and other temporarily removed obstructions.
All work would be performed in accordance with applicable methods and standards approved by
NYC Parks for parks in its jurisdiction and construction near street trees, the New York City
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the New York City Department of Design
and Construction (DDC). Any required temporary lane and road closures would be coordinated
with NYCDOT to ensure compliance with applicable restrictions and employment of proper
methods.

The construction activities would involve the use of numerous types of equipment and vehicles.
As applicable to each phase of construction, earthwork would necessitate the use of excavators,
loaders, dump trucks, bulldozers, graders, and vacuum trucks. Cranes, vibratory or impact pile
drivers, hydraulic press-in hammers, concrete mixers, and concrete pumps would support
installation of project components. Delivery trucks would be utilized throughout the construction
period to support a variety of construction activities. Barges are also expected to be used for
delivery and removal of materials, and flaggers would assist with traffic control at entry and exit
points.

CONSTRUCTION—SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS
No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
constructed in the proposed project area. Therefore, under the construction phase, no changes to
socioeconomic conditions are expected to occur with the No Action Alternative.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Construction activities would not directly displace businesses, nor would they require the
temporary closure of businesses within or surrounding the project area, including businesses on
routes of access to/from construction sites. Construction activities would, at times, affect
pedestrian and vehicular access in the immediate vicinity of construction activities. However,
construction activities in the project area are located at a sufficient distance from businesses such
that access to businesses would not be impeded. Lane and/or sidewalk closures and construction
staging areas would not obstruct entrances to any existing businesses, or obstruct major
thoroughfares used by customers. Businesses would not be significantly affected by any temporary
reductions in the amount of pedestrian foot traffic or vehicular delays that could occur as a result
of construction activities. Therefore, construction activities associated with the Preferred
Alternative would not generate significant adverse socioeconomic effects.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would be similar to the Preferred Alternative in that they would not directly
displace businesses, nor would they require the temporary closure of businesses within or
surrounding the project area, including businesses on routes of access to/from construction sites.
Overall, construction activities associated with these alternatives would not generate significant
adverse socioeconomic effects.
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CONSTRUCTION—OPEN SPACE

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Direct Effects
With the planned construction of Pier 42 Park, Pier 35, East River Waterfront Esplanade-Phase
IV, and the Rutgers Slip Open Space, the open space acreage within the %2-mile study area will
increase from 85.15 acres under existing conditions to approximately 92.53 acres by the 2025
analysis year. Under the No Action Alternative, with no new comprehensive coastal protection
system installed in the project area, East River Park and other open space resources in the protected
area would remain vulnerable to storm damage.

Indirect Effects
Under the No Action Alternative, total open space ratios are below the Citywide Community
District median ratio of 1.5 acres per 1,000.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Direct Effects
There is the potential for temporary adverse direct effects under the Preferred Alternative over
multiple analysis years due to the extent of displacement of recreational facilities and open space
amenities in East River Park over the 3.5-year construction period. However, once completed, the
Preferred Alternative would positively affect East River Park, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy
Brothers Playground and Asser Levy Playground, by enhancing their design and increasing their
accessibility to the public.

Predicted noise level increases during construction at these open space locations would be
noticeable; however, the total noise levels would be in the range considered typical for Manhattan,
and for this area in general. Many New York City parks and open space areas located near heavily
trafficked roadways and/or near construction sites, experience comparable, and sometimes higher
noise levels. Maximum construction noise levels at receptors nearest floodwall construction with
the Preferred Alternative would be slightly lower because pile driving at the Preferred Alternative
would generally occur further from to the receptors. East River Park, Asser Levy Playground and
Murphy Brothers Playground would be closed under the Preferred Alternative during the times
when construction activities would occur at these park resources. Therefore, the duration of
construction noise would be limited at any given area of open space that would remain open in
proximity to construction activities. Furthermore, the construction noise predictions are
conservative in that they consider the area of open space that remains open and accessible closest
to the construction area. While construction would likely disturb the Asser Levy outdoor pool
temporarily, it is anticipated that construction would take place during the off-season of the pool
(mid-September to early June) and not affect the operational season of the pool. Based on these
factors, the Preferred Alternative construction noise on these open space resources would not
result in a significant adverse effect. However, at Asser Levy Recreation Center, construction
activity including pile driving that would occur west of the FDR Drive immediately adjacent to
this building would produce noise level increases considered high for this area. While the duration
of maximum noise levels at this location would be limited and the receptor is typically used for
active recreation with a lower sensitivity to noise, the maximum noise levels predicted by the
construction noise analysis are high (i.e., in the “clearly unacceptable” range according to CEQR
noise exposure guidance). Consequently, the Asser Levy Recreation Center is predicted to
experience a significant adverse noise effect as a result of construction.
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Construction of the Preferred Alternative would be required to follow the requirements of the New
York City Noise Control Code and would use additional measures, including both path control
(e.g., placement of equipment, implementation of barriers or enclosures between equipment and
sensitive receptors) and source control (i.e., reducing noise levels at the source or during the most
sensitive time periods) to minimize the effects of the Preferred Alternative’s construction activities
on the surrounding community.

Construction of the proposed project under the Preferred Alternative would adhere to Local Law
77 of 2003 for emissions reductions on non-road construction engines, New York City Air
Pollution Control Code regulations regarding construction-related dust emissions, and New York
City Administrative Code limitations on construction-vehicle idling time. With the implementation
of these measures, the detailed analysis presented in Chapter 6.10, “Construction—Air Quality,”
showed there would be no significant adverse air quality effects on sensitive receptors, including
open space areas near the construction activities.

Indirect Effects

As a result of the extended open space closures due to construction, the total open space ratios
within the study area would decrease in the Preferred Alternative from the No Action Alternative.
The proposed project would reduce open space ratios by a minimum of 42.57 percent in 2023 and
a maximum of 49.64 percent in 2020, and therefore would result in potential temporary significant
adverse indirect effects on open space resources within the study area under the Preferred
Alternative. There are no significant adverse indirect effects for the 2024 and 2025 analysis years,
as any remaining construction would be minimal, and the vast majority of displaced open space
areas would be restored and reopened to the public with new and enhanced park features.

Other Alternative (Alternative 2): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Baseline

Alternative 2 would involve less construction in City parkland (e.g., East River Park), resulting in
less temporary displacement of recreational facilities than the Preferred Alternative. Therefore,
the temporary significant adverse direct and indirect open space effects under Alternative 2 would
be less than the Preferred Alternative.

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, construction activity under Alternative 2 would include pile
driving that would occur west of the FDR Drive immediately adjacent to the Asser Levy
Recreation Center. These activities would produce noise level increases considered high for this
area and in the “clearly unacceptable” range according to CEQR noise exposure guidance.
Consequently, the Asser Levy Recreation Center is predicted to experience a significant adverse
noise effect during construction.

Other Alternative (Alternative 3): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Enhanced Park and Access

Alternative 3 would involve a similar level of temporarily displaced open space as the Preferred
Alternative and would therefore result in a similar significant adverse effect as compared to the
Preferred Alternative for the 2020 to 2023 analysis years. However, Alternative 3 would involve
a longer construction duration, resulting in prolonged significant adverse effects. As a result of the
extended open space closures due to construction, the total open space ratios within the study area
would decrease in Alternative 3 from the No Action Alternative. Since the open space ratios would
be reduced by a minimum of 44.03 percent in 2025 and a maximum of 48.18 percent in 2022, the
proposed project would result in potential temporary significant adverse indirect effects on open
space resources within the study area under Alternative 3. Therefore, the temporary significant
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adverse direct and indirect open space effects under Alternative 3 would be greater than the
Preferred Alternative.

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, construction activity under Alternative 3 would include pile
driving that would occur west of the FDR Drive immediately adjacent to the Asser Levy
Recreation Center. These activities would produce noise level increases considered high for this
area and in the “clearly unacceptable” range according to CEQR noise exposure guidance.
Consequently, the Asser Levy Recreation Center is predicted to experience a significant adverse
noise effect during construction.

Other Alternative (Alternative 5): Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive

The displacement of open space necessary to accommodate construction under Alternative 5
would be comparable to the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, any potential temporary significant
adverse direct and indirect open space effects identified under Alternative 5 would be of
comparable magnitude as the Preferred Alternative. However, Murphy Brothers Playground
would not be affected under this alternative. Similar to the Preferred Alternative, the Asser Levy
Recreation Center is predicted to experience a significant adverse noise effect during construction.

Mitigation

The proposed project would introduce potential temporary significant adverse direct and indirect
effects on open space during the construction period. Therefore, potential on-site or off-site
measures to mitigate the effect to the greatest extent practicable are being explored by the City.
The mitigation measures being explored for the Preferred Alternative include accommodating
permit users at other existing facilities; identify recreational resources that can be available to the
community during construction; providing alternative recreational opportunities (e.g., programs
like Shape-Up classes, walking clubs, Arts, greening programs); implementing improvements
(e.g., lighting) to parks and playgrounds in the study area; rerouting greenway users to the most
direct alternative route; and supporting bicycle projects in the study area. In addition, the City is
assessing opportunities to open parts of East River Park as work is completed. The introduction
of new publicly accessible open space—such as Pier 42 Park, Pier 35, and Phase IV of the East
River Waterfront Esplanade project, totaling 4.81 acres—could be considered a potential
mitigation effort. In addition, there has been funding allocated for the demolition of LaGuardia
Bathhouse and interim recreation improvements which will create approximately 7,000 square
feet of new publicly accessible open space. The feasibility of utilizing quieter construction
methods (i.e., press in pile) in the vicinity of the Asser Levy Recreation Center are being explored
as potential mitigation measures. However, these measures, would only partially mitigate
construction effects on open space resources.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, on-site improvements are considered a mitigation
measure. Although construction would temporarily displace open space resources in East River
Park, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, Asser Levy Playground, and Captain
Patrick J. Brown Walk, the end result would be a refurbished open space resource. After
construction, East River Park would be newly landscaped and raised park with pathways for the
Preferred Alternative, which would enhance the user experience of the park. In addition, the
upland open space resources in the “%-mile study area would be protected against future storm
events, thus increasing the utility and safety of those resources. The Preferred Alternative would
be especially beneficial for the open space resources in East River Park, as this alternative includes
reconstruction of the park, raising it by approximately eight feet to meet the design flood
protection criteria while also reducing the risk for effects from future storm events. The flood
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protection measures proposed to be integrated into park features aim to reduce the effects from
future storm events on the community. The Preferred Alternative proposes the replacement of
pedestrian crossings at Delancey Street, East 10th Street, and Corlears Hook bridges. The
enhancement of pedestrian bridges to East River Park would improve the east-west connectivity
for residents in the “%-mile study area to East River Park upon project completion. The
improvements to these open space resources under the proposed project would be considered
partial mitigation. Additionally, as stated in the CEQR Technical Manual, the implementation of
missing segments of the City’s greenway network would be considered a mitigation strategy. By
remedying a long-standing narrowed pathway at the Con Edison “pinch-point,” the proposed
project under all alternatives would significantly improve the usability and access to the greenway
with the construction of the shared-use flyover bridge.

As discussed above, the Asser Levy Recreation Center is predicted to experience a significant
adverse noise effect as a result of construction. The feasibility of utilizing less impactful
construction methods (i.e., press in pile) are being explored to mitigate this noise effect.

CONSTRUCTION—HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resources

Two Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies were prepared for the APE in March 2016,
and a Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared in March 2019.
The March 2016 reports identified the following broad categories of historic-period archaeological
resources that could be located in the APE—river bottom remains, landfill retaining structures and
landfill deposits, historic streetbed resources, and former city block resources. Because of the
potential presence of these resources, as mitigation, additional archaeological investigation will
be performed in accordance with Section 106 regulations, based on a scope of work reviewed and
approved by LPC and SHPO; this archaeological investigation would include pre-construction
testing and/or monitoring during project construction performed in accordance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological
Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource
Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections. The scope of work for additional
archaeology would include: a sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the APE to be
further investigated; identification of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive for
recovering landfill retaining structures across the overall APE; a description of the basis for the
proposed sampling design, including a tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within the
APE and a quantification of the sample fraction for each context; and an unanticipated discoveries
protocol. If significant archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring,
further archaeology and/or mitigation would be completed in accordance with Section 106
regulations and the guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual. In written communications dated
April and May 2016, representatives of the Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans requested, in the case of an unanticipated
discovery of an archaeological site or artifacts, that work be halted until the tribe is notified and
the artifact can be evaluated by an archaeologist. The additional archaeological investigation will
be stipulated in a PA that is being prepared and will be included in the FEIS. It is expected that the
PA will be executed among HUD, OMB, NYC Parks, SHPO, the Delaware Nation, the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, the Shinnecock Nation, the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).
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Architectural Resources

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)
One planned NYC Parks project within Project Area One could affect architectural resources that
have been determined eligible for listing on the S/NR is the construction of an exterior entrance
ramp to the former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4). This architectural resource would
be offered some protection from accidental damage through Building Code Section BC 33009:
Protection of Adjoining Property.

In addition, three projects within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE could affect
architectural resources in the No Action Alternative—reconstruction of the Baruch Playground
within the Bernard Baruch Houses (#9, S/INR-eligible), resiliency measures at the Baruch Houses
(#9, S/INR-eligible), and rehabilitation work at the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, NYCL, S/NR).

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with A Raised East River Park
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would directly affect the FDR Drive, which is an
architectural resource that has been determined eligible for listing on the S/INR (#1, S/NR-
eligible). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO,
would develop and implement a CPP for the FDR Drive to avoid inadvertent construction-period
damage from ground-borne vibrations (i.e., from pile driving), falling debris, collapse, dewatering,
subsidence, or construction equipment. The plan would be expected to follow the guidelines of
DOB‘s TPPN #10/88, which “requires a monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of
construction damage to adjacent historic structures and to detect at an early stage the beginnings
of damage so that construction procedures can be changed.” It is expected that the CPP will also
be prepared in accordance with LPC’s guidance document Protection Programs for Landmarked
Buildings and the National Park Service’s Preservation Tech Notes, Temporary Protection #3:
Protecting a Historic Structure during Adjacent Construction. In addition, construction affecting
the FDR Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during
construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Construction under the Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the following
architectural resources: the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Williamsburg Bridge (#2, S/INR-
eligible); Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/NR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, SINR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible);
the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/INR-
eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper
Village (#17, SINR-eligible). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation
with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement Construction Protection Plans (CPPs) for
these architectural resources to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment.

Other Alternatives
As under the Preferred Alternatives, construction under Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would directly
affect the FDR Drive and within 90 feet of the following architectural resources: the FDR Drive
(#1, S/INR-eligible); Williamsburg Bridge (#2, SINR-eligible); Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4,
S/NR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, S/INR); Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-
eligible); a portion of the Vladeck Houses within the Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/INR);
a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/INR-eligible); the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR,
NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible); Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-
eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17, S/INR-eligible). Therefore, as will be
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stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement
CPPs for these architectural resources under the Other Alternatives to avoid inadvertent
construction-period damage from ground-borne vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering,
subsidence, or construction equipment.

Mitigation
Archaeological Resources

As will be stipulated in the PA, additional archaeological investigation prior to or during
construction will be performed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological Guidance, and the New York
Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and Curation of
Archaeological Collections, and such scope of work will be prepared in consultation with LPC
and SHPO, and the City will complete any further phase of archaeological work If significant
archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring, further archaeological
testing and/or mitigation would be completed.

Architectural Resources
As will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and
implement CPPs for architectural resources located within 90 feet from the construction area of
the proposed project to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment.

CONSTRUCTION—URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area. No changes to views or view corridors are expected to_ occur
with the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with A Raised East River Park

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require the closure of East River Park for the 3.5-
year construction duration, although the City is investigating opening portions of the park as
completed. Itis anticipated that the entirety of East River Park would be fenced off for construction
to keep the public out of the working areas. The closed and fenced East River Park during
construction would obstruct views from the FDR Drive and the upland neighborhood towards the
East River. Therefore, construction of the Preferred Alternative could detract the experience of
pedestrians in the vicinity and would have temporary adverse visual effects. In addition, the
pedestrian experience in the vicinity of the existing bridge landings would temporarily be
adversely affected during construction and views of the East River would be temporarily blocked.
Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Asser Levy Playground, and a portion of
Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk would be closed and temporarily fenced off during construction.
Closure of these open space resources would detract from the experience of pedestrians in the
immediate vicinity and would also cause temporary adverse effects on the urban visual context.

Other Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would be similar in terms of their potential to obstruct views from the
FDR Drive and the upland neighborhood towards the East River and detract the experience of
pedestrians in the vicinity and would have temporary adverse visual effects during construction.
However, since the flood protection and enhanced park and access features for these alternatives
are expected to be completed over a 5-year construction period as compared to the 3.5-year period
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for the Preferred Alternative, the temporary adverse visual effects during construction would be
longer for these alternatives.

CONSTRUCTION—NATURAL RESOURCES

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area. Therefore, no changes to natural resources are expected to
occur with the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would be performed in accordance with all applicable
rules and regulations of USACE, EPA, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), NYSDEC, DEP, DDC, and other regulatory
agencies and procedures, as applicable.

Construction of the Preferred Alternative includes the following in-water elements: the use of
construction barges, the installation of shafts and footings to support a shared-use flyover bridge,
the reconstruction of sewer outfalls, the demolition of the existing bulkhead for the installation of
a new cut-off wall, and the demolition of the existing embayments and existing piles and formwork
associated with the esplanade in these areas. These construction activities have the potential to
result in temporary adverse effects to NYSDEC littoral zone tidal wetlands and USACE Waters
of the United States, surface water resources, benthic resources, essential fish habitat (EFH), and
threatened and endangered species. Turbidity curtains, water-tight cofferdams, and debris nets
would be used as applicable to minimize the potential for these effects.

Although consultation with NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) identified both
shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon as potentially occurring within the study area, shortnose
sturgeon rarely leave tidal river habitat (e.g., the Hudson River) and on the rare occasions when
shortnose sturgeon have been documented migrating to other tidal rivers such as the Connecticut
River, their presence in the East River would be transient (see Appendix G). Additionally, the
East River contains no submerged aquatic vegetation and limited benthic resources. Therefore,
due to the transient nature of shortnose sturgeon in the East River, the lack of suitable habitat, and
the sturgeon’s ability to avoid the affected area, no significant adverse effects to shortnose
sturgeon from construction activities under any alternative are anticipated.

The Atlantic sturgeon is known to utilize the East River as a migratory route between spawning
grounds in the Hudson River and suitable marine habitats, primarily between the months of March
through October. Atlantic sturgeon is uncommon in the East River (Tomechik et. al., 2015). When
present, Atlantic sturgeon may forage opportunistically; however, there are limited benthic
resources and submerged aquatic vegetation in the East River, thus their presence would primarily
be transient. The potentially affected area represents a small portion of overall habitat available in
the East River.

Construction of the in-water elements associated with the Preferred Alternative produces noise
that has been known to affect Atlantic sturgeon. To minimize the noise effects on Atlantic
sturgeon, conservation measures would be implemented that would reduce the noise or the
likelihood that sturgeon would be exposed to the construction activities. These conservation
measures include, to the greatest extent practicable, the use of a cushion block, and gradually
ramping up pile driving. With these conservation measures in place, Atlantic sturgeon may be
discouraged from utilizing the near-shore environment in the East River, and the proposed project
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would not be anticipated to significant adversely affect the Atlantic sturgeon population. A
consultation has been reinitiated with NOAA NMFS and any conservation measures identified as
a result of that consultation will be included in the Final EIS.

Upon completion of construction, the spuds, barges, turbidity curtains and debris nets would be
removed, and the affected area would be allowed to naturally restore to pre-construction
conditions. Therefore, while there would be adverse effects to NYSDEC and USACE regulated
tidal wetlands resulting from construction of the Preferred Alternative, they would not
significantly adversely affect natural resources in the area.

In addition, temporary adverse effects to terrestrial resources due to the removal of trees are
anticipated as a result of both construction of the proposed project and to accommodate the
proposed design for the Preferred Alternative. The project would implement a comprehensive
planting program as part of a landscape restoration plan and restoration for the tree removals would
be provided in compliance with Chapter 5 of Title 56 of the Rules of New York (NYC Department
of Parks and Recreation Rules) and Local Law 3 of 2010. Therefore, no significant adverse effects
to terrestrial resources are anticipated as a result of construction of the Preferred Alternative. No
significant adverse effects to other natural resources are anticipated.

Other Alternatives

Construction of all With Action Alternatives would be performed in accordance with all applicable
rules and regulations as stated for the Preferred Alternative. Alternatives 2 and 3 do not propose
the reconstruction of the sewer outfalls, the removal of the existing bulkhead to be replaced by a
new cut-off wall, or the relocation of two embayments within East River Park. The in-water
construction elements are limited to the installation of the flyover bridge shafts and footings and
the use of construction barging. In addition, tree removals under these alternatives would be
reduced compared to the Preferred Alternative, although East River Park would remain vulnerable
to design storm events and sea level rise inundation over the long-term. Therefore, no significant
adverse effects to natural resources are anticipated.

Alternative 5 includes all the components of the Preferred Alternative and increases the potential
for temporary adverse effects to tidal wetlands (littoral zone), surface water resources, benthic and
essential fish habitat, and Atlantic sturgeon habitat due to the installation of the support structure
for the raised FDR Drive. This additional adverse effect to NYSDEC and USACE regulated tidal
wetlands would be subject to the same regulatory permitting process and would be mitigated for
in accordance with NYSDEC and USACE permit conditions.

CONSTRUCTION—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, no new comprehensive coastal flood protection systems would
be implemented within the project area. However, several projects planned or under construction
in the project area might disturb the subsurface and any hazardous materials present there, and
potentially increase pathways for human or environmental exposure. These projects are subject to
applicable regulatory requirements.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative has the potential to disturb subsurface hazardous materials, as it would
involve demolition and excavation activities. However, with the implementation of appropriate
measures governing the construction (such as air monitoring, proper storage and handling of
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materials, and, if required, odor suppression), the potential for significant adverse effects related
to hazardous materials would be avoided.

Other Alternatives

Alternative 2, 3, and 5 would be similar in terms of all having the potential to disturb hazardous
materials in existing structures and the subsurface, as they all involve demolition and excavation
activities. Any potential for construction-phase effects would be avoided in the same manner as
described for the Preferred Alternative. However, the level of disturbance within East River Park
and the importation of fill materials would be substantially less for Alternatives 2 and 3 as
compared to the Preferred Alternative.

CONSTRUCTION—WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area. Therefore, no changes to water and sewer
infrastructure are expected to occur with the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would be performed in accordance with all methods and
standards approved by NYSDEC, DEP, DDC and other appropriate regulatory agencies and
procedures. Prior to excavation, interferences with existing water and sewer infrastructure would
be identified. Existing water and sewer infrastructure would be protected, supported, and
maintained in place throughout the duration of work. Water mains and sewers will be replaced,
where required, per DEP and DDC standards. All construction activity associated with drainage
isolation, drainage management, infrastructure reconstruction, or relocation/replacement of
existing water and sewer infrastructure would be undertaken without affecting the conveyance of
flow through the water or combined sewer system. This work would be performed throughout the
duration of construction in accordance with methods and standards approved by DEP and DDC.
Therefore, no disruption to existing water or sewer services is anticipated, and no adverse impacts
to water or sewer infrastructure would occur.

Other Alternatives

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, no significant adverse effects to the existing water supply or
combined sewer services is anticipated, and no impacts to water and sewer infrastructure would
occur under Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 during construction.

CONSTRUCTION—ENERGY

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area. No changes to energy are expected to occur with the No
Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with A Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would involve excavation, pile driving, and other potentially disruptive
construction activities in proximity to existing energy transmission and generation infrastructure.
To avoid potential adverse effects, protective measures would be implemented to ensure that
construction of the proposed project would not disrupt the function of this infrastructure and the
electrical supply in Lower Manhattan.
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Other Alternatives

Alternative 2, 3, and 5 would be similar in terms of their potential to disturb existing energy
transmission and generation infrastructure, as they all involve excavation, pile driving, and other
potentially disruptive construction activities. Any potential for construction-phase effects would
be avoided in the same manner as described for the Preferred Alternative.

CONSTRUCTION—TRANSPORTATION

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in
the proposed project area, and no new trips are generated by the proposed project. There are a
number of projects planned or under construction within a “2-mile of the project area that are
expected to be complete by 2025. These projects will generate traffic, transit, pedestrian trips, and
parking demands that are background growth not associated with the proposed project.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Traffic

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would generate 251 passenger car equivalents (PCES)
during the 6:00 to 7:00 AM peak hour and 131 PCEs during the 3:00 to 4:00 PM peak hour,
exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual analysis threshold of 50 vehicle trips. Based on this trip
generation, traffic assignments were prepared and six intersections for the AM peak hour and one
intersection for the PM peak hour were selected for detailed traffic analysis. The analysis disclosed
temporary significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of East 23rd Street and First
Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the AM peak hour. However, these effects
could be fully mitigated by implementing standard traffic mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing
changes). Additionally, with the full reconstruction of East River Park under this alternative,
barging of fill materials to East River Park could be employed, thereby reducing the volume of
truck trips from what would otherwise be needed to reconstruct and raise the park.

Parking
An inventory of on- and off-street parking within a ¥-mile radius of the project area showed
approximately 70 on-street parking spaces available near Project Area One and 30 on-street
parking spaces available near Project Area Two. The off-street survey showed approximately 60
spaces available near Project Area One and 800 spaces available near Project Area Two.

Construction under the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to generate a maximum parking
demand of 92 spaces for Project Area One and 52 spaces for Project Area Two. The Project Area
Two parking demand would be fully accommodated by the large inventory of available on- and
off-street parking spaces near the project area. The Project Area One demand would not be fully
accommodated within ¥-mile and could result in a parking shortfall of up to approximately 35
spaces. It is expected that excess parking demand within Project Area One would need to be
accommodated by on-street parking or off-street parking beyond a “s-mile walk from the project area.
Alternatively, motorists could choose other modes of transportation. As stated in the CEQR Technical
Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a
significant adverse parking impact, due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of
transportation. Therefore, construction of the preferred Alternative would not result in any
significant adverse parking effects.
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Transit
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would generate 144 transit trips (total of Project Area
One and Project Area Two) during the peak hour of the peak construction period, below the CEQR
Technical Manual analysis threshold of 200 transit trips. Therefore, construction of this alternative
would not result in any significant adverse transit effects.

Pedestrians

Construction under the Preferred Alternative would generate 200 pedestrian trips for Project Area
One and 112 pedestrian trips for Project Area Two. Given the number of available pedestrian
routes to/from area parking facilities and transit services and the various access/egress points to
the East River Park, no sidewalks or crosswalks are expected to experience 200 or more pedestrian
trips during an hour. However, because this alternative would require a rerouting of the
bikeway/walkway along the proposed project area to inland routes, it is concluded to result in
temporary significant adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway. Thus, the
Preferred Alternative would require the development and implementation of a rerouting plan.

Other Alternative (Alternative 2): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Baseline

Alternative 2 is expected to yield comparable worker and truck estimates during peak construction
as the Preferred Alternative, therefore would have the potential to result in significant adverse
traffic effects at the intersections of East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and
Avenue C during the 6:00 to 7:00 AM construction peak hour. However, these significant adverse
effects could be fully mitigated by implementing standard traffic mitigation measures (e.g., signal
timing changes). This alternative would not have any significant adverse transit, pedestrian, or
parking effects.

Other Alternative (Alternative 3): Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park
— Enhanced Park and Access

Traffic

Peak construction activities under Alternative 3 would generate 153 passenger car equivalents
(PCES) during the 6:00 to 7:00 AM peak hour and 85 PCEs during the 3:00 to 4:00 PM peak hour,
exceeding the CEQR Technical Manual analysis threshold of 50 vehicle trips during the peak
hour. Based on this trip generation, traffic assignments were prepared and six intersections for the
AM peak hour and one intersection for the PM peak hour were selected for detailed traffic analysis.
Similar to the Preferred Alternative, significant adverse traffic effects were identified at the
intersections of East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Avenue C during the
AM peak hour. However, these effects could be fully mitigated by implementing standard traffic
mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes).

Parking

Construction under Alternative 3 is estimated to generate a maximum parking demand of 55
spaces for Project Area One and 31 spaces for Project Area Two. Similar to the Preferred
Alternative, the Project Area Two parking demand would be fully accommodated by the large
inventory of available on- and off-street parking spaces near the project area and the Project Area
One demand could result in a parking shortfall within %-mile. As stated in the CEQR Technical
Manual, a parking shortfall resulting from a project located in Manhattan does not constitute a
significant adverse parking impact, due to the magnitude of available alternative modes of
transportation. Therefore, it is concluded that construction of Alternative 3 would not result in any
significant adverse parking effects.
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Transit
Construction of Alternative 3 would generate 86 peak hour transit trips (total for Project Areas
One and Two) during the peak construction period, which is well below the CEQR Technical
Manual analysis threshold of 200 transit trips. Therefore, construction under Alternative 3 would
not result in any significant adverse transit effects.

Pedestrians

Construction of Alternative 3 would generate 188 peak hour pedestrian trips during the peak
construction period, below the CEQR Technical Manual analysis threshold of 200 pedestrian trips.
Therefore, construction under Alternative 3 would not result in any significant adverse pedestrian
effects. However, because this alternative may require a rerouting of the bikeway/walkway along
the proposed project area to inland routes, it is concluded to have the potential to result in
temporary significant adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway. Thus,
Alterative 3 would require the development and implementation of a rerouting plan for the full 5-
year construction duration through 2025.

Other Alternative (Alternative 5): Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive

Alternative 5 aligns the flood protection system on the east side of the FDR Drive between East
13th Street and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk to the north and raises the northbound lanes of the
FDR Drive by approximately six feet between East 13th Street and Avenue C, thereby placing the
line of protection generally on the east side of the FDR Drive in this segment. Construction of
Alternative 5, would require either a temporary full 24-hour closure of the FDR Drive in the
northbound direction and one-lane closure in the southbound direction for two consecutive months
or partial closure in both directions. Both of these scenarios have the potential to result in
significant adverse traffic effects beyond those identified above for the Preferred Alternative. The
use of Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAS) would help mitigate any additional significant adverse
traffic effects that could occur due to the closure of the FDR Drive; however, as a result of the
closure, some effects could remain unmitigatable.

Mitigation
As described above, the proposed project would require mitigation for temporary construction
traffic effects at the intersections of East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and

Avenue C, temporary closures of bikeway/walkway along the proposed project area to inland
routes and closure of the FDR Drive under Alternative 5.

For the proposed project, the temporary significant adverse traffic effects at the intersections of
East 23rd Street and First Avenue and East 23rd Street and Second Avenue could be fully
mitigated by implementing standard traffic mitigation measures (e.g., signal timing changes).

Because the proposed project may require a rerouting of the bikeway/walkway along the proposed
project area to inland routes, it is concluded to have the potential to result in temporary significant
adverse effects for users of the East River bikeway/walkway. Thus, the proposed project would
require the development and implementation of a rerouting plan.

For Alternative 5, the effects due to the closure of the FDR Drive would be mitigated through the
development of a detailed NYCDOT-approved Traffic Management Plan and deployment of
NYPD TEAs that would manage traffic and pedestrian circulation at the intersections that are
temporarily and significantly affected near the project area. Additional mitigation measures are
expected to include transportation management on an area-wide level with public outreach and
the use of variable message signs and other measures to alert motorists. If a construction plan can
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be developed that does not require full closure of the FDR Drive, the potential significant adverse
transportation effects could be reduced. Since the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3
would not require a 24-hour closure of the FDR Drive, a Traffic Management Plan is not needed
for those alternatives.

CONSTRUCTION—AIR QUALITY

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area. No changes to air quality are expected to occur with
the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Measures would be taken to reduce pollutant emissions during construction in accordance with all
applicable laws, regulations, and building codes as well as New York City Local Law 77. These
include dust suppression measures, idling restriction, and the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD)
fuel and best available tailpipe reduction technologies. With the implementation of these emission
reduction measures, construction of the Preferred Alternative would not result in any predicted
concentrations above the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for nitrogen dioxide
(NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM1o or the de minimis thresholds for
PM:s) from nonroad and on-road sources. Therefore, no significant adverse air quality impacts
are predicted from the construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Annual emissions from nonroad and on-road sources over the scheduled construction duration
would not exceed any of the de minimis criteria defined in the general conformity regulations.
Therefore, construction of the Preferred Alternative would conform to the relevant State
Implementation Plan (SIP) and does not require a general conformity determination.

Other Alternatives

Alternative 2, 3, and 5 would implement measures to reduce pollutant emissions during
construction in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and building codes as well as
New York City Local Law 77. With the implementation of these emission reduction measures,
construction would not result in significant adverse effects with respect to air quality. As with the
Preferred Alternative, construction under these alternatives would conform to the relevant SIP and
does not require a general conformity determination.

The magnitude of construction activities during the peak construction period of Alternative 2
would be the same or lower than the Preferred Alternative and any air quality effects identified
under Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified under the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 5 would require extensive work within and adjacent to the FDR Drive and could
require full closure of the FDR Drive northbound lanes for a period of two months. Therefore,
construction activities under Alternative 5 may have the potential for short-term effects on local
air quality due to changes in traffic patterns and diversions.

CONSTRUCTION—GREENHOUSE GAS
No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area. No changes to greenhouse gases are expected to occur
with the No Action Alternative during construction.
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Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The total fossil fuel use in all forms associated with construction under the Preferred Alternative
would result in up to approximately 48,889 metric tons of COe emissions. Potential measures for
further reductions of emissions from construction of the Preferred Alternative are under
consideration and may include the use of biodiesel, expanded use of recycled steel and aluminum,
as well as expanded construction waste reduction.

Other Alternatives

The magnitude of construction activities for Alternative 2 would be substantially lower than the
Preferred Alternative, resulting in fewer on-road trips and on-site use of nonroad engines,
requiring less materials, and resulting in the removal of fewer trees. Overall, less greenhouse gases
would be emitted under Alternative 2 as compared to the Preferred Alternative.

The total fossil fuel use in all forms associated with construction under Alternative 3 would result
in up to approximately 48,652 metric tons of COe emissions. This estimate is similar to the total
fossil fuel use projected for the Preferred Alternative.

Alternative 5 aligns the flood protection system on the east side of the FDR Drive between East
13th Street and Avenue C to the north as opposed to the west side of the FDR Drive for the
Preferred Alternative and is expected to result in similar greenhouse gas emissions as the Preferred
Alternative. However, Alternative 5 would require extensive work within the FDR Drive and
could require full closure of the FDR Drive northbound lanes for a period of two months, which
could result in increased congestion and ensuing greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the
Preferred Alternative.

CONSTRUCTION—NOISE AND VIBRATION

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area. No changes to noise and vibration are expected to
occur with the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

Construction of the Preferred Alternative is predicted to result in significant adverse noise effects
at 621 Water Street, 605 Water Street, 315-321 Avenue C, 620 East 20th Street, 601 East 20th
Street, 8 Peter Cooper Road, 7 Peter Cooper Road, 530 East 23rd Street, 765 FDR Drive, 819 FDR
Drive, 911 FDR Drive, 1023 FDR Drive, 1115 FDR Drive, 1141 FDR Drive, 1223 FDR Drive,
570 Grand Street, 455 FDR Drive, 71 Jackson Street, 367 FDR Drive, 645 Water Street, 322 FDR
Drive, 525 FDR Drive, 555 FDR Drive, 60 Baruch Drive, 132 Avenue D, 465 East 10th Street,
520 East 23rd Street, 123 Mangin Street, and the Asser Levy Recreation Center. The predicted
significant adverse construction noise effects would be of limited duration and would be up to the
mid 80s dBA during daytime construction and up to the mid 70s dBA during nighttime
construction. Noise levels in this range are typical in many parts of Manhattan along heavily
trafficked roadways. The buildings at 315-321 Avenue C, 620 East 20th Street, 601 East 20th
Street, 8 Peter Cooper Road, 7 Peter Cooper Road, 530 East 23rd Street, 911 FDR Drive, 1023
FDR Drive, 1115 FDR Drive, 1141 FDR Drive, 1223 FDR Drive, 570 Grand Street, 455 FDR
Drive, 71 Jackson Street, 367 FDR Drive, 645 Water Street, 322 FDR Drive, 525 FDR Drive, 555
FDR Drive, 60 Baruch Drive, and 520 East 23rd Street already have insulated glass windows and
an alternative means of ventilation (i.e., air conditioning), and would consequently be expected to
experience interior Lioqy values less than 45 dBA during much of the construction period, which
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would be considered acceptable according to CEQR criteria. The buildings at 621 Water Street,
605 Water Street, 765 FDR Drive, 819 FDR Drive, 132 Avenue D, 465 Avenue D, 123 Mangin
Street, and the Asser Levy Recreation Center appear to have monolithic glass (i.e., non-insulating)
and would consequently be expected to experience interior Lioay values up to the high 60s dBA,
which is up to approximately 23 dBA higher than the 45 dBA threshold recommended for
residential use according to CEQR noise exposure guidelines.

Construction of the Preferred Alternative is expected to occur over a 3.5-year duration as
compared to the 5-year duration for Alternatives 2, 3, and 5. This shorter construction duration for
the Preferred Alternative primarily due to less disruption to the FDR Drive since flood protection
in East River Park would be primarily along the East River rather than along the FDR Drive. In
addition, compared to Alternatives 2 and 3, maximum construction noise levels at receptors nearest
floodwall construction within East River Park for the Preferred Alternative would be slightly lower,
because pile driving for the Preferred Alternative would occur further from the receptors.

At other receptors near the project area, including open space, residential, school, and hospital
receptors, noise resulting from construction of the proposed project may at times be noticeable,
but would be temporary and would generally not exceed typical noise levels in the general area
and so would not rise to the level of a significant adverse noise effect.

Vibration resulting from construction of the proposed project would not result in exceedances of
the acceptable limit, including for historic structures. However, vibration monitoring would be
required for all historic structures within 90 feet of the project work areas according to the project’s
Construction Protection Plan (CPP) to ensure vibration does not exceed the acceptable limit at any
of these historic structures. In terms of potential vibration levels that would be perceptible and
annoying, the pieces of equipment that would have the most potential for producing levels that
exceed the 65 VdB limit are pile drivers. They would produce perceptible vibration levels (i.e.,
vibration levels exceeding 65 VdB) at receptor locations within a distance of approximately 230
feet. However, the operation would only occur for limited periods of time at a particular location.
While the vibration may be noticeable at times, it would be temporary and would consequently
not rise to the level of a significant adverse effect.

Other Alternatives

Construction of Alternative 3 is predicted to result in significant adverse noise effects at 621 Water
Street, 605 Water Street, 309 Avenue C Loop, 315-321 Avenue C, 620 East 20th Street, 601 East
20th Street, 8 Peter Cooper Road, 7 Peter Cooper Road, 530 East 23rd Street, 765 FDR Drive, 819
FDR Drive, 911 FDR Drive, 1023 FDR Drive, 1115 FDR Drive, 1141 FDR Drive, 1223 FDR
Drive, 132 Avenue D, 465 East 10th Street, and 520 East 23rd Street, and Asser Levy Recreation
Center. The predicted significant adverse construction noise effects would be of limited duration
and would be up to the high 80s dBA during daytime construction and up to the mid 70s during
nighttime construction. Noise levels in this range are typical in many parts of Manhattan along
heavily trafficked roadways. The buildings at 315-321 Avenue C, 620 East 20th Street, 601 East
20th Street, 8 Peter Cooper Road, 7 Peter Cooper Road, 530 East 23rd Street, 911 FDR Drive,
1023 FDR Drive, 1115 FDR Drive, 1141 FDR Drive, 1223 FDR Drive, and 520 East 23rd Street
already have insulated glass windows and an alternative means of ventilation (i.e., air
conditioning), and would consequently be expected to experience interior Ligu) values less than
45 dBA during much of the construction period, which would be considered acceptable according
to City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) criteria. Under Alternatives 2 and 5, significant
adverse construction noise effects are expected to be similar to those under Alternative 3 and the
Preferred Alternative, respectively.
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Any potential vibration effects for Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 are expected to be similar to those
identified for the Preferred Alternative.

Mitigation
Source or path controls beyond code requirements would be considered and implemented during

construction of the proposed project to minimize the effects of noise. To that end, the mitigation
measures being explored by the City include:

e Using a hydraulic press-in pile installation method instead of the standard impact pile driving
provides a large reduction in noise from pile installation, which would result in a substantial
reduction in overall construction noise because pile installation is the dominant source of
construction noise at most receptors.

e Hanging noise barriers or curtains made from mass-loaded vinyl around the pile driving head
to shield receptors from noise of impact pile driving.

e Enclosing the concrete pump and concrete mixer trucks at any time that the mixer barrels
would be spinning in a shed or tunnel including 2 or 3 walls and a roof, with the opening or
openings facing away from receptors.

e Using barging for deliveries of construction materials (including concrete) and importing of
fill to the project sites, rather than trucks on roadways to from the construction work areas.

e Selecting quieter equipment models for equipment (i.e., cranes, generators, compressors, and lifts).
CONSTRUCTION—PUBLIC HEALTH

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system would
be constructed in the proposed project area. No changes to public health are expected to occur
with the No Action Alternative during construction.

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4): Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park

The Preferred Alternative would not result in unmitigated significant adverse effects in air quality,
water quality, or hazardous materials, but could potentially result in unmitigated significant
adverse construction-period noise effects at receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project’s
construction work areas. However, construction of the proposed project would not result in
chronic exposure to high levels of noise, prolonged exposure to noise levels above 85 dBA, or
episodic and unpredictable exposure to short-term effects of noise at high decibel levels, as per
the CEQR Technical Manual. Consequently, construction of the proposed project would not result
in a significant adverse public health effect.

Other Alternatives

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, no significant adverse public health effects would occur under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 during construction.

INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The proposed project would not result in indirect adverse effects generated by induced or secondary
growth. In consideration of the range of technical analyses presented in this EIS, the proposed
project has little or no potential to result in any cumulative effects, except in the following areas:
visual resources—by blocking views to the waterfront and East River from multiple locations—
and open space during construction periods by temporarily displacing open space resources. %
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A. INTRODUCTION

On October 29, 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall, greatly impacting the east side of Manhattan
and highlighting the need for the City of New York (the City) to increase its efforts to protect
vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure during extreme coastal storm events (the 100-
year flood events with Sea Level Rise projections to the 2050s?), referred to herein as the design
storm event. Hurricane Sandy, a presidentially declared disaster, caused extensive coastal
flooding, resulting in significant damage to residential and commercial property, open space, and
critical transportation, power, and water and sewer infrastructure, which in turn affected medical
and other essential services. As part of its plan to address vulnerability to such major flooding, the
City is proposing the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project, which involves the
construction of a coastal flood protection system along a portion of the east side of Manhattan (see
Figure 1.0-1) and related improvements to City infrastructure (the proposed project).

The area that would be protected under the proposed project (the protected area) includes lands
within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year special flood hazard area
(SFHA), as well as those projected to be within the 100-year flood hazard area in the 2050s, taking
into account the 90th percentile projection for sea level rise (see Figure 1.0-2). This includes
portions of the Lower East Side and East Village neighborhoods, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper
Village, as well as East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park. Within the project area, the City is
proposing to install a flood protection system generally located within City parkland and streets,
which would consist of a combination of floodwalls, levees, closure structures (e.g., floodgates),
and other infrastructure improvements to reduce the risk of flooding. In addition to providing a
reliable coastal flood protection system for this area, another goal of the proposed project is to
improve open spaces and enhance access to the waterfront, including John V. Lindsay East River
Park (East River Park) and Stuyvesant Cove Park.

The proposed project area begins at Montgomery Street to the south and extends north along the
waterfront to East 25th Street and is composed of two sub-areas: Project Area One and Project
Area Two. Project Area One extends from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end of
East River Park at about East 13th Street. Project Area One consists primarily of the Franklin
Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (the FDR Drive) right-of-way, a portion of Pier 42, Corlears
Hook Park, and East River Park. The majority of Project Area One is within East River Park and
includes four existing pedestrian bridges across the FDR Drive to East River Park (Corlears Hook,
Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street bridges) and the East Houston Street
overpass. Project Area Two extends north and east from Project Area One, from East 13th Street
to East 25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area Two includes the

! Sea level rise estimate represents the 90th percentile value for 2050 as presented by the New York City
Panel on Climate Change. See Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” for additional details on design
principals and sea level rise.
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East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Con Edison), the East River Generating Station,
Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Asser Levy Recreational Center and
Playground, the VA Medical Center, and in-street segments along East 20th Street, East 25th
Street, and along and under the FDR Drive. Figure 1.0-3 is an aerial map depicting the limits of
Project Area One and Project Area Two.

To implement the proposed project, the City and its federal partners have committed
approximately $1.45 billion in funding. The City has entered into a grant agreement with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to disburse $338 million of Community
Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds for the design and construction
of the proposed project. The City is the grantee of CDBG-DR funds related to Hurricane Sandy
for the development of a coastal flood protection system, which would be provided to the City
through the New York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB), acting under HUD’s
authority.

This chapter provides a brief background of the development of this project, and identifies the
underlying purpose and need for the project. This chapter also identifies the primary objectives of
the proposed project, along with its principal design and implementation considerations.

B. BACKGROUND OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

When Hurricane Sandy hit New York City in 2012, the resulting waves and storm surge battered
the City’s coastline, leading to 43 deaths, the destruction of homes and other buildings, and severe
damage to critical infrastructure. The damage was particularly intense in neighborhoods across
Southern Manhattan, Southern Queens, Southern Brooklyn, and the eastern and southern shores
of Staten Island.

During Hurricane Sandy, Manhattan’s East River waterfront between East 42nd Street and the
Brooklyn Bridge experienced extensive coastal flooding, which affected millions of square feet of
built space, including residential and commercial buildings, parks, and critical infrastructure. The
East River storm surge overtopped the bulkhead, inundated East River Park, crossed the FDR
Drive, and flowed inland two blocks and down Avenue C, with water depths of up to four feet
reported along Avenue C. Figure 1.0-4 shows the extent of Hurricane Sandy flooding. This
flooding damaged critical mechanical systems within numerous buildings, including fire safety,
life safety, and heating and cooling systems.

Hurricane Sandy also resulted in significant damage to critical elements of the City’s utility
infrastructure, including the energy grid, water supply and sewer service facilities, and
transportation systems. As Hurricane Sandy approached New York City, Con Edison
preemptively shut down two electrical networks in Lower Manhattan (the area south of the
Brooklyn Bridge) to minimize the damage to their facilities and critical infrastructure.
Nonetheless, the surge damaged substation facilities located at both East 13th Street and the South
Street Seaport, shutting down electrical service to much of Manhattan below 34th Street for nearly
four days after the storm.

Surge waters also damaged two New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
wastewater facilities serving Southern Manhattan, including the Avenue D Pump Station (also
referred to as the Manhattan Pump Station or the 13th Street Pump Station), located at East 13th
Street and the FDR Drive, and the Canal Street Pump Station, located near the intersection of
Canal and Varick Streets. The Manhattan Pump Station experienced service outages and was shut
down for more than a day, exacerbating combined sewer overflow (CSO) discharges into the East
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River during that time. Flooding also affected seven subway tunnels, including the 14th Street
Tunnel for the L line (BMT-Canarsie Line). Damage to these tunnels resulted in their closure for
up to a week after the storm.

In Hurricane Sandy’s aftermath, the City formed the Special Initiative for Rebuilding and
Resiliency (SIRR) to analyze the impacts of the storm on the City’s buildings, infrastructure, and
people; to assess climate change risks in the near term (2020s) and long term (2050s); and to
outline strategies for increasing resiliency citywide. The PlaNYC report, “A Stronger, More
Resilient New York,” released in June 2013, was the result of that effort and contains Community
Rebuilding and Resiliency Plans (CRRP) for five particularly vulnerable neighborhoods in the
City, including Southern Manhattan.

The CRRP for Southern Manhattan outlines specific initiatives to address coastal defenses for
buildings and critical infrastructure coupled with post-storm community and economic recovery.
With respect to coastal protection, the City’s proposals were based on a multi-faceted analysis that
considered the types of coastal hazards and their likelihood of occurrence, the potential impact of
these hazards on the built environment and on critical infrastructure, and the likely effectiveness
of proposed measures to address these hazards. In addition, the coastal defense measures were
informed by the New York City Department of City Planning’s (DCP) Urban Waterfront Adaptive
Strategies (UWAS) study, published in June 2013, and funded by a HUD Sustainable
Communities Regional Planning Grant. The UWAS study examined the underlying
geomorphology of the various regions, including categorizing each coastal reach of the City’s
shoreline by geomorphic type. The UWAS study provided an assessment of coastal resiliency
measures that would be appropriate for each geomorphologic type along the City’s shoreline. The
CRRP built upon the results of the UWAS study to recommend coastal initiatives for Southern
Manhattan’s coastline, which includes the proposed project area.

Coastal Protection Initiative 21 of the CRRP calls for an integrated flood protection system in
Lower Manhattan, extending from East 14th Street to Battery Park City, the first phase of which
is intended to protect the Lower East Side and parts of Chinatown. Generally defined as the area
south of East Houston Street and east of the Manhattan Bridge between the Bowery and the FDR
Drive, the Lower East Side and Chinatown are home to a large residential population, including
one of the greatest concentrations of low- and moderate-income households in the City, with over
9,000 New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) housing units. In addition, critical
infrastructure—including the City’s subway system, Con Edison substations, the Manhattan Pump
Station, and the FDR Drive—are all located here. It was recognized in the CRRP that potential
storm damage to these critical assets would result in citywide impacts on thousands of housing
units, transportation systems, parks, and the economy.

In June 2013, HUD launched the Rebuild by Design (RBD) competition to respond to Hurricane
Sandy’s devastation. Through this competition, which was funded using foundation and private-
sector resources, selected proposals were identified for further analysis with the goal of identifying
projects for implementation. In June 2014, following a year-long process during which the design
teams met with regional experts—including government agencies, elected officials, community
organizations, local groups, and individuals—HUD announced six winning proposals that
included projects throughout the Hurricane Sandy-impacted area, including Long Island, New
Jersey, the Bronx, Staten Island, and Manhattan. The concept for Manhattan was named “the Big
U,” which focused on a flood protection system around Manhattan extending along the Hudson
River from West 57th Street to the Battery, and then north up the East River to East 42nd Street.
As part of the RBD process, a more focused proposal was developed to reduce the flood risk for
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vulnerable communities along the East Side. This proposal identified three waterfront
compartments between the Battery and East 23rd Street. These compartments were determined
based on the 100-year mapped SFHA (see Figure 1.0-5), topography, and sea level rise
projections developed by the New York City Panel on Climate Change. Although the
compartments were conceptualized together, each could provide flood protection independently
of the others. CDBG-DR funds were subsequently allocated by HUD for the design and
construction of the Montgomery Street to East 23rd Street compartment, which is the basis for the
proposed project area. As design for this compartment advanced, the project area was extended
north to East 25th Street and included the historic Asser Levy Recreational Center.

The importance of this project to the City was emphasized in “One New York: The Plan for a
Strong and Just City,” (OneNYC) released in April 2015. In OneNYC, the City identified the
proposed project as one of several vital projects to be completed throughout all five boroughs that
would strengthen coastal defenses, building a stronger, more resilient New York City that is
prepared for the impacts of climate change. Specifically, Vision 4 of OneNYC noted that the
proposed project would benefit thousands of public housing and other residents of a particularly
vulnerable part of Manhattan and would demonstrate a new model for integrating coastal
protection into neighborhoods, consistent with the City’s resiliency vision.

C. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

As established above, Hurricane Sandy underscored the City’s need to bolster its resiliency efforts
to protect property, vulnerable populations, and critical infrastructure during design storm events.
The need to protect the area is magnified by the potential for more frequent flooding events and
would align with resiliency planning goals described in OneNYC and A Stronger, More Resilient
New York. To that end, the purpose of the proposed project is to address this coastal flooding
vulnerability in a manner that reduces the flooding risk while enhancing waterfront open spaces
and access to the waterfront.

Absent the proposed project’s coastal flood protection measures, residents, businesses, critical
infrastructure, and valuable open space amenities within the protected area will remain vulnerable
to flooding during design storm events. Although some resiliency measures are expected to be
completed at NYCHA’s Baruch Houses, Wald Houses, Riis Houses, and other developments,
these areas as well as the broader protected area will continue to be vulnerable to flood damage
during future storm events, and responders’ access to the dwellings would continue to be
compromised during flood events. Additionally, residents in market rate and affordable dwellings
in Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village, and many dwellings east of Avenue B, will remain
vulnerable. Further, existing businesses, especially ground floor establishments along Avenues B,
C, and D would remain vulnerable through potential loss of customers during flood events, and
possibly by water damage to property. This outlines the importance of the proposed project which
is needed to strengthen coastal defenses in this area in order to prepare for the impacts of climate
change.

The principal objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

e Provide a reliable coastal flood protection system against the design storm event for the
protected area;

e Improve access to and enhance open space resources along the waterfront, including East
River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park;

1.0-4
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Chapter 1.0: Purpose and Need

¢ Respond quickly to the urgent need for increased flood protection and resiliency, particularly
for communities that have a large concentration of residents in affordable and public housing
units along the proposed project area; and

e Achieve implementation milestones and comply with the conditions attached to funding
allocations as established by HUD, including scheduling milestones.

Additionally, design considerations for the proposed project include the following:

o Reliability of the proposed coastal flood protection system;
e Urban design compatibility and enhancements;
e Improving the ecology and long-term resiliency of East River Park;

e Minimizing environmental impacts, including construction-related effects and disruptions to
public right of way;

e Constructability;

e Operational needs;

e Maintenance needs;

e Minimizing use of pre-storm event deployable structures;
e FEMA accreditation;

e Scheduling that meets HUD milestones; and

o Cost effectiveness.

The City evaluated and reviewed conceptual designs against these principal objectives and design
considerations and selected a Preferred Alternative for the proposed project. As described in detail
in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” under the Preferred Alternative, East River Park would
experience significant risk reduction from flooding and inundation from sea level rise in addition
to substantial enhancements to its value as a recreational resource and providing flood protection
to the inland communities. Park user experience would be enhanced with the reconstruction of
East River Park and the reconstruction of pedestrian bridges to improve access, which would
enhance the park user experience. Additionally, a long-standing deficiency along the East River
Greenway at the Con Edison 13th Street Generating Station would be remedied with the
construction of a shared-use pedestrian/bicyclist flyover bridge linking East River Park and
Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, substantially improving the City’s greenway network. In addition,
Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground would be
reconstructed and improved, resulting in enhanced recreational spaces throughout the project area.
The selection of the Preferred Alternative also allows for a shorter construction duration and park
closure, earlier deployment of the flood protection system (which is expected to be completed in
mid-2023), and reduced construction disruption along the FDR Drive. *

1.0-5



Chapter 2.0: Project Alternatives

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes how alternatives for the East Side Coastal Resiliency (ESCR) Project (the
proposed project) were developed, considered, and reviewed, and then selected for analysis in this
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

B. BACKGROUND OF DESIGN AND ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

This section describes the process that led to the development of alternatives to the proposed
project and summarizes the planning background relevant to the development of various coastal
protection, resiliency, and waterfront access measures that have been under consideration for the
proposed project area and vicinity both before and after Hurricane Sandy. This section also
discusses the related plans and policies in existence prior to Hurricane Sandy, and those that
evolved post-hurricane and how these initiatives, plans, and policies shaped the development of
alternatives to the proposed project.

One purpose of the proposed project is to integrate coastal flood protection with waterfront open
space improvements. For decades, the City has been committed to improving public access to its
waterfront, including along the proposed project area. Before Hurricane Sandy, several initiatives
were developed for this stretch of the East River waterfront that were aimed at improving and
expanding public open spaces and recreational opportunities. Among these initiatives were the
East River Esplanade Project, A People’s Plan for the East River Waterfront, and the community
engagement and planning design for a Pier 42 Park. After Hurricane Sandy, these waterfront open
space planning studies served as the starting point for coastal resiliency and flood protection
planning along the proposed project area.

PRE-HURRICANE SANDY WATERFRONT PLANNING
EAST RIVER WATERFRONT ESPLANADE PROJECT

The design for the East River Waterfront Esplanade was developed by the New York City
Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) in consultation with the City’s Departments of
City Planning (DCP), Transportation (NYCDOT), and Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks), along
with the local community and their elected officials, civic associations, and City and New York
State (State) agencies. During the course of developing the East River Waterfront Esplanade
Project, the design and City teams participated in over 70 separate meetings with community
boards, tenant associations, civic leaders, maritime experts, and elected officials.

The East River Waterfront Esplanade concept was to create a continuous, publicly accessible
walkway extending for approximately two miles along the East River from The Battery on the
south to Pier 42 north of Jackson Street on the north with pavilions below the elevated Franklin
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Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (FDR Drive) to house community programs and activities.
The design also included an “eco-park” at Pier 35, improvements to waterfront blocks of streets
that connect to the river, and a public park at Pier 42. The first phase of the esplanade, along the
East River waterfront of Lower Manhattan (i.e., south of the Manhattan Bridge to approximately
the Battery Maritime Building), was completed in 2011, and the section to the north, between Pike
Slip and Pier 35, is currently under construction. The Pier 42 improvements are also in the design
stages in preparation for implementation (see below).

A PEOPLE’S PLAN FOR THE EAST RIVER WATERFRONT

The People’s Plan for the East River Waterfront (the People’s Plan) was developed by Organizing
and Uniting Residents (O.U.R.) Waterfront, a coalition of community-based organizations and
tenant associations representing residents of the Lower East Side and Chinatown, including: the
Committee Against Anti-Asian Violence (CAAAV), Organizing Asian Communities, the Urban
Justice Center’s Community Development Project (UJC), Good Old Lower East Side (GOLES),
Jews for Racial and Economic Justice (JFREJ), Public Housing Residents of the Lower East Side
(PHROLES), Hester Street Collaborative, the Lower East Side (LES) Ecology Center, Two
Bridges Neighborhood Council, and University Settlement.

The People’s Plan focused on Piers 35, 36, and 42, and called for free and low-cost sports and
recreation opportunities, open space, education and community services, and space for appropriate
low-cost businesses to meet resident needs. This plan also highlighted the need for activities,
programs, space, and events along the waterfront that celebrate the cultural diversity of the
neighborhood and improve local health and quality of life. The People’s Plan proposed a park
along the three piers connecting to the East River Waterfront Esplanade that features multi-use
courts, a filtered river water pool, a community center, open spaces, water access, education space,
community gardens, and restrooms. As a result of this plan, NYC Parks advanced comprehensive
reuse and park designs for these three piers, only one of which (Pier 42) is located within the
project area (see below).

PIER 42 PROJECT

At the southern end of Project Area One, NYC Parks is proposing to construct Pier 42 as a public
waterfront open space that would increase accessible open space within the study area. For many
years, the Pier 42 property consisted of warehouse space and parking, located just south of East
River Park between the East River and the FDR Drive. A masterplan for the overall redevelopment
of Pier 42 as an open space was approved by a Community Board 3 sub-committee and the New
York City Public Design Commission (PDC). Phase 1A of the Pier 42 redevelopment included
the demolition of the pier shed. Phase 1B will include the redevelopment of the upland park (north
and east of Phase 1A) with amenities such as an entry garden in the western section, a playground,
a comfort station, a grassy knoll rising approximately seven feet above grade, solar powered safety
lighting throughout the park, and access from the shared-use path along the FDR Drive service
road or Montgomery Street. The Pier 42 project will introduce approximately 2.93 acres of new
passive open space to the study area by 2021.

POST-HURRICANE SANDY WATERFRONT PLANNING AND DESIGN

COMMUNITY REBUILDING RESILIENCY PLANS (CRRP) AND COASTAL PROTECTION
INITIATIVE 21

Following Hurricane Sandy, the City formed the Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency
(SIRR) to analyze the impacts of the hurricane on the City’s buildings, infrastructure, and people;
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to assess climate change risks in the near (2020s) and long term (2050s); and to outline strategies
for increasing resiliency citywide. The SIRR identified citywide strategies to protect people,
investments, and infrastructure from the impacts of coastal storms and climate change. The
culmination of that work is contained in the report PlaNYC—A Stronger, More Resilient New York,
released in June 2013, which provides CRRP for five particularly vulnerable neighborhoods in the
City, including Southern Manhattan and the neighborhoods adjacent to the project area.

The CRRP recommendations for Southern Manhattan outline specific coastal protection measures
for buildings and critical infrastructure coupled with community and economic recovery measures.
With respect to coastal protection, the proposals were based on a multi-faceted analysis that
considered the various types of coastal hazards and their likelihood of occurrence, the potential
impact of these hazards on the built environment and critical infrastructure, and the likely
effectiveness of proposed measures to address these hazards. In addition, the coastal protection
measures presented in PlaNYC were informed by DCP’s Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies
(UWAS) study, published in June 2013. The UWAS study examined the underlying
geomorphology of the various stretches of shoreline, categorized each coastal reach by
geomorphic type, and provided an evaluation of coastal resiliency measures that would be
appropriate for each reach. The CRRP then built upon the results of the UWAS study to
recommend coastal initiatives for each reach, including the proposed project area.

Coastal Protection Initiative 21 (Initiative 21) of the CRRP affirmed the City’s commitment to
establishing an integrated coastal flood protection system for Southern Manhattan and calls for an
integrated coastal flood protection system for targeted reaches along the East River shoreline from
Battery Park City on the south to East 14th Street on the north. The first phase of Initiative 21 was
identified as the reach from the Brooklyn Bridge north to East 14th Street. This area is home to a
large residential population, including one of the greatest concentrations of low- and moderate-
income households in the City, with over 12,700 New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA)
housing units. In addition, critical infrastructure, including Con Edison substations, the New York
City Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEP) Manhattan Pump Station, and the FDR
Drive are all located along this reach. Storm damage to these critical public and private assets, as
occurred with Hurricane Sandy, has significant economic, fiscal, and social impacts on the City.

Initiative 21 proposed integrated coastal flood protection for the Lower East Side that would
eventually become part of an integrated coastal flood protection system for all of Southern
Manhattan. It stated that the City would consider extending the integrated coastal flood protection
system south from the Brooklyn Bridge to Lower Manhattan and the waterfront along the
Financial District, extending the system along South Street to Battery Park, with a small section
running across West Street, north of Battery Park City. Initiative 21 also expressed the City’s
commitment and support for the Rebuild by Design (RBD) competition, which ultimately shaped
the proposed project (see the discussion below).

REBUILD BY DESIGN (RBD) PROCESS

To develop more efficient and effective designs for coastal flood protection in the New York City
region affected by Hurricane Sandy, the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), in conjunction with the Rockefeller Foundation and others supporting
organizations, launched the global RBD competition in June 2013. This competition solicited
proposals from around the world with the objective of identifying innovative and implementable
coastal flood protection solutions that would respond to the devastation wrought by Hurricane
Sandy. Other sponsoring and participating organizations involved with RBD included the Institute
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for Public Knowledge at New York University, the Municipal Art Society, the Regional Plan
Association, and the Van Alen Institute.

The BIG U Proposal

The BIG U Proposal evolved from a comprehensive examination of the history of resiliency
planning in the tri-state area and elsewhere. The research, including the plans and proposals
described above, revealed that former resiliency planning initiatives evaluated current conditions,
but failed to provide for the growth and changes that are likely to occur in communities over time.
As such, the BIG U team, led by the architecture firm Bjarke Ingels Group (BIG), developed
designs that were aimed not only at solving current coastal protection and waterfront planning
needs, but addressing future issues as well.

The focus of the BIG U Proposal was to evaluate how coastal flood protection infrastructure can
both enhance and stabilize underserved neighborhoods, not only protecting this densely populated
City against flooding and stormwater, but also providing social, economic, and environmental
benefits to the community.

Because physical and social conditions vary in Southern Manhattan, the BIG U team created three
compartments that, while connected, could function independently to provide flood protection
while blending in with the neighborhood landscape. Each compartment would then be equipped
with a variety of design features that respond to the particular need and wishes of that particular
community. Along the East River waterfront of Manhattan, these compartments included the
following:

o Compartment 1—Lower East Side North (East 23rd Street to Montgomery Street)
e Compartment 2—Two Bridges (Montgomery Street to the Brooklyn Bridge)
e Compartment 3—Battery Park Financial District (Brooklyn Bridge to Battery Place)

The design development process involved several workshops per compartment, in which initial
workshops consisted of discussing possible design solutions, followed by design solutions
proposals suited to each location. In addition, the team incorporated various waterfront access and
open space designs, as well as coastal flood protection alternatives previously developed by the
City and local communities. These alternatives included beautifying the affordable housing
community, increasing green infrastructure and linkages to the waterfront and park, and
augmenting community programs, such as adding a community pool and free-to-low-cost
recreational activities.

The BIG U design focused on combinations of berms, bridging berms, and closure structures (i.e.,
a floodgate across a street or sidewalk that is deployed during a storm event) to provide flood
reduction. The design also proposed improving the connectivity of the adjacent residential
neighborhood to the waterfront. Key design objectives included providing access to East River
Park through gentle ramps, enhancing park access through improved landscaping; providing a new
shared and meandering multi-purpose path along the waterfront; addressing safety concerns by
improving lighting; providing new signage; and reprogramming the land beneath the elevated
sections of the FDR Drive.

For Compartment 1, closure structures were contemplated in the East 23rd Street area given the
number of street and FDR Drive access connections. Moving south, a series of pavilions were
programmed under the elevated FDR Drive to provide various commercial functions with closure
structures linking these pavilions. Near the Con Edison plant, a new bridge structure with a berm
was proposed to provide a new link to East River Park via a proposed berm along the service road
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in East River Park that parallels the FDR Drive. The berm was shaped to preserve the existing
recreational fields in the park with landscaped bridges connecting East River Park to the inland
community. The coastal flood protection would then continue southward to Montgomery Street
where a closure structure was proposed to be installed beneath the FDR Drive at the ramp entrance
and also along South Street. Other alternatives considered during this process were coastal flood
protection alignments located along the west side of the FDR Drive, decking over the FDR Drive
to create a large, new open space as part of East River Park, and elevating the waterfront edge of
East River Park.

Throughout the visioning sessions and public engagement workshops, with assistance from
GOLES, the community identified various existing constraints to public access and enjoyment of
East River Park, including access limitations due to the FDR Drive, which physically separates
the park from the residential neighborhoods to the west. While the existing pedestrian bridges into
East River Park provide limited access, a landscaped bridging berm, as envisioned by the BIG U,
would allow for additional points of access, increasing the connectivity between the residential
community and East River Park.

The BIG U identified the existing accessway to the Delancey Street pedestrian bridge as
particularly deficient for both pedestrians and bicyclists due to its minimal signage, lighting,
landscaping, and a narrow width that both restricts two-way pedestrian and bicycle traffic and is
challenging for strollers and wheelchair accessibility. In addition, sharp turns on the ramps
severely limit bicycle travel and require bicyclists to either partially or fully dismount. The
aesthetic quality of the bridge is also compromised by high chain-link fencing. Finally, the landing
in East River Park is adjacent to the FDR Drive, which constrains and detracts from the experience
of arriving at an open space.

In addition, the BIG U recognized the existing East Houston Street overpass as difficult to navigate
with its series of road crossings, absence of traffic signals, and substantial vehicular and pedestrian
conflicts resulting from limited space (i.e., existing access to East River Park via the overpass is
only through a single, three-foot-wide cut in a concrete barrier).

Selection of the RBD Project

In June 2014, following a year-long process during which the design teams met with regional
experts, including government agencies, elected officials, community organizations, local groups,
and individuals, HUD announced the winning RBD projects located throughout the Hurricane
Sandy-affected area. The winning proposal for Manhattan was the BIG U—specifically,
Compartment 1, from Montgomery Street on the south to East 23rd Street on the north. This
compartment was selected for funding that would advance it through conceptual design and then
to implementation and represents the subject area for this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

EXAMINATION OF POTENTIAL COASTAL FLOOD PROTECTION APPROACHES

Prior to initiation of the proposed project’s design in late 2014, the City evaluated and reviewed
the coastal protection initiatives that were considered for New York City, Southern Manhattan,
and the proposed project area, including those described above to identify any potential fatal flaws
of the initiatives or incompatibility with the objectives of the proposed project. This review and
comparison formed the basis of the screening process that identified initial alternatives for
potential coastal protection measures as part of the proposed project.

Flood protection strategies developed by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
were reviewed and compared with initiatives that the City had considered as part of its post
hurricane coastal planning to increase resiliency. The North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study:
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Resilient Adaptation to Increasing Risk was a comprehensive study that examined opportunities
for reducing flood risks to wvulnerable coastal populations, promoting resilient coastal
communities, and maintaining a sustainable and robust coastal system.* The report identified a
total of 20 different strategies within three categories for managing risk of future coastal floods:
non-structural, structural, and natural/nature-based strategies:

NON-STRUCTURAL STRATEGIES

e Acquisition and Relocation (i.e., of individuals and properties out of the coastal flood risk
area)

o Building Retrofit

e Enhanced Flood Warning and Evacuation System

e Land Use Management

e Zoning

e Flood Insurance

STRUCTURAL STRATEGIES

e Closure Structures

e Floodwalls and Levees
o Seawalls

e Revetments

e Bulkheads

e Storm Surge Barriers

NATURAL AND NATURE BASED FEATURES

e Beach Nourishment/Restoration

e Dune Construction and Replenishment

e Beach Restoration and Off-Shore Breakwaters
¢ Beach Restoration and Groins

e Drainage Improvements

e Overwash Fans

e Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

e Wetlands, Reefs, and Living Shorelines

SUMMARY OF USACE RESILIENT ADAPTATION STUDY SCREENING PROCESS

The review of the coastal protection strategies listed above revealed that non-structural measures,
such as acquisition and relocation, are neither appropriate nor implementable in a densely
populated urban setting such as the proposed project area. Additionally, the City and region
already have advance storm warnings and emergency preparedness plans. The City already

! https://www.nad.usace.army.mil/Portals/40/docs/NACCS/NACCS_main_report.pdf, last visited 1/29/19.
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participates in the National Flood Insurance Program? and is also implementing zoning policies®
as one strategy aimed at reducing flood risk in the neighborhoods adjacent to the proposed project
area; these measures alone, however, cannot fully address the coastal protection needs of these
neighborhoods. Similarly, the natural and nature-based approaches would not be suitable along
the proposed project area, which is juxtaposed between a developed urban setting and the East
River. Certain structural approaches, such as seawalls, are typically large structures that could not
be integrated into East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park, or revetments that would require
extensive filling of the East River.

Floodwalls, levees, and closure structures were identified as viable flood protection strategies for
the proposed project area. Multi-purpose raised landscapes can support other uses such as open
space and were identified as appropriate approaches to providing coastal flood reduction along the
proposed project area as part of the PlaNYC: A Stronger, More Resilient New York planning
process, and were also identified in the BIG U proposal. These coastal protection systems would
then be supported by improvements to the existing in-place drainage infrastructure, described
further below.

DEVELOPMENT OF COASTAL FLOOD PROTECTION DESIGNS

As refined through the City’s efforts during the development of the PlaNYC plan and the HUD
selection of the Big U Compartment 1 proposal, the coastal flood protection measures that were
deemed suitable to use in the development of designs included:

e Floodwalls;

e Levees;

e Closure structures; and
e Drainage improvements.

These elements would be coupled with additional urban design and open space enhancements to
integrate the flood protection system into the urban setting that characterizes the 2.4-mile-long
project area.

DESIGN PROCESS

To advance the BIG U Compartment 1 plan, the City initiated a design process in December 2014
that examined combinations of coastal flood protection systems in greater detail from planning,
urban design, and engineering perspectives. This design process included three phases: conceptual
design, preliminary design, and final design. The conceptual design process continued until the
winter of 2015 and resulted in the identification of four design alternatives for the portion of the
project area in East River Park, and three design alternatives for the portion of the project area
between East 13th Street and East 25th Street. The conceptual design process also confirmed the
design storm for the proposed project, which corresponds to the United States Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year flood event with 90th percentile 2050s sea level rise

2 Participation in the National Flood Insurance Program satisfies the non-structural flood protection
approach of insuring vulnerable properties against damage resulting from coastal flooding events.

3 Examples include provisions in the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program policies, and new
Buildings Department regulations requiring that construction in a FEMA Flood Hazard Area raise critical
service/infrastructure elements, like building boilers, above specified flood elevations.
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assumptions (protected area).* The protected area is shown on Figure 2.0-1. Following selection
of a final conceptual design approach, the preliminary design process conducted additional site
investigations and used that information to further refine and develop the proposed design,
spanning from fall 2016 through spring 2018. In spring 2018, a constructability review was
conducted to assess options to reduce construction risks associated with the proposed approach.
As a result, in October 2018, a design update was developed for Project Area One that involves
integrating flood protection with the raising and reconstruction of East River Park. This design
update includes additional access improvements and the reconstruction of East River Park to
protect this valuable resource from flooding during coastal storm events as well as inundation
from sea level rise, which would enhance its value as a recreational resource in addition to
providing flood protection to the inland communities.

Identification of project alternatives and design refinement went through a process that integrated
input from the community outreach program while further examining site constraints, engineering
challenges, cost, constructability, and other factors. Guidance on operations and maintenance was
also provided during review meetings with multiple City, State, and federal agencies, as well as
local stakeholders, and the preliminary recommendations were included in the design reports.

PROJECT AREAS AND DESIGN REACHES

As part of the design process, the proposed project area was divided into 2 project areas and 16
design reaches (see Figure 2.0-1). Project Area One comprises 10 design reaches and extends
from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end of East River Park (or about East 13th
Street). The southerly reaches include City streets, such as Montgomery and South Streets, as well
as a segment under the elevated FDR Drive with the majority of Project Area One being within
East River Park. Project Area One also includes four existing pedestrian bridges across the FDR
Drive to East River Park (the Corlears Hook, Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street
bridges) and the East Houston Street overpass. Project Area Two comprises seven design reaches
(Reach J spans both Project Areas One and Two) and extends north and east from Project Area
One, from East 13th Street to East 25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project
Area Two includes the Con Edison East River Generating Station, Murphy Brothers Playground,
Stuyvesant Cove Park, street segments along and under the FDR Drive and Asser Levy
Playground, and the Veteran Affairs (VA) Medical Center. The 16 reaches comprising the project
area are described below, segregated into Project Area One and Project Area Two.

Project Area One Design Reaches

Reaches A and B: Montgomery Street Tie-Back and Pier 42. Reaches A and B extend from
Montgomery Street in the south to the park maintenance area located just north of Jackson Street
and Pier 42. This reach includes a southward extension of East River Park adjacent to the FDR
Drive.

Reaches C and D: Amphitheater and South Ballfields. Reaches C and D extend from the south
end of East River Park, north to Ball Fields Nos. 1 and 2 and the shared-use path just south of the
Delancey Street pedestrian bridge. This reach also includes the LES Ecology Center, the Corlears
Hook bridge, and the amphitheater.

Reach E: East River Park—Delancey Street Pedestrian Bridge and Tennis Courts. Reach E
extends from the volleyball courts in the park adjacent to the pathway between the shared-use path

4 Sea level rise estimate represents the 90th percentile value for the 2050s as presented by the New York
City Panel on Climate Change. See below for additional details on design principals and sea level rise.
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and promenade, north to the tennis court complex located just north of the Williamsburg Bridge,
and includes the Delancey Street pedestrian bridge.

Reaches F and G: East River Park—Reflections Labyrinth and East Houston Street
Ballfields. Reaches F and G extend northward from the tennis court complex to Ball Fields Nos.
3,4, 5, and 6, and includes the East Houston Street overpass.

Reach H: East River Park—Track and Field Complex. Reach H extends from the northern
edge of Ball Field No. 6 to a park maintenance area located just north of the Track and Field
Complex and includes the East 6th Street pedestrian bridge.

Reaches | and J: East River Park—East 10th Street Ballfields and Children’s Playground.
Reaches | and J extend from Ball Fields Nos. 7 and 8 just north of the Track and Field Complex
to the north end of East River Park at approximately East 13th Street and includes the East 10th
Street pedestrian bridge and the barbeque areas.

Project Area Two Design Reaches

Reaches J and K: FDR Drive Crossing to Con Edison East River Generating Station. Reaches
J and K include crossing the FDR Drive, the FDR Drive right-of-way in front of the Con Edison
East 13th Street Substation and the crossing of East 14th Street and connections to the flood
protection system in Con Edison’s East River Generating Station. This design reach includes the
FDR Drive (which is at-grade in this design reach) and the Con Edison facilities bounded by East
13th Street on the south and East 15th Street on the north.

Reaches L and M: East 15th Street to Murphy Brothers Playground. Reaches L and M include
the parking lot north of the Con Edison East River Generating Station to Murphy Brothers
Playground, Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, and the adjacent FDR Drive.

Reach N: FDR Drive Crossing and Stuyvesant Cove Park. Reach N begins at the intersection
of the FDR Drive and East 18th Street and includes the design reach under the FDR Drive (the
FDR Drive is elevated in this design reach) between Avenue C and Stuyvesant Cove Park and
continues northward in Stuyvesant Cove Park to just north of East 20th Street.

Reach O: Stuyvesant Cove Park and Solar One. Reach O begins north of the East 20th Street
between the East River and Avenue C, and runs along the northern portion of Stuyvesant Cove
Park, ending just south of the intersection of East 23rd Street and the FDR Drive ramps (the FDR
Drive is elevated in this design reach).

Reach P: East 25th Street Tie-Back. Reach P begins at the intersection of East 23rd Street and
the FDR Drive ramps and continues north along the FDR Drive service road, where it turns inland
(west) and includes the northern portion of Asser Levy Playground and the connection to the
existing VA Medical Center proposed floodwall that continues along East 25th Street.

COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project incorporates a combination of coastal flood protection components
comprised of floodwalls, levees, and closure structures, with infrastructure improvements.
Provided below are descriptions of these systems.

Coastal Flood Protection System Components

Floodwall. Floodwalls are narrow, vertical structures with a below-grade foundation that are
designed to withstand both tidal storm surges and waves. They are typically constructed of steel,
reinforced concrete, or a combination of materials with a reinforced concrete cap. Floodwalls can
be used where there are horizontal space limitations for levees and where there is a design
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objective to have a narrow footprint of the flood protection system. Typical floodwall designs
include I-walls (partially embedded in the ground) and L-walls (foundation base slab supported
by a pile foundation), each providing differing degrees of structural protection to withstand tidal
surge and wave forces (see Figure 2.0-2 for a cross section of a typical floodwall).

Levee. Levees elevate the existing topography forming a barrier or line of coastal flood protection.
In general, levees have a relatively wide footprint when installed. They are typically constructed
of a core of compacted fill material, capped by stiff clay to withstand storm waves, along with a
stabilizing landscaped cover. The slopes are designed to maintain the structural stability of the
levee under design loading conditions, considering drainage and utilities. To avoid seepage, the
coastal flood reduction levee has an interior cutoff wall that is constructed of either a stiff clay or
slurry (see Figure 2.0-3 for a cross section of a typical levee).

Closure Structure. In many flood protection systems, it is necessary to provide an opening to
accommodate day-to-day vehicular or pedestrian circulation along a street or sidewalk. In these
instances, closure structures are installed to close the openings prior to the anticipated arrival of a
design storm event and require active deployment. There are two types of closure structures that
have been considered as part of the proposed project, each of which is made of steel and
structurally reinforced. These closure structures include the following deployable gates:

e Swing Floodgates. Swing floodgates operate like hinged doors and are moved to the closed
position prior to the anticipated arrival of a design storm event. The span limit for these
systems is generally around 40 feet (see Figure 2.0-4 for a cross section of a typical swing
floodgate). This type of floodgate is a site fixture, meaning it remains on-site and is kept in
the open position when not in use.

¢ Roller Floodgates. Roller floodgates are closure structures that can be used in openings with
spans up to 72 feet. They are stabilized with a single or double line of wheels and are slid into
their protection position prior to the anticipated arrival of a design storm event (see Figure
2.0-5 for a cross section of a typical roller floodgate). This type of floodgate is kept in the
open position when not in use.

Other Components

Infrastructure Improvements. The flood protection components described above would prevent
coastal flooding from entering the protected area. The protected area lies within a large sewershed
served by a combined sewer system that conveys a combination of sanitary sewage and stormwater
through a network of pipes to the Manhattan Pump Station where it is then pumped to the
Newtown Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) for treatment and discharge to the East
River. Additional improvements are required to modify the existing combined sewer infrastructure
to hydraulically isolate the protected area (drainage isolation) as well as to protect against inland
flooding during the simultaneous occurrence of a rain event with a storm surge event (drainage
management) (see Figure 2.0-6 for an overview of infrastructure improvements).

e Drainage Isolation. Modifications to existing sewer infrastructure would ensure that this
infrastructure would not act as a conduit through which tidal surge water from the East River
can enter the protected area. These modifications include installing gates on the existing large-
diameter sewer pipe (interceptor) that collects and conveys flow through the system and flood-
proofing components of the existing sewer infrastructure (such as catch basins and manholes)
on the unprotected side of the proposed flood protection system.

e Drainage Management. During a design storm event, depending on the nature of coincident
rainfall, and with the tide gates closed, the sewer system conveyance pipes can reach capacity,

2.0-10



NOTE: Preliminary Illustrative Design Concept

Capital Project: SANDRESMH1 Typical Floodwall (Illustrative)
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY PROJECT Figure 2.0-2



NOTE: Preliminary lllustrative Design Concept.

Capital Project: SANDRESM!1 Typical Levee (lllustrative)
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY PROJECT Figure 2.0-3



Closed position

NOTE: Preliminary lllustrative Design Concept

Capital Project: SANDRESM1 Swing Gate
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY PROJECT Figure 2.0-4



TOP OF WALL 16.5

Open position

TOP OF WALL 16.5

Closed position

NOTE: Preliminary lllustrative Design Concept

Capital Project: SANDRESM!1 Roller Gate
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY PROJECT Figure 2.0-5
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potentially resulting in backups that cause inland flooding. Measures to address the potential
flooding include the installation of additional parallel conveyance pipes and other
improvements to enhance the existing conveyance capacity of the sewer system.

e Infrastructure Reconstruction within East River Park. The infrastructure within East
River Park—including outfalls and regulators and other infrastructure, as well as the park’s
drainage collection system and water supply system—is proposed to be reconstructed under
the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5.

Con Edison high-voltage transmission lines within the project area present a variety of challenges
to the design and construction of flood protection measures. These lines are currently buried at a
depth that allows effective heat dissipation, which is critical to the efficient functioning of
electrical transmission in Lower Manhattan. During construction of the proposed project, Con
Edison would undertake the wrapping of their existing live transmission lines located
belowground in a protective carbon fiber material. The carbon fiber wrapping approach would
protect the transmission lines during construction and ensure long-term viability and access.

DEVELOPMENT OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The City evaluated and reviewed the proposed alternatives’ conceptual design against the principal
objectives for the project, including providing a reliable flood protection system for the protected
area, improving access to and enhancing open space resources along the waterfront, and meeting
HUD funding deadlines for federal spending, along with the goal to minimize potential
environmental effects and disruptions to the community. With the implementation of the Preferred
Alternative, which is described in further detail below, East River Park would experience
significant risk reduction from flooding and inundation from sea level rise in addition to
substantial enhancements to its value as a recreational resource and providing flood protection to
the inland communities. Park user experience would be enhanced with the reconstruction of East
River Park and the reconstruction of pedestrian bridges to improve access. Additionally, a long-
standing deficiency along the East River Greenway at the Con Edison 13th Street Generating
Station would be remedied with the construction of a shared-use pedestrian/bicyclist flyover
bridge linking East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, substantially improving the
City’s greenway network. In addition, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and
Asser Levy Playground would be reconstructed and improved, resulting in enhanced recreational
spaces throughout the project area. The selection of this alternative also allows for a shorter
construction duration and park closure, earlier deployment of the flood protection system (which
is expected to be completed in mid-2023), and reduced construction disruption along the FDR
Drive.

C. ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE EIS

This section describes the alternatives to the proposed project that are evaluated in this EIS. Each
of the With Action alternatives (i.e., all alternatives except the No Action Alternative), assume the
no action projects identified in Appendix Al, and propose varying configurations and
combinations of the coastal flood protection components described above. The With Action
Alternatives were developed to meet the project purpose and need (as outlined in Chapter 1.0,
“Purpose and Need”) to respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood protection and
resiliency for the design storm and improve access to and enhance open space resources along the
waterfront. These build alternatives vary in the degree to which the coastal flood protection system
is integrated with the park landscape enhancements and improvements to neighborhood
connections. As described in further details below, the Flood Protection System on the West Side
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of East River Park Baseline Alternative (Alternative 2) would provide flood protection but with
limited open space improvements. The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River
Park — Enhanced Park and Access Alternative (Alternative 3) builds upon Alternative 2 with
additional enhancements to open spaces and improvements to access to these open spaces. The
Flood Protection System with a Raised East River Park Alternative (Alternative 4 — the Preferred
Alternative) would integrate the flood protection in Project Area One within an elevated East River
Park, providing the opportunity for a holistic reconstruction, reimagining, and expansion of the
types of user experiences in the park, while also enhancing neighborhood connectivity and
resiliency. The Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive Alternative (Alternative 5) is similar
to the Preferred Alternative but would shift the alignment of a portion the flood protection system
in Project Area Two from west of the FDR Drive to the east of the FDR Drive. In addition, since
the line of protection would be closer to the shoreline under the Preferred Alternative and
Alternative 5, the majority of East River Park would be protected from design storm events and
inundation from sea level rise.

The build year for the proposed project is 2025. Under the Preferred Alternative, the flood
protection, reconstruction of three existing pedestrian bridges, foundations for a new shared use
flyover bridge, and park access features are expected to be completed in 2023, which would
provide the flood protection in an accelerated timeframe compared to other alternatives that would
have flood protection installed by 2025. Under the Preferred Alternative, the superstructure of the
shared-use flyover bridge would then be completed in 2025.

This shorter construction duration for the flood protection under the Preferred Alternative is
primarily due to elimination of the need of the majority of flood protection construction be
performed during night-time single-lane closures of the FDR Drive and in close proximity to
sensitive Con Edison transmission lines, since the flood protection alignment under this alternative
is primarily along the existing esplanade of East River Park. Closures of the FDR Drive would
need to meet requirements set forth by NYCDOT and would be limited to approximately 6 hours
of single-lane closure of the FDR Drive per night.

Below is a description of the alternatives that are analyzed in this EIS.
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area by the 2025 analysis year presented in this EIS. The No
Action Alternative establishes the context to assess and compare the effects among the
alternatives. In the absence of this system, the existing neighborhoods within the protected area
would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design storm events. Independent of the proposed
project, there would be limited improvements to open space resources and access to both East
River Park and the East River waterfront from other planned projects or targeted resiliency
projects. Specific improvements in the project area anticipated to occur in the absence of the
proposed project include the Pier 42 project and the Solar One Environmental Education Center
project in Stuyvesant Cove Park.

The No Action Alternative describes the conditions that would exist in the future without the
proposed project by 2025 analysis year. In an urban environment such as the protected area, there
are both broad development trends and site-specific development projects that would affect
conditions in the future. This additional development (i.e., the No Action projects) includes
projects currently under construction or in development that can reasonably be expected to be
constructed by 2025 due to their status in the planning and public approval process, along with
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proposals for rezoning and public policy initiatives likely to be undertaken. The No Action projects
relevant for analyses within this EIS include various improvements to existing facilities, amenities,
and infrastructure; site-specific resiliency projects; and development projects. The full range of
planned and potential development projects and proposed actions are provided in Appendix Al.

IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING FACILTIES, AMENITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Several projects to upgrade or improve existing facilities, amenities, and infrastructure within the
protected area that are expected to be completed by 2025 include the following: reconstruction of
Pier 42 as publicly accessible open space (2020), creation of the LES Ecology Center Compost
Facility (2023), renovation of the Fireboat House (2019), and the redevelopment of the Solar One
Environmental Education Center (2019). These projects are discussed further below.

As described above, at the southern end of Project Area One, NYC Parks is proposing to construct
Pier 42 as a public waterfront open space that would increase accessible open space. For many
years, the Pier 42 property consisted of warehouse space and parking, located just south of East
River Park between the East River and the FDR Drive. A masterplan for the overall redevelopment
of Pier 42 as an open space was approved by a Community Board 3 sub-committee and PDC.
Phase 1A of the Pier 42 redevelopment included the demolition of the pier shed. Phase 1B will
include the redevelopment of the upland park (north and east of Phase 1A) with amenities such as
an entry garden in the western section, a playground, a comfort station, a grassy knoll rising
approximately seven feet above grade, solar powered safety lighting throughout the park, and
access from the shared-use path along the FDR Drive service road or Montgomery Street. The
Pier 42 project will introduce approximately 2.62 acres of new passive open space by 2020.

A capital project is funded to upgrade the existing composting operations in the area, which is
now operated by the LES Ecology Center. This proposed facility will improve the composting site
by formalizing and containing the composting components and provide educational and public
access opportunities.

The Fireboat House is located within East River Park near Grand Street. This NYC Parks project
will involve the construction of an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) entrance ramp and the
installation of solar panels at this building.

Stuyvesant Cove Park, located in Project Area Two, is home to the Solar One organization, which
provides environmental education programs to create a more sustainable and resilient urban
environment. Solar One’s mission is to provide education on energy, sustainability, and resilience.
Solar One is proposing an upgrade to their Solar One Environmental Education Center. Located
at the northern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park, the existing facility is proposed to be replaced with
a new green arts and energy education center.

SITE-SPECIFIC RESILIENCY PROJECTS

Projects to upgrade or improve existing facilities, amenities, and infrastructure within and near the
protected area that are expected to be completed by 2025, including those proposed at nearby
NYCHA properties and the adjacent Lower Manhattan Coastal Resiliency (LMCR)-Two Bridges
project. These projects are discussed further below. In addition, there are several resiliency
projects that have been completed at the Con Edison East River Generating Facility and the VA
Medical Center.
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NYCHA Resiliency Projects

The NYCHA Manhattan Campus project proposes resiliency measures at multiple NYCHA
campuses within the protected area that were damaged during Hurricane Sandy: the Bernard
Baruch Houses, Lillian Wald Houses, Jacob Riis Houses, and Jacob Riis Il Houses, as well as
Campos Plaza Il. At the Bernard Baruch Houses, NYCHA proposes to install a floodwall along
the west side of Baruch Drive, individually floodproof the buildings east of Baruch Drive,
construct an electrical annex to each building east of Baruch Drive, and construct a new boiler
plant in the center of the housing complex. At the Lillian Wald, Jacob Riis, and Jacob Riis Il
Houses, NYCHA proposes to floodproof each building and construct an electrical annex to each
building. At Campos Plaza 1l, NYCHA proposes to floodproof the building and install stand-by
generators. Site restoration will also be undertaken at each housing complex.

Overall, these resiliency projects would help prevent coastal flooding only in certain parts of the
protected area but would not prevent coastal flooding for the remainder of the neighborhood within
the current and future FEMA 100-year flood plain, accounting for projections of sea level rise.

Lower Manhattan Coastal Resiliency (LMCR) — Two Bridges Project

In addition to the proposed project, resiliency measures are being developed for the Two Bridges
neighborhood immediately south of the proposed project area. The study area for the Two Bridges
project is bounded by Montgomery Street on the north and the Brooklyn Bridge to the south and
includes the esplanade under the FDR Drive, two crossings across South Street for the tie-backs,
Pier 35/36, and the East River Waterfront (see Figure 2.0-7). The City received funding through
HUD’s National Disaster Resilience Competition (NDRC) to initiate a coastal flood mitigation
project in this area. The LMCR-Two Bridges Project is in the early design phase. It proposes
improvements that would similarly protect from coastal flooding and would create opportunities
for new programming and enhanced community access (where possible) in the Two Bridges
neighborhood. The approaches to providing flood protection with this project are assumed to be
similar to those under the proposed project and would include floodwalls and closure structures.

Additionally, as part of the LMCR-Two Bridges Project and funded by HUD’s NRDC, the Trust
for Public Land (TPL) school playground project consists of renovation and improvement of
existing playground facilities at two public schools, Public School 2 (P.S. 2) — Meyer London and
Public School 184 (P.S. 184) — Shuang Wen, in the Two Bridges neighborhood. This project would
result in redesigned play spaces, which may include features such as running tracks; athletic
courts; upgraded play equipment; trees, gardens and plantings; gazebos; outdoor classrooms;
benches and other seating; game tables; student artwork; signage; trash and recycling receptacles;
and drinking fountains. This project would also incorporate green infrastructure features—such as
artificial turf fields with gravel underlays, bioswales, permeable pavers, and rain gardens—into
the project design. The build year would be approximately 2021 for this TPL school playground
project.

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

In 2008, the City rezoned portions of the East Village and Lower East Side to facilitate the
development of new residential projects with ground-floor retail. The limits of these rezoning
actions were between East 13th Street on the north; Avenue D to the east; East Houston Street,
Delancey Street, and Grand Street on the south; and the Bowery and Third Avenue on the west.
According to the 2008 East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS), there are an estimated 770 potential mixed-use development projects resulting
from the rezoning. As shown in Appendix A1, there are a number of projected development sites
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identified in the 2008 East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning FEIS that are relevant to the analyses
in this EIS, the majority of which are residential projects.

Large-Scale Development Projects outside the Protected Area

In addition to the No Action projects described above, there are three major projects just outside
the protected area that have been considered as part of the background condition for the analyses
in this EIS: City University of New York (CUNY) Hunter Brookdale Campus, Alexandria Center
for Life Sciences, and Essex Crossing.

CUNY Hunter Brookdale Campus

The City of New York is redeveloping the block generally bounded by First Avenue, East 25th
Street, FDR Drive, and a private drive (formerly East 26th Street). The property is currently the
Brookdale Campus of Hunter College (CUNY Hunter). The New York City Department of
Sanitation (DSNY) is proposing to use the central portion of the site to construct a garage complex
to store equipment and provide personnel support services for Manhattan Districts 6 and 8, support
street cleaning for Districts 3, 6, and 8, and house the Manhattan Borough Command Offices. The
remainder of the site will be a commercial development or mixed-use development in accordance
with a request for proposals managed by NYCEDC.

Alexandria Center for Life Sciences
The Alexandria Center for Life Sciences, at East 29th Street and the FDR Drive, is proposing a
third building of approximately 550,000 square feet. Additionally, a City-owned building at East
26th Street and First Avenue is proposed to be converted to a bioscience research center with lab
space.

Essex Crossing

At full buildout, the Essex Crossing project, which is a phased development project, would result
in approximately 2 million gross square feet of mixed-use development on nine separate sites
located along Essex, Grand, and Delancey Streets. The Essex Crossing project would provide
residential units, some of which would be affordable units and affordable senior housing units. In
addition, the proposed Essex Crossing program would introduce commercial space and other
commercial uses that include commercial office space, a gym, a bowling alley, and a movie
theater. There would also be community facility uses and publicly accessible open space on
Broome Street between Suffolk and Clinton Streets.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

DESIGN OBJECTIVES

The Preferred Alternative is a flood protection system comprised of a combination of floodwalls,
18 closure structures (i.e., swing and roller floodgates), and supporting infrastructure
improvements that together would reduce risk of damage from coastal storms in the area proposed
for protection. The inland limits of the proposed protection area are generally along First Avenue,
Avenue B, Avenue C, Avenue D, and Columbia Street and includes private and public properties
and streets within the Lower East Side, East Village, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper Village and
Kips Bay communities that are currently in the East River coastal flood hazard area. The design
flood elevation for the project is 16.5 feet NAVD88, which is generally 8 to 9 feet above the
existing land surface along the project alignment but diminishes in height along the inland
alignments (e.g., along Montgomery Street). This design elevation was developed based on the
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100-year FEMA flood level and adding to that wave effects and the 90th percentile projection for
sea level rise through to the 2050s (30 inches).

As described in greater detail below, a key element of the Preferred Alternative is elevating and
reconstructing John V. Lindsay East River Park (East River Park) to make it more resilient to
coastal storms, The proposed project also includes integrating flood protection with open space
improvements at other parks along the flood protection alignment including Murphy Brothers
Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, and Asser Levy Playground, with an improved shared use path
(bikeway/walkway) along the entire project length (from East 23rd Street to Montgomery Street),
and a new shared-use flyover bridge (see Figures 2.0-8 and 2.0-9) to address the narrow and
substandard waterfront public access along the segment at the Con Edison facility (on the east side
of the FDR Drive) known as the “pinch point.”

Also proposed are redesigned and enhanced connections to the waterfront and East River Park,
with the reconstruction of the Corlears Hook Bridge, the replacement of the Delancey and East
10th Street bridges, and the above-mentioned flyover bridge. These proposed bridge
improvements would create more inviting and accessible crossings over the FDR Drive to the
reconstructed East River Park and the East River waterfront, including the waterfront shared-use
path. With the proposed project, the reconstructed bridges at Delancey and East 10th Street have
also been designed to provide more community-oriented access that supports and encourages
public access to the waterfront with gentler grades that are consistent with the principle of
universal access. Within the park, the bridge landings would provide an elevated gateway with
expanded views of the reconstructed park and the river.

FLOOD PROTECTION ALIGNMENT AND DESIGN

The description below summarizes flood protection alignment and design for the Preferred
Alternative. Figure 2.0-10 shows the proposed alignment and schematic layout of Preferred
Alternative e, Conceptual design sections of the Preferred Alternative are provided in Appendix
C1, which show approximate elevations and heights at numerous locations in each of the project
reaches.

Project Area One — South of East River Park

The proposed flood protection alignment begins at its southerly tieback along Montgomery about
130 feet west of South Street; at South Street the system turns north along for a distance of about
50 linear feet and then east, crossing under the FDR Drive to the east side of the highway with a
pair of swing floodgates. Once on the east side of the highway, the flood protection system turns
north and runs adjacent to the FDR Drive, continuing north into East River Park.

Project Area One — East River Park

Once in East River Park, the proposed flood protection alignment starts to turn east towards the
East River, near the existing amphitheater. From here, the alignment continues north and the
system parallels the East River Park bulkhead.

Within East River Park, the proposed project includes the following key design elements:

¢ Installing a below-grade flood protection structure (i.e., floodwall) running parallel to the
existing East River Park bulkhead coupled with the elevation of a majority of East River Park
(with the exception of the Fireboat House), generally beginning at the existing amphitheater
and continuing northward to the northern end of the park near East 13th Street, thereby
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protecting park facilities and recreational spaces from design storm events and sea level rise
inundation;

¢ Installing the floodwall below-grade to soften the visual effect of the flood protection system;

o Raising the majority of park grade with an increase in elevation from west (the FDR Drive) to
east (the East River bulkhead) to attain the flood protection design elevation, accompanied by
the reconstruction of the park open space including all fields and passive spaces, and
incorporating resilient landscaping and substantial tree replanting that envisions a more
diverse, resilient, and ecologically robust habitat;

e Reconstructing the Tennis House, Track and Field House and comfort stations;

e Reconstructing the East River Esplanade to increase the deck elevation to match the raised
park and protect the esplanade from design storms and sea level rise;

e Improving north/south access along the waterfront with a new shared-use flyover bridge
connecting the north end of East River Park with Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk;

e Improving access to the waterfront by reconstructing the Corlears Hook Bridge over the FDR
Drive and replacing the existing Delancey Street and East 10th Street Bridges to be universally
accessible;

e Creating an expanded and reconfigured park-side East Houston Street landing and entryway
to the waterfront; and

e Relocating the two existing embayments in the park with the objective of repurposing the
filled areas as open space that allows for improved recreational programming and creating two
new compensatory embayments;

e Reconstructing the amphitheater as an outdoor theater space; and

e Reconstructing all water and sewer infrastructure in the park, some of which is reaching the
end of the serviceable life, including the outfalls and associated pipes that cross the park to
the East River bulkhead.

It is an objective of the design to improve the ecology of East River Park, which is susceptible to
the effects of sea level rise, storm surge, and heavy rainfall events. Storm surge from severe events
like Hurricane Sandy can overwhelm the park. Moreover, the threat from gradually increasing sea
level rise adds to the risk of more frequent flooding from everyday storms or high tides. This
flooding not only interrupts the ability for parks visitors to enjoy and utilize the amenities within
East River Park, but also affects its ecology. In 2014, NYC Parks removed 258 trees from East
River Park due to salt water damage from Hurricane Sandy.

The Preferred Alternative’s landscaping and planting plan is reflective of the popular styles of the
late 1930s, when the Park was first designed and completed. The planting design is formal, with
a focus on tree geometry and placement that maximizes open spaces for active recreation. Species
diversity and ecology were not priorities of the original landscape design: over half of the current
tree canopy is comprised of just two species. In the original design, plant selection relied heavily
on canopy trees, such as London plane, a non-native species, and oaks. London plane trees in
particular were significantly affected by salt inundation post Hurricane Sandy and have comprised
most of the tree removals in East River Park since then.

In contrast, the proposed landscaping plan incorporates park resiliency through a design that can
withstand a changing climate and consideration of species diversity, habitat, salt spray, wind,
maintenance, and care. The landscape plan includes over 50 different species, reflecting research
around the benefits of diversifying species to increase resiliency and adaptive capacity in a plant
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ecosystem. The design also focuses on creating a more layered planting approach, allowing for
informal planting areas that have flexibility and plant communities that together improve
ecological richness. By elevating the majority of the park and its landscape, and diversifying plant
species, the landscape in the park will be more resistant to salt spray exposure and improve
resiliency and post-storm functionality over the long term.

Project Area Two

North of East River Park, the proposed flood protection system includes a closure structure across
the FDR Drive. Two swing floodgates that when deployed would close this segment of the flood
protection system across the highway, but in non-storm conditions would be recessed to the sides
of the highway. From there, the floodwall continues northward and aligns along the west
(southbound) side of the FDR Drive, connecting into the flood protection system at the Con Edison
East River Generating Station (between East 14th and East 15th Streets). A closure structure
adjacent to East 14th Street near the FDR Drive would also be installed to allow Con Edison
operational access. North of the East River Generating Station, a closure structure is proposed
across the FDR Drive East 15th Street ramp, and the floodwall continues northward along the
FDR Drive to Murphy Brothers Playground.

At Murphy Brothers Playground the proposed floodwall is aligned along the east side of the park,
which would also be reconstructed with new ballfields, active recreational spaces, grading and
landscaping.

Beginning at the northeast corner of Murphy Brothers Playground, the proposed flood protection
system turns east along Avenue C, heading towards the East River, crossing the FDR Drive ramps
(two swing gate closure structures are proposed here) and under the FDR Drive into Stuyvesant
Cove Park. Within Stuyvesant Cove Park, the proposed flood protection system turns northward,
where it is comprised of a combination of floodwalls with closure structures (roller gates) at the
southerly entrance (from Avenue C) and at the East 20th Street entrance to allow public access
into the park to the waterfront esplanade during non-storm conditions; design of this segment is
also being coordinated with the new design for Solar One Environmental Education Center and
existing Citywide Ferry Service ferry landing.

North of Stuyvesant Cove Park, the system again turns west and back under the elevated FDR
Drive at East 23rd Street. In this segment, a combination of floodwalls and closure structures (a
combination of roller and swing gates) are needed to maintain vehicular and pedestrian circulation
through this intersection during non-storm conditions, including: vehicle access to the FDR Drive
ramps and service roads; pedestrian and cyclist access to and along the East River shared-use path;
and, vehicle and pedestrian access to Waterside Plaza (including the U.N. School and the British
International School of New York), the Skyport Marina and parking garage, and a BP service
station. These closure structures are to be recessed except under storm conditions when they would
be deployed to provide the proposed flood protection.

North of East 23rd Street and west of the FDR Drive, the proposed flood protection system
continues northward along the sidewalk of the southbound FDR Drive service road. The proposed
system then turns westward into and across the Asser Levy Park Playground (between the Asser
Levy Recreation Center and the outdoor recreational space). Similar to Murphy Brothers
Playground, the outdoor recreational space at Asser Levy Playground would be redesigned and
reconstructed and a roller floodgate is proposed to connect to the VA Medical Center floodwall.
The flood gate would maintain the connection between the playground and the Asser Levy
Recreation Center and during a storm condition it would be deployed. The VA Medical Center
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flood protection system extends north and then west along East 25th Street to complete the
northern tieback at First Avenue.

DRAINAGE SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

Drainage system modifications are also proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative, including
measures to control flow into the drainage protected area® from the larger sewershed (i.e., drainage
isolation) and measures to manage flooding within the drainage protected area (i.e., drainage
management). These modifications would reduce the risk of flooding in the protected area during
extreme storm events coincident with rainfall events. As part of the Preferred Alternative, the
water and sewer infrastructure would be reconstructed and reconfigured where necessary to ensure
that it could withstand the additional loading from the added fill materials once the Park is raised.
A summary of each of these measures is provided below.

Drainage Isolation

Measures to isolate the drainage protected area from the unprotected portions of the larger
sewershed would be implemented to eliminate potential pathways for storm surge waters to
inundate the existing sewer system and flood inland areas. The measures include: (1) installing
interceptor gates on the existing 108-inch diameter interceptor at the northern and southern
extremes of the drainage protected area sewershed, generally in the vicinity of East 20th Street
and Avenue C to the north and between Corlears Hook Park and the FDR Drive to the south; (2)
floodproofing the regulators, manholes, and other combined sewer infrastructure on the
unprotected side of the flood protection system; (3) replacing existing tide gates on the combined
sewer outfall pipes that serve the drainage protected area and rerouting storm drainage; and (4)
installing one isolation gate valve in the existing Regulator M-39, located within Asser Levy
Playground, to isolate a branch interceptor that crosses the flood protection system alignment at
the northern boundary of the drainage protected area. These measures would prevent storm surge
water from entering the sewer system through existing combined sewers, the outfall pipes, or
through at-grade access points (i.e., manholes and hatches) for existing sewer infrastructure on the
portion of the drainage protected area that is unprotected from overland coastal surge events.

Two interceptor gates are proposed to prevent floodwaters from entering the protected area
through the sewer system during a design storm event. The southernmost interceptor gate is
proposed in Project Area One, just south of the Corlears Hook Bridge, and would be sited within
an existing sidewalk and lawn along the western edge of the FDR Drive right-of-way. The northern
interceptor gate in Project Area Two is proposed in the right-of-way and median of East 20th
Street, just west of the intersection with Avenue C. During a design storm event, these gates would
be operated to allow DEP to control flow from outside the protected area into the protected area
via the interceptor sewer. Once the storm surge recedes, the interceptor gates would be returned
to their open positions to resume normal operations of the sewer system. While mostly below
grade, the interceptor gates each would each require a single-story building adjacent to the
chamber that contains the controls, electrical, hydraulic, and other ancillary components to operate
the interceptor gates.

Drainage isolation for the regulators and other sewer structures would involve replacing each of
their existing vented access hatches with lockable vented hatches that could be sealed (i.e.,

5 The drainage protected area encompasses the project protected area as well as the lateral sewers, regulators,
outfalls, and other sewer infrastructure that serve or are tributary to those that serve the project protected
area.
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floodproofed) to prevent floodwater water from entering the system. In addition, each regulator
would be improved, as needed, which may include lining, patching, jet-grouting, sheet piling, or
reinforcing the walls of the structure. There may also be installation of a reinforced concrete slab
above each structure and of low-infiltrating fill around each structure. Manhole covers on
unprotected sewers would also be floodproofed to protect against loss and/or leakage during a
storm event. Manholes that are less structurally stable would be either partially or fully replaced
in addition to the replacement of the frame and cover. Manholes requiring additional support
would follow the methods described above for external strengthening of the regulators.

To ensure proper functioning of the tide gates during the design storm event, it is proposed that
the existing tide gates on the combined sewer outfall pipes that serve the drainage protected area
be replaced as part of the Preferred Alternative. In addition, storm drainage that currently connects
to the combined sewer system that would be located on the unprotected side of the flood protection
system would be rerouted and connected to the outfalls downstream of the tide gates. This would
ensure the storm drainage system is isolated from the combined sewer system within the protected
area and would eliminate the need for floodproofing storm drains on the unprotected side of the
flood protection system.

The Preferred Alternative also proposes that an isolation gate valve be installed within regulator
M-39 on an existing sewer segment that crosses from the protected to the unprotected side of the
flood protection system at the northern end of the drainage protected area. This conduit has the
potential to convey floodwaters from unprotected sewers into the protected area under a design
storm event.

Drainage Management

In addition to the isolation measures outlined above, the Preferred Alternative includes drainage
management elements to ameliorate the reduced sewer capacity due to outfall closure during a
design storm event. The proposed drainage management would reduce the risk of sewer backups
and associated flooding within the drainage protected area during a design storm. These drainage
elements include installing additional combined sewers, termed “parallel conveyance,” within the
drainage protected area to augment the capacity of the existing sewer system. Specifically, nine
parallel conveyance connections are proposed.

Parallel conveyance pipes are proposed at 9 locations, for regulators M-22, M-23, M-27, M-28,
M-31, M-37, M-38, M-38A, and M-38B, to convey excess combined sewer flows to the
interceptor. Each parallel conveyance pipe would consist of a new upstream connection to a
regulator or lateral sewer, a downstream connection to the interceptor, and a connecting length of
pipe. The parallel conveyance pipes would range in diameter from 18 to 48 inches and require no
above ground features. The parallel conveyance would be sited within City rights-of-way with one
exception where some parallel conveyance infrastructure is proposed on private property. The
parallel conveyance pipes and connections would include manholes for access, similar to the
existing sewer pipes, generally every 200 to 250 feet, at pipe bends, and at all connections to allow
access for maintenance and repairs, as needed, and would be sited within streets and paved
surfaces (e.g., parking), where possible.

In addition, similar to the parallel conveyance, this alternative also proposes to increase the size
of the branch interceptor in order to increase the conveyance capacity to the Manhattan Pump
Station for three sub-drainage areas within the protected area: M-33, M-34, and M-35.

These proposed drainage management system improvements would not alter daily operation of
existing sewer infrastructure under non-storm conditions. Under rainfall events or periods of high
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sewer flow, combined sewer flow would be conveyed to the interceptor via the existing branch
interceptors and potentially also via the parallel conveyance.

East River Park Infrastructure Reconstruction

The Preferred Alternative also includes reconstructing the water and sewer infrastructure within
the portion of East River Park that would be elevated, including the outfalls, regulators, and sewers
and water supply infrastructure, to withstand the added loads of the proposed flood protection
system and elevated parkland. The outfalls and regulators within the portion of East River Park to
be elevated are also proposed for replacement. In most cases, the existing infrastructure would be
abandoned in place and the new infrastructure would be reconstructed adjacent to the existing
locations, although the outfalls would be relocated slightly along the East River Park bulkhead.
Of the existing 11 outfalls, two would be combined as part of the outfall reconstruction effort.

SYSTEM OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

An operations and maintenance manual will be developed for the proposed system to identify the
procedures for deploying, inspecting, testing, and maintaining each element of the proposed flood
protection system to ensure that the floodwalls, levees, and closure structures remain in proper
working order and are ready to perform in advance of a design storm event.

Operation and maintenance of the proposed parallel conveyance and interceptor gates would
require periodic inspection and maintenance of the piping and mechanical equipment. These
inspections would be in accordance with standard operation and maintenance procedures for the
City’s sewer infrastructure and a pre-approved operations and maintenance protocol developed
for the proposed project.

As discussed below in Section D, “Operations and Maintenance Program,” upon completion of
construction of the proposed project, the City would submit engineering plans, design
modifications during construction, supporting materials (i.e., design criteria, geotechnical data,
hydraulic modeling, etc.), a final operations and maintenance plan, and relevant construction data
to FEMA to demonstrate compliance with requirements listed in Chapter 44 of the Federal Code
of Regulations, Section 65.10 for FEMA accreditation.

CONSTRUCTION

The flood protection system and raised East River Park proposed under this alternative would be
constructed in 3.5-years and completed in 2023. The foundations for the shared-use flyover bridge
would also be completed in 2023. Subsequently, a prefabricated bridge span would be installed
and completed in 2025. East River Park is anticipated to be closed for the entire 3.5-year
construction duration but access to the Corlears Hook ferry landing would be maintained.
Construction activities would require the use of barges and trucks for material deliveries.
Approximately 600,000 cubic yards of fill is estimated to be required for the construction under
the Preferred Alternative, and an average of 3 barge trips per day are anticipated throughout the
3.5-year construction period.

CAPITAL COSTS

The estimated capital cost for the Preferred Alternative is approximately $1.45 billion.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

Alternative 2 would provide flood protection in Project Areas One and Two using a combination
of floodwalls, levees, and closure structures (i.e., deployable gates) from Montgomery Street to
East 25th Street. Figure 2.0-11 shows the proposed alignment of Alternative 2. Scaled conceptual
designs of Alternative 2 for each of the project reaches are provided in Appendix C2.

FLOOD PROTECTION ALIGNMENT AND DESIGN

Project Area One

In Project Area One, the line of flood protection would generally be located on the west side of
East River Park. Protection would be provided by a concrete floodwall starting at Montgomery
Street within the sidewalk adjacent to the Gouverneur Gardens Cooperative Village. The floodwall
would then cross under the FDR Drive with closure structures across the FDR Drive’s South Street
off- and on-ramps. A combination of floodwalls and levees would then run along the west side of
East River Park for the length of the entire park. The park-side landings for the Delancey Street
and East 10th Street bridges would be rebuilt within East River Park to accommodate the flood
protection system. As with the Preferred Alternative, a shared-use pedestrian/bicyclist flyover
bridge linking East River Park and Captain Brown Walk would be built cantilevered over the
northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point) near the Con Edison facility
between East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving the City’s greenway
network and north-south connectivity in the project area.

Project Area Two

In Project Area Two, the flood protection alignment would be similar to that proposed under the
Preferred Alternative. However, the portions of Murphy Brothers Playground and Asser Levy
Playground that are affected by construction of the floodwall would be replaced in kind rather than
redesigned and reconstructed.

DRAINAGE SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

Similar to the Preferred Alternative as described above, this alternative also includes modifications
of the existing sewer system, including installing gates underground near the northern and
southern extents of the project area within the existing large capacity sewer pipe (interceptor) and
flood-proofing manholes and regulators located on the unprotected side of the proposed project
alignment to control flow into the project area from the larger combined sewer drainage area.
Installation of additional sewer pipes and, in one location, enlarging existing sewer pipes, is also
proposed within and adjacent to the project area to reduce the risk of street and property flooding
within the protected area during a design storm event.

SYSTEM OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be similar to those described above under the
Preferred Alternative and would involve periodic inspections, testing, and maintenance to the
flood protection system elements, including floodwalls, closure structures, levees and drainage
components.

CONSTRUCTION

The flood protection alignment proposed in Alternative 2 would require that the majority of flood
protection construction be performed during night-time single-lane closures of the FDR Drive and
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in close proximity to sensitive Con Edison transmission lines. Given the related construction
complexities and logistical considerations, the flood protection system and associated components
under this alternative are assumed to be constructed in 5-years and completed in 2025.

CAPITAL COSTS
The estimated cost of construction for Alternative 2 is approximately $445 million.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER DRIVE - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

FLOOD PROTECTION ALIGNMENT AND DESIGN

Alternative 3 provides flood protection using a combination of floodwalls, levees, and closures
structures in Project Areas One and Two. Figure 2.0-12 shows the proposed alignment of
Alternative 2. Scaled conceptual designs of Alternative 3 for each of the project reaches are
provided in Appendix C3.

As with Alternative 2, the line of protection in Project Area One would be generally located on
the western side of East River Park. However, compared to Alternative 2, there would be more
extensive use of berms and other earthwork in association with the flood protection along the FDR
Drive to provide for more integrated access, soften the visual effect of the floodwall on park users,
and introduce new types of park experience. The landscape would generally gradually slope down
from high points along the FDR Drive towards the existing at-grade esplanade at the water’s edge.
Due to the extent of the construction of the flood protection system, compared to Alternative 2,
this alternative would include a more extensive reconfiguration and reconstruction of the bulk of
East River Park and its programming, including landscapes, recreational fields, playgrounds, and
amenities. Specifically, the following park facilities would be raised above the current grade by
approximately 2 to 3 feet:

e Multi-Purpose Turf Field south of the Williamsburg Bridge;

o Basketball Courts south of the Williamsburg Bridge;

e Ball Fields Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 north of the Williamsburg Bridge; and
e 10th Street Playground near the base of East 10th Street bridge landing.

In addition, the existing pedestrian bridges and bridge landings at Delancey and East 10th Streets
would be completely reconstructed to provide universal access, and a new raised and landscaped
park-side plaza landing would be created at the entrance to the park from the East Houston Street
overpass. As with the Preferred Alternative, a shared-use pedestrian/bicyclist flyover bridge
linking East River Park and Captain Brown Walk would be built cantilevered over the northbound
FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point) near the Con Edison facility between
East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving the City’s greenway network and
north-south connectivity in the project area.

Project Area Two

In Project Area Two, the flood protection alignment would be similar to that proposed in the
Preferred Alternative.

DRAINAGE SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

Similar to the Preferred Alternative as described above, this alternative also includes modifications
of the existing sewer system, including installing gates underground near the northern and
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southern extents of the project area within the existing large capacity sewer pipe (interceptor) and
flood-proofing manholes and regulators located on the unprotected side of the proposed project
alignment to control flow into the project area from the larger combined sewer drainage area.
Installation of additional sewer pipes and, in one location, enlarging existing sewer pipes, is also
proposed within and adjacent to the project area to reduce the risk of street and property flooding
within the protected area during a design storm event.

SYSTEM OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be similar to those described above under the
Preferred Alternative and would involve periodic inspections, testing, and maintenance to the
flood protection system elements, including floodwalls, closure structures, levees and drainage
components.

CONSTRUCTION

Alternative 3 would involve construction of the flood protection system alignment along the FDR
Drive and in close proximity to sensitive Con Edison transmission lines. Given the associated
complexities and logistical considerations involved when working in and around these facilities,
a 5-year construction duration is assumed, with the proposed project estimated to be completed in
2025.

CAPITAL COSTS
The estimated capital cost for Alternative 3 is approximately $1.2 billion.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 5): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST
OF FDR DRIVE

FLOOD PROTECTION ALIGNMENT AND DESIGN

Alternative 5 proposes a flood protection alignment similar to the Preferred Alternative, except
for the approach in Project Area Two between East 13th Street and Avenue C. This alternative
would raise the northbound lanes of the FDR Drive in this area by approximately six feet to meet
the design flood elevation then connect to closure structures at the south end of Stuyvesant Cove
Park. Maintaining the flood protection alignment along the east side of the FDR Drive would
eliminate the need for gates crossing the FDR Drive near East 13th Street as well as the need to
install floodwalls adjacent to NYCHA Jacob Riis Houses, Con Edison property and Murphy
Brothers Playground.

As with the Preferred Alternative, this alternative would also include the construction of the
shared-use flyover bridge to address the Con Edison pinch point.

RAISED FDR DRIVE PLATFORM WITH FLOODWALL PROTECTION

The floodwall system constructed along the elevated FDR Drive platform would connect to the
proposed floodwall in East River Park to the south and to the closure structures at the entrance to
Stuyvesant Cove Park to the north. To create the platform, drilled shafts would be installed in the
middle lane of the FDR Drive northbound lanes extending to bedrock at intervals of approximately
125 feet (with one shaft potentially needed between Con Edison’s intake tunnels that run under
the FDR) from approximately East 14th Street to East 17th Street in Reaches K through M (see
Figure 2.0-13 for approximate location of shafts). It is estimated that approximately 12 shafts
would be necessary along this design segment. A precast, pre-stressed box structure/raised
platform would then rest on the piers supported by the shafts, and a new paved roadway for the
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northbound FDR Drive would then be supported by the box/platform structure. Along the river
side of the raised platform, a floodwall would be installed below the elevated FDR Drive to the
necessary flood protection design height.

Under this alternative, the elevated FDR Drive structure would remain completely independent of
the Con Edison facilities and infrastructure located west of the FDR Drive. Further, the raised
platform and floodwall would provide flood protection on the east edge of the FDR Drive,
minimizing the number of closure structures needed for this reach, protecting and improving
emergency access along the FDR Drive during a design storm event, and would avoid the
disruptions associated with the testing and maintenance of closures strictures in this segment.

In the design segment north of the proposed raised platform between approximately East 17th and
18th Streets along the waterfront in Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk within Reach M, a floodwall
would be affixed to the existing FDR Drive abutment along the northbound service road to the
Avenue C Viaduct. This floodwall would then connect to the closure structure proposed at the
existing FDR Drive off-ramp at the south end of Stuyvesant Cove Park within Reach N. The flood
protection system at and north of Stuyvesant Cove Park would be identical to that for Alternatives
2,3, and 4.

DRAINAGE SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

Similar to the Preferred Alternative as described above, this alternative also includes modifications
of the existing sewer system, including installing gates underground near the northern and
southern extents of the project area within the existing large capacity sewer pipe (interceptor) and
flood-proofing manholes and regulators located on the unprotected side of the proposed project
alignment to control flow into the project area from the larger combined sewer drainage area.
Installation of additional sewer pipes and, in one location, enlarging existing sewer pipes, is also
proposed within and adjacent to the project area to reduce the risk of street and property flooding
within the protected area during a design storm event. As with the Preferred Alternative, the water
and sewer infrastructure within East River Park would be reconstructed.

SYSTEM OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be similar to those described above under the
Preferred Alternative and would involve periodic inspections, testing, and maintenance to the
flood protection system elements, including floodwalls, closure structures, levees and drainage
components.

CONSTRUCTION

Alternative 5 is anticipated to be constructed in 5-years and completed in 2025 and this duration
is driven by construction of the raised northbound lanes of the FDR Drive and the adjacent shared-
use flyover bridge in this same footprint. Figures 2.0-13 and 2.0-14 show a schematic of
Alternative 5 and a typical cross section of the proposed raised FDR Drive, respectively.

CAPITAL COSTS
The overall estimated cost for Alternative 5 is approximately $1.59 billion.

D. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

Activation of the flood protection system under pre-storm event conditions would involve
emergency preparedness planning and implementation across multiple City, State, and federal
agencies responsible for managing the proposed flood protection system, street traffic, drainage
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management, and emergency access and services before a storm event. To that end, many City
departments would be involved during the emergency operations phase, including but not limited
to the New York City Police Department (NYPD), the Fire Department (FDNY), NYCDOT, DEP,
NYC Parks, DSNY, New York City Office of Emergency Management (NYCEM), along with
State agencies such as the MTA which operates the transit systems (buses and subways) and the
nearby Midtown Tunnel (entrances at 34th Street), Con Edison, and the VA Medical Center.
Activating the proposed flood protection system would involve synchronizing both the storm
surge flood protection and the drainage components of the protection system to manage or prevent
combined flow from the larger sewershed within the protected area. As an imminent storm
approaches, street closures would be implemented for public safety, flood protection system
closure structures would be activated, and personnel would seek protected locations. Pre-storm
measures would also involve close monitoring of weather patterns in advance of predicted heavy
winds and storm surge, to ensure pre-storm activities lead to successful flood protection operation
during a storm event. Among the key requirements are activation of closure structures, closure of
outfalls, and controlled and eventual closure of the interceptor gates.

Given the number of agencies involved, the range of activities required, and the importance of
their implementation during a coastal storm event, comprehensive training and emergency
preparedness exercises would serve to provide a state of readiness to execute the necessary actions
during the pre-storm conditions. To that end, the operations and maintenance manual that will be
developed is a critical element for effective deployment of the proposed flood protection system.
The manual will address each flood protection system component and the agency responsible for
the components deployment during a flood event, along with a pre-storm timeline for its
deployment.

FEMA ACCREDITATION

Upon completion of construction of the proposed project, the City would submit engineering
plans, design modifications during construction, supporting materials (i.e., design criteria,
geotechnical data, hydraulic modeling, etc.), a final operations and maintenance plan, and relevant
construction data to FEMA to demonstrate compliance with requirements listed in Chapter 44 of
the Federal Code of Regulations, Section 65.10 for FEMA accreditation.

Prior to the completion of the construction activities and the initial step towards accreditation, the
City will submit a Conditional Letter of Map Revision for FEMA review. The final submission
would include as-built plans, including any major deviations from the original design and
specifications and an updated operations and maintenance manual.

As part of achieving FEMA accreditation (recognition of the proposed project on Flood Insurance
Rate Maps [FIRMs]), the City would submit documentation that the entire length of the flood
protection system has been adequately designed, and that operation and maintenance systems are
in place to provide reasonable assurance the system would be able to perform as designed
throughout the accreditation period and identification of any known risks. The FEMA
accreditation process considers all components of the flood protection system, including elements
for resisting storm induced surge (storm tide) and the existing and proposed alterations to the
interior drainage system for removing all interior waters (rainfall and dry weather flow) from the
protected area.
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POST-STORM ACTIONS

Deactivating Closure Structures

Post storm, the closure structures would be returned to their open positions and debris removal
would begin as soon as possible. Initiating these activities would commence once the storm surge
has receded, the floodwaters have subsided, and NYCEM with the guidance of the National
Weather Service (NWS) determines there is no threat of future flooding, tidal surge, or high wind
conditions. It is expected that re-opening the gates would take approximately the same time as
deployment, with contingencies for unforeseen conditions. Subsequent to the closure structures
being returned to their open positions, any street obstructions and accumulated debris would be
removed by DSNY and normal traffic circulation patterns would gradually be restored.

Deactivating Drainage Management

Post storm, the branch interceptor isolation gate valve and interceptor gates would be returned to
their open position to the normal functioning and performance of the sewer system. As the storm
surge recedes, and the outfall tide gates would open to allow the release of drainage collected in
the sewer system. The Manhattan Pump Station would also be reset to normal pumping operations.
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A. INTRODUCTION

In the development of the proposed project, the City has engaged project stakeholders in an
ongoing dialogue regarding project goals, the definition of the project alternatives, and an
assessment of potential adverse environmental effects of these alternatives. The agency
coordination and public involvement program is being conducted as part of the project’s
environmental review process to inform interested parties of the progress of the project and to
encourage agency and community involvement in the decision-making process. To date, the City
has conducted numerous outreach events tailored specifically to the interested public, residents,
elected officials, community groups, and agencies. This approach informed and involved these
groups at various points in the project lifecycle by presenting project information and updates, and
obtaining feedback.

The agency coordination and public involvement program has also included specific steps to
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requirements for public
scoping (outlined below).

The following chapter outlines the overall approach to agency coordination and public
involvement undertaken as part of the proposed project.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The environmental review process provides decision-makers with the necessary information to
systematically consider the proposed project’s potential adverse environmental effects. This
includes evaluating the potential adverse environmental effects from reasonable alternatives, and
identifying and mitigating, where practicable, the effects identified as part of this process. The
development and evaluation of project alternatives is central to the NEPA and State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA) processes. The New York City Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks), as NEPA and SEQRA/City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Lead Agencies, respectively, have determined that the
proposed project has the potential to result in significant adverse environmental effects. Therefore,
at OMB’s request, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a
Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with 24 CFR
Part 1502.1 In addition, OMB and NYC Parks prepared a Draft Scope of Work to describe the
proposed content of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), to explain the

1 HUD, which grants OMB the authority under 24 CFR Part 58, to serve as the responsible entity under
NEPA and in accordance with 24 CFR 58.2(a)(7) as the lead agency responsible for environmental review,
decision-making, and action under 42 U.S.C. 8 5304(g), determined that the proposed project has the
potential to result in significant adverse environmental impacts. Pursuant to the HUD NEPA implementing
procedures, OMB, as responsible entity, must certify that it has complied the related laws and authorities
identified by 24 C.F.R. § 58.5 and must consider the criteria, standards, policies and regulations of these
laws and authorities.
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methodologies to be used in the impact analyses, and to allow for public and stakeholder
participation in accordance with 24 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 58, 40 CFR Parts
1500-1508 and 6 NYCRR Part 617.

A Draft Scope of Work for the DEIS was published on October 30, 2015, and a public scoping
meeting was held on December 3, 2015, with a public input and review period that remained open
until December 21, 2015. A Final Scope of Work, which reflected public comments made on the
Draft Scope, was issued on April 3, 2019. This DEIS is based upon the Final Scope of Work. As
stated above, the DEIS and subsequent Final EIS (FEIS) will serve to fulfill the statutory
obligations of NEPA, SEQRA, and CEQR.

A Notice of Availability (pursuant to NEPA) and a Notice of Completion (pursuant to CEQR) for
this DEIS was issued on April 5, 2019. Publication of the DEIS and the Notices initiates the public
review period. The public review period for the DEIS will open for a minimum of 45 days. During
this period, the public has the opportunity to comment on the DEIS in writing or at a public
hearing. After the DEIS public comment period has closed, an FEIS will be prepared, which will
include a summary of the comments received on the DEIS, responses to all substantive comments,
and any necessary revisions to the DEIS to address those comments. No sooner than 45 days after
publishing the FEIS, OMB, as NEPA Lead Agency, will prepare a Record of Decision that will
describe the Preferred Alternative for the proposed project, its environmental impacts, and any
required mitigation. Similarly, NYC Parks, as the SEQRA/CEQR Lead Agency, will prepare a
Statement of Findings, demonstrating that it has reviewed the impacts, mitigation measures, and
alternatives in the FEIS as part of its decision-making process. OMB can proceed with the federal
action of requesting release of Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery
(CDBG-DR) grant funds from HUD once the environmental review process is concluded.

C. AGENCY CONSULTATION

Implementation of the proposed project involves a number of federal, state, and local approvals.
The federal, state, and City agencies that are involved in the environmental review and regulatory
permitting processes are as follows:

FEDERAL

e U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) — Disbursement of funds,
administration of CDBG-DR grant to the City of New York, review of Action Plan
Amendments.

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) — Permits or authorizations for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into Waters of the United States (Section 404 of the Clean Water Act)
or structures within navigable waters (Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act).

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) — Advisory agencies to the environmental review process focusing on
activities that affect wetlands, water quality, protected plant and wildlife species, and essential
fish habitat.

e U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) - Coordination and authorization regarding placement of
construction barges and underwater work.

e Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) — Review of flood protection design and
potential changes to Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) — Advisory role in federal review process
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA Medical Center) — Coordination and authorization
regarding flood protection design proposed to connect to the VA Medical Center.

STATE OF NEW YORK

Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) — Permits related to activities in tidal
wetlands or adjacent areas (Article 25) or protection of waters (Article 15), Water Quality
Certification (Section 401); endangered species protection if an incidental take is determined;
permits related to the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) program;
approvals related to the handling and transport of hazardous materials and soils.

Department of State (NYSDOS) — Review of Coastal Zone Consistency.
Office of General Services (NYSOGS) — Permits related to State Owned Land under Water.

Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) — Advisory role as the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in federal review process pursuant to Section 106 of the
NHPA with respect to designated and protected properties on the State and National Registers
of Historic Places and properties determined eligible for such listing.

Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) — Review of flood protection design and approvals
related to construction activities along and adjacent to segments of the Franklin Delano
Roosevelt East River Drive (FDR Drive) under NYSDOT jurisdiction.

CITY OF NEW YORK

OMB - Responsible Entity (RE) for the disbursement of CDBG-DR funds for Hurricane
Sandy from HUD to City agencies and NEPA Lead Agency for the environmental review.

NYC Parks — Review and issuance of permits and approvals for project design and
construction in City parkland, and SEQRA/CEQR Lead Agency for the EIS.

Mayor’s Office of Recovery and Resiliency (ORR) — Advisory agency for activities and
projects proposed to increase resiliency, including strengthening neighborhoods, upgrading
buildings, adapting infrastructure and critical services, and strengthening coastal defenses.

Department of Design and Construction (DDC) — Coordination of plans, designs, and
environmental review of the proposed project for client agencies.

Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) — Review of design and advisory agency for
activities and projects related to stormwater management, water and sewer infrastructure, and
natural resources.

Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) — Review of flood protection design and permits
related to activities along, adjacent to and within the FDR Drive and Williamsburg Bridge
footings, and the local street network.

Department of City Planning (DCP) — Planning and waterfront area zoning text compliance
and decision-making, Coastal Zone Consistency decision-making, and approval of actions
subject to Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP).

New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) - Coordination and
approval for activities on EDC-leased property, including Stuyvesant Cove Park and Solar
One Environmental Education Center.
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e Small Business Services (SBS) — Coordination and approval for activities on SBS-owned
property, including Stuyvesant Cove Park and adjacent parking lot; issuance of permits for
construction related to improvement or maintenance on Waterfront Properties under SBS
jurisdiction.

e New York City Emergency Management (NYCEM) - Coordination for emergency
preparedness, response, and operations under storm conditions.

e Public Design Commission (PDC) — Review and approval of art, architecture, and landscape
features proposed for City-owned property and capital projects.

e Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) — Advisory agency for activities on or near sites
of historic or archaeological value.

e Department of Buildings (DOB) — Review of design and permits related to buildings including
compliance with the City’s Building, Electrical, and Zoning Codes and construction activities
in the FEMA-designated flood hazard area.

e Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) — Review and approval for the
disposition of the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) property (easement).

e Office of the Deputy Mayor for Operations — Advisory agency in CEQR review and for
activities and projects proposed to advance long-term plans for sustainable growth.

o New York City Fire Department (FDNY) — Design approval for emergency access.
AUTHORITIES

o NYCHA - Approval for acquisitions and activities on NYCHA property.

e New York Power Authority (NYPA) — Approval for design elements related to NYPA
easements.

COMMISSION

e Public Service Commission—Approval of dispositions involving public utility properties
(Con Edison).

D. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN (CEP)

Concurrent with agency coordination and consultation, extensive public involvement activities for
the proposed project were implemented. The public involvement activities for the proposed project
have been guided by the Community Engagement Plan (CEP), which was originally developed
during the conceptual design process as a living document that has been amended as the project
has moved forward. The CEP will continue to be amended to reflect the ongoing outreach
activities as the proposed project moves through the EIS process. The key goal of the plan is to
inform interested parties about the proposed project and to seek input on a wide range of issues.
Specific objectives of the CEP included:

o Establishing a Project Task Force to guide and provide community input on the project;

o Developing a Project Stakeholder list for use in disseminating project information and meeting
invitations;

o Developing a Project Schedule to provide a broad roadmap to the public for the public
engagement and EIS processes;
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e Executing large public engagement meetings (during the design phase, as described in Chapter
2.0, “Project Alternatives™), and continuing to hold public meetings during the EIS process at
appropriate project junctures (e.g., Public Scoping, Draft EIS Hearing)

e Providing local elected officials, agencies, community boards, special interest groups,
residents, businesses, and property owners with necessary project information, the opportunity
to provide input and feedback on the project's design as it evolves, and an opportunity to
become actively involved in the development of the EIS; and

o Developing a project website for the dissemination of project information and updates.

In preparing this DEIS, outreach has continued, focusing on informing interested parties about the
proposed project, seeking input on a wide range of issues, and addressing specific NEPA and
SEQRAJ/CEQR public involvement requirements, including:

o Identifying potential environmental issues as part of the EIS process;

e Soliciting community feedback on the scope of alternatives, environmental and community
issues to be covered, and the methods for their evaluation;

e Soliciting formal comments on the DEIS, including those from resource agencies; and
e  Complying with relevant laws and regulations.

The public involvement methodology was tailored specifically to targeted groups to provide the
most useful information to each group and to collect the most valuable feedback from these
groups. This methodology involved the following key components:

e A well-advertised public scoping meeting (involving newspaper notices and providing
professional interpretation services) to solicit formal public comments on EIS methodology
and findings; and

e Ongoing targeted outreach to affected groups and communities—such as local and regional
elected officials, community boards, community groups, and special interest groups, such as
park users—to discuss specific topics of concern, project elements under consideration, and
solicit input and opinions on these matters.

Forums and venues for meetings were selected so that constituents could easily participate in the
process, including meetings in the evenings after working hours and at locations within the
affected community districts.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

As outlined above, a comprehensive public participation program was developed and implemented
for the proposed project. This program consisted of several discrete public participation
components, all working in tandem to elicit feedback from interested stakeholders, public
officials, and the broader community that lives, works, and recreates using the facilities along the
proposed project areas. Three primary avenues to engage the public were used in this process:
regularly scheduled Joint Waterfront Task Force Meetings (convened by Manhattan Community
Boards [CB] 3 and 6); Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops; and a series of targeted
thematic stakeholder meetings. Each of these public participation methods is described in more
detail below, along with the key results from those activities.

JOINT WATERFRONT TASK FORCE MEETINGS

At the outset of the proposed project, CB3 and CB6, which cover Project Areas One and Two (as
described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives”), respectively, convened a Joint Waterfront Task
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Force (Task Force) to interface with the project team and ensure that the Community Boards
remained updated on the proposed project’s progress. The Task Force membership included the
chairs of each CB, as well as other CB members, community residents, and representatives of
local community-based organizations. Beginning in January 2015, a series of regularly scheduled
meetings and coordination conference calls were held between the proposed project’s design team
and the Task Force members. Members of the public were also invited to attend these Task Force
meetings.

Each of the Task Force meetings involved a presentation that included project updates and
progress, as well as a preview of any upcoming Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops,
followed by comments and questions from the Task Force members and a question and comment
period from members of the public in attendance. These meetings were used to give project
information to the Task Force members, as well as to solicit opinions about the topics of discussion
to be presented and workshop activities to be conducted at the larger Community Engagement
Meetings/Workshops. These meetings also provided for the review and discussion of draft
presentation materials for content, clarity, and format, and to share results from previous
Community Engagement sessions with the Task Force membership in advance of subsequent
Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops. The Task Force was also instrumental in helping
to determine the best dates and times for the Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops and
to coordinate schedules of the CBs and other entities, to ensure maximum participation. The Task
Force also assisted with advertising the Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops by making
meeting flyers available at their offices, sending email blasts and/or website posting, and
announcing upcoming Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops at general CB meetings.

The Joint Waterfront Task Force continued to meet as the proposed project progressed through
mid-2018. CB3 and CB6 disbanded the Joint Waterfront Task Force in late 2018, and reassigned
the coordination with the Community Boards as the proposed project continues to move forward
to the CB3 Parks, Recreation, Waterfront, and Resiliency Committee, and the CB6 Land Use and
Waterfront Committee. Both of these Community Board committee meetings are held monthly,
with representatives from the project team able to request time as an agenda item for providing
project updates. These meetings are open to the general public, and have agendas that are made
available in advance of the meetings. As the proposed project has advanced after the disbanding
of the Task Force, the Community Boards have continued to assist with advertising upcoming
Community Engagement Meetings, and this is anticipated to continue throughout the duration of
the proposed project.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS

Building on the public outreach process established during the Rebuild by Design (RBD)
competition, the East Side community was engaged in a series of meetings/workshops (organized
by topic and/or location) designed to explain the flood protection options under consideration and
provide information about the open space and access improvements associated with the proposed
project. Due to its size, Project Area One was subdivided into two areas for the purposes of
Community Engagement—Project Area One South (Montgomery Street to East Houston Street)
and Project Area One North (East Houston Street to East 13th Street).

The Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops were large, well-advertised (via
meeting/workshop flyers, newspaper notices, on-line notices, project website postings, and email
blasts) public meetings. Designed to inform and elicit feedback, the meetings and workshops had
the following objectives: (1) describe the process being undertaken; (2) report on the progress
achieved to date; and (3) elicit community feedback to shape concept design development, in
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terms of likes, dislikes, and the community’s understanding of the relative importance of coastal
flood protection strategies in relation to urban design, usability, public safety, and project cost
considerations.

In addition, two partner community based non-profit organizations Good Old Lower East Side
(GOLEYS) in Project Area One North, and University Settlement in Project Area One South)
assisted with the outreach for these meetings. They employed flyers, email blasts, telephone trees,
as well as word of mouth and other outreach strategies, to advertise the large area-wide
Community Engagement Meetings to the public. In consideration of the non-English speaking
populations, meeting flyers, newspaper ads, and engagement activity materials were developed in
English, Chinese, and Spanish, and foreign language interpreters (Spanish, Mandarin, and
Cantonese) were provided at all of the large area-wide Community Engagement
Meetings/Workshops (in addition, Fujianese interpreters were provided for meetings covering
topics in Project Area One South). Four rounds each of the Community Engagement
Meetings/Workshops had a distinct topic focus, as shown in Tables 3.0-1 and 3.0-2.

Beginning in October 2018, a new alternative was developed that involves integrating flood
protection with the raising and reconstruction of East River Park. To get design input and
comments on this alternative, the City has initiated additional outreach beginning in October 2018.
The project team provided project status updates to CB3’s Parks, Recreation, Waterfront, and
Resiliency Committee and the CB6’s Land Use and Waterfront Committee, to explain the
modifications to the proposed project. In addition, Interactive Community Engagement Meetings
were held in December 2018 to provide the public with detailed explanations for the modifications
made to the proposed project, and opportunities to provide input on certain new design elements;
one meeting was held in Project Area One, and the other was held in Project Area Two.
Advertising for these meetings included meeting announcements, email blasts, direct mailings,
on-line notices, project website postings, and advertising in local newspapers (in consideration of
the non-English speaking populations, meeting announcements, newspaper ads, and engagement
activity materials were developed in English, Chinese, Fujianese, and Spanish. Additionally,
foreign language interpreters (Spanish, Mandarin, Cantonese, and Fujianese) were provided at
both of the December 2018 Interactive Community Engagement Meetings. For these meetings,
the Community Boards and local elected officials also assisted with advertising the meetings to
their constituents.
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Table 3.0-1

Community Engagement and Joint Waterfront Task Force Meetings (in 2015)

Project Area(s) Covered

2015 Date Meeting Type* Primary Meeting Subject PA1 North| PA1 South | PA2
January 5 CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront | Project Update anq Community X X X
Task Force Engagement Preview
March 19 Community Engagement | How do you use the waterfront? X X X
March 23 Community Engagement | How do you use the waterfront? X X X
Project Update and Community
April 7 CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Enge}gement Meeting Resfults and X X X
Task Force Preview of Next Community
Engagement Meetings
What are the flood protection, urban
May 19 Community Engagement | design, and upland connection options X
for Project Area Two?
What are the flood protection, urban
May 20 Community Engagement | design, and upland connection options X
for Project Area One?
What are the flood protection, urban
May 28 Community Engagement | design, and upland connection options X
for Project Area One?
Project Update and Community
July 9 CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront | Engagement Meeting Results and X X X
Task Force Preview of Next Community
Engagement Meetings
How do we combine the options to
July 28 Community Engagement | make alternatives for Project Area X
Two?
How do we combine the options to
July 29 Community Engagement | make alternatives for Project Area X
One?
How do we combine the options to
July 30 Community Engagement | make alternatives for Project Area X
One?
How do we combine the options to
September 10 Community Engagement | make alternatives for Project Area X
One?
Project Update and Community
September 30 CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Engggement Meeting Res_ults and X X X
Task Force Preview of Next Community
Engagement Meetings
. Overall Initial Design Direction: Input
October 6 Community Engagement and Feedback X
. Overall Initial Design Direction: Input
October 8 Community Engagement and Eeedback X
Notes:

PAL1 = Project Area One; PA2 = Project Area Two. All meetings lasted approximately 2.5 hours.
Project Area One South (Montgomery Street to East Houston Street) and Project Area One North (East Houston
Street to East 14th Street).
* All Task Force and Community Engagement Meetings were scheduled to avoid regular Community Board meeting
dates, school, and legal holidays.
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Table 3.0-2

Community Engagement and Joint Waterfront Task Force Meetings (in 2016 through 2019)

2016 through Project Area(s) Covered
2018 Dates Meeting Type* Primary Meeting Subject PA1 North [ PA1 South [PA2
May 23, 2016 CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task [ Review project go_als and Preliminary X X X
Force Preferred Alternative
September 20, [ CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task Update on project status X X X
2016 Force
Project overview and review site
November 14, Asser Levy and Murphy considerations and design options for Murphy
Brothers Playgrounds X
2016 Community Meetin Brothers Playground and Asser Levy
Y 9 Recreation Center + Playground
November 28, | Project Area Two Community | Design considerations and approach for X
2016 Outreach Project Area Two
December 1, |Project Area One South Design considerations and approach for X
2016 Community Engagement Project Area One — South
December 7, | Project Area One North Design considerations and approach for X
2016 Community Outreach Project Area One — North
January 31, CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task .
2017 Force Update on project status X X X
February 16 Asser Levy and Murphy Review site considerations and design options
2017 Y10 | Brothers Playgrounds for Murphy Brothers Playground and Asser X
Community Meeting Levy Recreation Center + Playground
Project updates including Stakeholder
CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task | Meetings, Substantial Action Plan
June 20, 2017 Force Amendment, interior drainage analysis, X X X
24th/25th Street alignment, and field work
November 9, | CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task .
2017 Force Update on project status X X X
March 15 CB3 Parks, Recreation,
2018 ' Waterfront, and Resiliency Overall Project Design update X X X
Committee
March 26, CB6 Land Use and Waterfront . :
2018 Committee Overall Project Design update X X X
March 27, CB3/CB6 Joint Waterfront Task . .
2018 Force Overall Project Design update X X X
April 11, 2018 | CB6 Full Board Meeting Overall Project Designh update
CB3 Parks, Recreation, . : . .
October 11, Waterfront, and Resiliency Project Design Update (Raised East River X X X
2018 . Park)
Committee
November 8, |CB6 Land Use and Waterfront | Project Design Update (Raised East River
: X X X
2018 Committee Park)
December 10, | Interactive Community Project Status and Design Update (Raised X X X
2018 Engagement Meeting East River Park)
December 11, | Interactive Community Project Status and Design Update (Raised X X X
2018 Engagement Meeting East River Park)
CB3 Parks, Recreation, . . . .
Joni™ 10 |Waterton and Resiency | P Oesn et (asen EgstRver | x| x
Committee 9 9
January 17, ) Project Design Update (Raised East River
2019 LESReady! Park and related design changes) X X X
New York City Council, Jointly
January 23, g?if:g!%‘li?g;goﬂf the Project Design Update (Raised East River X X X
2019 Committee and the Committee Park and related design changes)
on Environmental Protection
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Table 3.0-2 (cont’d)
Community Engagement and Joint Waterfront Task Force Meetings (in 2016 through 2019)

2016 through Project Area(s) Covered
2018 Dates Meeting Type* Primary Meeting Subject PA1 North [ PA1 South [PA2
Project Design Update (Raised East River
January 28, CB6 Lf"“d Use and Waterfront Park and related design changes; gate X X X
2019 Committee
houses)
February 4, NYCHA Tenant Associations Project Design Update (Raised East River X X
2019 Leadership Park and related design changes)
February 14 CB3 Parks, Recreation, Project Design Update (Raised East River
y s Waterfront, and Resiliency Park and related design changes; gate X X
2019 ) . .
Committee houses, drainage improvements)
. Project Design Update (Raised East River
February 19, | Lower Ea$t Side Power Park and related design changes, drainage X X
2019 Partnership .
improvements)
February 28, | NYCHA, Jacob Riis Houses Project Design Update (Raised East River X X
2019 Residents Park and related design changes)
March 6, 2019 | Amphitheater Working Group Project de5|gq update anq discussion related X
to reconstruction of amphitheater
March 12, NYHCA, LES ll/Bracetti Plaza | Project Design Update (Raised East River X X
2019 and LES V Residents Park and related design changes)
Project Design Update (Raised East River
March 13, East River Alliance Park anql related de_s_lgn changes), and ' X X X
2019 responding to specific design and construction
questions raised
March 14 CB3 Parks, Recreation, Project Design Update (Raised East River
' Waterfront, and Resiliency Park and related design changes; gate X X
2019 . . .
Committee houses, drainage improvements)
Project Design Update (Project Schedule,
Pinch Point Bridge, Project Area 2 [14th to
g/loalrgh 25, gg’r?]rl;]?t?geuse and Waterfront 25th Street] Park designs; location of 20th X X
Street flood gate and gate houses, drainage
issues)
Project Design Update (Project Schedule,
March 26 Stuyvesant Town-Peter Cooper | Pinch Point Bridge, Project Area 2 [14th to
2019 ' Village Tenants 25th Street] Park designs; location of 20th X X
Association/Tenants Street flood gate and gate houses, drainage
issues)
March 28, NYCHA, Bernard M. Baruch Project Design Update (Raised East River X X
2019 Houses Residents Park and related design changes)
Notes:

PA1 = Project Area One; PA2 = Project Area Two. All meetings lasted approximately 2.5 hours.
Project Area One South (Montgomery Street to East Houston Street) and Project Area One North (East Houston Street to East 14th

Street).

* All Task Force and Community Engagement Meetings were scheduled to avoid regular Community Board meeting dates, school
and legal holidays.

TARGETED STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

In addition to the Community Engagement Meetings/Workshops and the Joint Waterfront Task
Force meetings, the project team worked with local community-based organizations, the
leadership and committee members (Land Use and Parks committees) of CB3 and CB6, and
various stakeholders to glean detailed information about the East Side community’s concerns with
respect to flood protection and open space and access improvements. Over the course of 2015 to
2019, a series of stakeholder meetings were held, which were targeted to specific groups or topics,
including:

e Area Residents/Resident Groups;

e Community Groups and Community Based Organizations;
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CB3 Parks, Recreation, Waterfront, and Resiliency Committee (Parks Committee), Full Board
and leadership/CB6 Land Use and Waterfront Committee (Land Use Committee), Full Board
and leadership—concerning various parks, alignment, accessibility and design issues;

Open Space and Recreation;
Transportation;
Ecology;

Neighbors of the Montgomery Street Tie-Back (Gouverneur Gardens Housing Corporation
Co-operative);

NYCHA Issues and Coordination;
Boating and Waterside Issues;
Property Owners and Developers;
Hazardous Material Concerns; and
Utilities Coordination.

COMMUNICATION MEDIA

The proposed project’s CEP encompasses a variety of communication vehicles such as the
following:

Flyers — Project flyers announcing large public meetings (such as the Public Scoping Meeting
and forthcoming DEIS public hearing) were developed in English, Spanish, and Chinese, and
served as an informational tool about key meetings. Newsletters were generally single-sided
color printed pieces, and were bilingual (English/Spanish and English/Chinese) for
distribution at local community based organization meetings, at Community Board meetings,
and for posting in the affected neighborhoods, to advertise upcoming events. These materials
were also available in electronic format as part of email blasts, and on the project website.

E-Communications — E-communications consisted of various electronic means of
communication including email blasts sent to Project Stakeholders (members of the Task
Force, Community Boards, elected officials, interested local groups and organizations, and
stakeholders identified during the design process). The email blasts were sent in advance of
all Community Engagement meetings, including the Public Scoping Meeting.

Website — The project’s websites, http://www.nyc.gov/escr (developed during the design
process) and http://www.nyc.gov/cdbg (which focuses on the City’s approved CDBG-DR
Action Plan and associated approved amendments, which provide information about the EIS
process for the ESCR Project), contain project information, published documents, public
meeting notes, and contact information. NYC Parks, as Lead Agency, also houses
environmental review documentation on its website. These websites also serve to keep the
public notified about upcoming public meetings and function as the main resources for public
information about the project, as well as the primary means for the public to contact the City’s
project team.

Meetings — Informational meetings were held during the design process (as described in detail
in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives”), to facilitate a better understanding of the proposed
project and to encourage feedback. Meetings were advertised with local media outlets and/or
publicized via flyers, email blasts, and mailings.
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PUBLIC SCOPING

Following the release of the Draft Public Scoping Document on October 30, 2015 (see Appendix
AZ2), a public scoping meeting was announced and held at 7 PM on December 3, 2015 at the Bard
High School Early College, 525 East Houston Street, New York, NY.

Advertisements for the public scoping meeting were placed in local publications on November 6,
2015 (as listed in Table 3.0-3), in conformance with the OMB/HUD CDBG-DR requirements.

In addition, the following activities were undertaken to advertise the public scoping meeting:

o Nearly 1,700 flyers were posted or distributed during the week of November 16 through
November 20, 2015. These flyers were distributed and posted by the ESCR consultant team,
with assistance from interested local resident volunteers and Task Force members (including
residents of East River Houses, Stuyvesant Town-Peter Cooper Village, and Gouverneur
Gardens). In addition, Community Board 3 and Community Board 6 received flyers that were
then distributed at their meetings.

o On November 18, 2015, a mailing, including the scoping meeting announcement flyers, was
sent to more than 150 individuals and organizations on the project stakeholder list that did not
provide email addresses as part of their contact information.

o ORR sent email blasts to all stakeholders and meeting attendees on November 10, 2015, and
November 30, 2015. In addition, community boards and other stakeholders forwarded email
notifications to their listservs to inform a wider audience about the meetings.

The purpose of the scoping meeting was to discuss the Draft Scoping Document and DEIS
methodology and to accept comments from the public. Attendees viewed a short presentation by
representatives from NYC Parks, the project design team, and the EIS consultants, on the project’s
purpose and need, potential project alternatives, the EIS process, and the project schedule.
Attendees were then given an opportunity to view presentation materials and boards, ask questions
of the project team, and to provide formal oral or written comments to be entered into the project
record.

Table 3.0-3
Public Scoping Meetings Ads
Target Area Publication Name / Type
New York Daily News / Newspaper
New York, general New York Post / Newspaper
Newsday / Newspaper
Staten Island, NY Staten Island Advance / Newspaper
Queens, NY Rockaway Wave / Newspaper

New York, general
(Chinese community)
New York, general
(Spanish-speaking community)
New York, general
(Russian-speaking community)

Sing Tao / Newspaper

El Diario / Newspaper

Russkaya Reklama / Newspaper

The CDBG-DR funding process requires publication of notices related to the Action Plan,
environmental reviews, and notification of program application periods. The public participation
activities undertaken for this project have been coordinated to ensure consistency with the
CDBG-DR Citizen Participation Plan and public notification requirements and guidelines.
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Following a 52-day public comment period (October 30, 2015 through December 21, 2015), all
oral and written comments received were compiled into a Response to Scoping Comments
Summary (see Appendix A2), included as part of the Final Public Scoping Document, and was
made available on the project website. Approximately 100 comments were received throughout
the scoping process.

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT

Upon receiving CDBG-DR funding from HUD in the wake of Hurricane Sandy, the City prepared
an Action Plan, which detailed the City’s plans to allocate these grant funds. Any change greater
than $1 million in funding committed to a certain program, the addition or deletion of any program,
or change in eligibility criteria or designated beneficiaries of a program constitutes a substantial
amendment to an Action Plan, and such amendment will be available for review by the public and
approval by HUD.

On March 24, 2017, the City published Draft Substantial Action Plan Amendment 13, which
described changes and updates to the proposed project since the initial HUD award in 2014. The
Substantial Action Plan Amendment was published in English, Spanish, Chinese, and Russian.
The public comment period on the Draft Substantial Action Plan Amendment was open until April
24, 2017. As part of the public comment period, a public hearing was held on April 4, 2017 at the
Manny Cantor Center to receive oral and written comments. At the end of the comment period,
responses to comments were incorporated into the City’s Responses to Public Comments
document. Action Plan Amendment 13 was approved by HUD on July 14, 2017.

Based on recent changes to the proposed project reflected in the Preferred Alternative, and
pursuant to “Additional Clarifying Guidance, Waivers, and Alternative Requirements for Grantees
in Receipt of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Disaster Recovery Grant Funds
Under the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013 (publication date — August 15, 2016),” New
York City will prepare and submit a subsequent Substantial Action Plan Amendment to the
previously approved Action Plan Amendment 13. A separate public hearing would be held to
receive further comments on the updated subsequent action plan, which would then be submitted
to HUD for final approval.

E. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE DEIS

In accordance with the requirements of NEPA, SEQRA, and CEQR, this DEIS was made available
for public review and comment on April 5, 2019.

To solicit public comments on the proposed project, a public meeting has been scheduled for July
31, 2019 at 10:00 AM, at the following location:

120 Broadway, Concourse Level
New York, NY 10271

A copy of the DEIS is available online at: http://www.nyc.gov/cdbgdr,
https://www.nycgovparks.org/planning-and-building/planning/neighborhood-development/east-
side-coastal-resiliency, and nyc.gov/escr or by contacting:

Calvin Johnson, Assistant Director CDBG-DR

New York City Office of Management and Budget

255 Greenwich Street, 8th Floor

New York, New York 10007
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Telephone: 212-788-6282
Fax: 212-788-6222
Email: CDBGDR-Enviro@omb.nyc.gov

or

Colleen Alderson, Chief of Parklands and Real Estate
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation
The Arsenal, Central Park

830 Fifth Avenue, Room 401

New York, New York 10065

Telephone: 212-360-3403

Fax: 212-360-3453

Email: escr@parks.nyc.gov

Written comments on this DEIS can also be sent to either of the above mailing addresses, fax
numbers, or email addresses through August 15, 2019. OMB and NYC Parks will review and
consider these submitted comments before issuing an FEIS. The FEIS will include responses to
the comments received during the public review and comment period and will include any
revisions necessary to address those comments. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

The impact of Hurricane Sandy highlighted the need for the City of New York (the City) to
increase its efforts to protect vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure in light of increased
storm frequency and intensity and sea level rise. To address this vulnerability and reduce risks
associated with flooding and sea level rise, the City has proposed the East Side Coastal Resiliency
(ESCR) Project (the proposed project) which would install a flood protection system along a
portion of the east side of Manhattan. To implement the proposed project, the City has entered
into a grant agreement with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to
disburse Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funds for the
design and construction of the proposed project. The City is the grantee of the CDBG-DR funds
for Hurricane Sandy, which would be provided to the City through its New York City Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) acting under HUD’s authority. The City also allocated additional
funding towards the proposed project.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Consistent with the regulations implementing NEPA, its
purpose is to evaluate the short- and long-term adverse effects, both beneficial and adverse, to the
built and natural environment that would result both from the construction and operation of the
proposed project. Because the proposed project requires both state and local approvals, the EIS
also complies with the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) set forth in Executive Order 91 of 1977 and subsequent
amendments. As the lead agency managing the disbursement of federal funds, OMB is also the
City’s lead agency with respect to NEPA and pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58 (Environmental Review
Procedures for Entities assuming HUD Environmental Responsibilities). Because the proposed
project would require considerable construction in City parkland, the New York City Department
of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) is the City’s lead agency for addressing the SEQRA and
CEQR review requirements. OMB and NYC Parks, with the cooperation of involved and
interested agencies at City, State, and federal levels, have therefore prepared this EIS in
accordance with the statutory obligations of NEPA, SEQRA, and CEQR.

The EIS examines the City’s proposal to install a flood protection system that would be primarily
constructed on City property. The proposed system is a combination of floodwalls, levees, and
closure structures coupled with infrastructure improvements and park enhancements that, together,
would reduce the adverse effects of a design storm event on the community it would protect. The
principal objectives of the Proposed Project are as follows: (1) provide a reliable coastal flood
protection system against the design storm event for the protected area; (2) improve access to, and
enhance open space resources along the waterfront, including John V. Lindsay East River Park
(East River Park) and Stuyvesant Cove Park; (3) respond quickly to the urgent need for flood
protection and resiliency, particularly for communities that have a large concentration of residents
in affordable and public housing units along the proposed project area; and (4) achieve
implementation milestones and comply with the conditions attached to funding allocations as
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established by HUD, including scheduling milestones. Additionally, design considerations for the
proposed project include: (1) reliability of the proposed coastal flood protection system; (2) urban
design compatibility and enhancements; (3) improving the ecology of East River Park; (4)
minimizing environmental effects, including construction-related effects, and disruptions to public
right of way; (5) constructability; (6) operational needs; (7) minimizing use of pre-storm event
deployable structures; (8) the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) accreditation; (9)
scheduling that meets HUD milestones; and (10) cost effectiveness.

This chapter outlines the specific analysis framework used to complete this EIS. It describes the
reasoning behind the chosen analysis year(s) and study area(s), and outlines the methodology used
to establish baseline conditions from which the environmental effects are analyzed.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

This EIS considers both the short-term (construction) and long-term (operational and, where
relevant, maintenance) effects of each alternative under consideration for implementation of the
proposed project. These alternatives have been evaluated for potential adverse effects to the
project site and applicable study areas during storm and non-storm operational conditions for all
relevant potential environmental effect categories in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual
as well as the applicable state and federal guidelines. The proposed project is subject to categories
of environmental effects pursuant to 24 CFR Part 58.5 — Related Federal laws and authorities and
24 CFR Part 58.6 — Other Requirements; however, the Farmland Protection Act, Sole Source
Aquifers, Coastal Barriers Resources Act, and Runway Protection/Clear Zone are not considered
to be areas of concern for the proposed project.

STORM AND NON-STORM CONDITIONS

Components of the proposed project have the potential to result in different effects under the two
future operational conditions for certain technical areas: storm and non-storm, and so the proposed
project is evaluated in this EIS under both operational conditions where appropriate. Storm
conditions are defined as flood events that meet the criteria of the design storm event (the 100-
year flood events with sea level rise to 2050s) for when the protection system would be fully
deployed and engaged. This design storm event reflects FEMA 100-year storm tide, which is 10.9
feet NAVD88, and is associated with the coastal analysis used to develop the Preliminary Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (PFIRMs) for New York City that were released on January 30, 2015.1
Although the PFIRMs are still preliminary, the storm tide elevations are higher than the storm
tides associated with FEMA’s 2007 Effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). The City’s
Local Law 96 currently requires the use of the higher of the two storm tides (City of New York
Law Department 2013) in the design of coastal protection features. This design storm event also
includes an additional 30 inches of increased surface water elevation to address sea level rise
projections through the 2050s.

For the purposes of this flood protection system design, non-storm conditions are defined as
typical day-to-day conditions without the occurrence of a design storm event. These non-storm

1 In FEMA terminology the storm tide is referred to as the stillwater elevation and the 100-year event is
referred to as the 1 percent-annual-chance event.
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conditions include typical dry weather days as well as typical rainfall and high tide event days
without storm surges coupled with a high tide above the 100-year storm.

CATEGORIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

As appropriate, in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual, the following categories have
been determined to warrant analysis for adverse effects during non-storm and/or storm operational
conditions: land use, zoning, and public policy; socioeconomic conditions; open space; historic
and cultural resources; urban design and visual character; natural resources; hazardous materials;
water and sewer infrastructure; transportation; neighborhood character; and environmental justice.

Based on the guidance of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual, the following impact categories do
not warrant further analysis for effects during typical operational conditions: community facilities
and services; shadows; noise; air quality; energy; greenhouse gases; and solid waste and sanitation
services; and public health. Screening analyses were undertaken to determine that these impact
categories would not result in long-term operational effects (see Appendix B). Specifically, based
on current information, during non-storm operational conditions the alternatives would not alter,
displace, or overcrowd community facilities and services such as schools, libraries, child care
facilities, healthcare facilities, or fire and police protection; result in new structures or additions
to existing structures greater than 50 feet, or be located adjacent to, or across from, a sunlight-
sensitive resource; generate any mobile or stationary sources of noise; increase or redistribute
traffic, create any other mobile sources of pollutants, add new users near mobile sources, create
new stationary sources of pollutants; significantly affect the transmission or generation of energy;
involve power generation (not including emergency backup power) or result in development of
350,000 square feet or greater; or result in the generation of 50 tons per week or more of solid
waste. .

Furthermore, this EIS evaluates the potential for construction effects under the proposed project
in the following technical areas: socioeconomic conditions; open space; historic and cultural
resources; urban design and visual character; natural resources; hazardous materials; water and
sewer infrastructure; energy; transportation; air quality; greenhouse gas; noise; and public health.

Each category discusses the existing conditions (affected environment) and conditions in the
future for each evaluated alternative. The technical analysis identification of potential significant
adverse effects is focused on the incremental changes to the affected environment that would occur
under the alternatives that are being considered as compared with the No Action Alternative. The
No Action Alternative includes a discussion of projects expected to be completed independent of
the proposed project in addition to the baseline growth within the affected environment for each
applicable category.

C. PROPOSED PROJECT AREA (PROTECTED AREA)

The proposed project area begins to the south at Montgomery Street and extends north along the
waterfront to East 25th Street and is composed of two sub-areas: Project Area One and Project
Area Two. Project Area One extends from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end of
East River Park at about East 13th Street. Project Area One consists primarily of the Franklin
Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (the FDR Drive) right-of-way, a portion of Pier 42 and
Corlears Hook Park as well as East River Park. The majority of Project Area One is within East
River Park. Project Area Two extends north and east from Project Area One, from East 13th Street
to East 25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area Two includes the
Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Con Edison) East 13th Street Substation and the
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East River Generating Station, Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Asser Levy
Recreational Center and Playground, and in-street segments along East 20th Street, East 25th
Street, the Veteran Affairs (VA) Medical Center, and along and under the FDR Drive.

The area that would be protected under the proposed project (the protected area) includes lands
within the FEMA 100-year special flood hazard area (SFHA). In addition, the protected area also
takes into consideration the 90th percentile projection of sea level rise to the 2050s. The protected
area is a broader geographic area that is intended to cover the area of consideration for studies of
project elements with a broader geographic effect and is generally bounded by East 25th Street to
the north, Pitt Street, Ridge Street, Avenue A, First Avenue, and Second Avenue to the west,
Montgomery Street to the south, and the U.S. Piershead line in the East River to the east and
includes portions of the Lower East Side and East Village neighborhoods, Stuyvesant Town, and
Peter Cooper Village, as well as East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park inland of the flood
alignment (see Figure 1.0-2).

D. ANALYSIS YEAR

The environmental setting for the technical analyses for the proposed project is not the current
conditions, but is the conditions as they would exist at the completion of its construction.
Therefore, future conditions in the absence of the proposed project are projected to compare
potential project effects. This projection is made for a particular year, generally referred to under
NEPA/SEQRA/CEQR as the “analysis year,” which is the year when the proposed project would
be substantially operational. For this analysis, it is expected that construction of the proposed
project would take approximately 5 years (see Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” for further
details) with construction commencing in spring of 2020 and completed in 2025. However, for the
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4), it is anticipated that construction would also commence in
the spring of 2020 but with a construction duration of approximately 3.5 years, resulting in a 2023
build year. This shorter construction duration of the Preferred Alternative is primarily due to less
disruption to the FDR Drive since flood protection in East River Park would be primarily along
the East River rather than along the FDR Drive. This substantially reduces the construction and
logistical complexities associated with working in or in close proximity to the FDR Drive and the
sensitive Con Edison transmission lines. Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” provides further
details regarding the alternatives analyzed in the EIS.

E. STUDY AREAS

Study areas relevant to each analysis category are defined by the geographic areas with the
potential to be affected by the proposed project for each impact category and as informed by CEQR
Technical Manual guidance. Study areas therefore differ depending on the category.

F. METHODOLOGIES FOR TECHNICAL ANALYSES

The analyses contained in this EIS have been developed in conformance with NEPA, SEQRA,
and CEQR regulations and guidelines. The methodologies utilized for each analysis are presented
in each technical area’s respective chapter.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

For each technical area to be assessed in the EIS, the existing conditions in the project area will
be described. The analysis framework begins with an assessment of existing conditions, which
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serves as a starting point for the projection of future conditions both with and without the proposed
project and the analysis of adverse effects.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative assumes that no new comprehensive coastal protection system is
installed in the proposed project area by the 2025 analysis year presented in this EIS. The No
Action Alternative establishes the context to assess and compare the effects among the project
alternatives where relevant. In the absence of this system, the existing neighborhoods within the
protected area would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design storm events.

WITH ACTION ALTERNATIVES (ALTERNATIVES 2 THROUGH 5)

The EIS will evaluate the potential adverse effects of the proposed project for the 2025 analysis
year based on the proposed designs for each of the With Action Alternatives. In addition, for
analysis purposes, a reasonable worst-case conceptual construction phasing and schedule was
developed to illustrate how the construction of the proposed project could occur over a 3.5-year
to 5-year period, depending on the project alternative. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes existing land use, zoning, and public policies applicable to the proposed
project and evaluates potential significant adverse effects that may result from implementation of
the proposed flood protection system. Potential significant adverse effects to land use as a result
of implementing the flood protection system are also evaluated. Potential land use issues include
known or likely changes in current land uses within the study area, as well as the proposed
project’s potential effect on existing and future land use patterns. Potential zoning and public
policy issues include the compatibility of the proposed project with existing zoning and
consistency with existing applicable public policies.

PROJECT AREA ONE

Project Area One extends from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end of John V.
Lindsay East River Park (East River Park) at about East 13th Street. Project Area One consists
primarily of the Franklin Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (the FDR Drive) right-of-way, a
portion of Pier 42 and Corlears Hook Park as well as East River Park. The majority of Project
Area One is within East River Park and includes four existing pedestrian bridges across the FDR
Drive to East River Park (Corlears Hook, Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street
Bridges) and the East Houston Street overpass. Project Area One is located within Manhattan
Community District 3, and borders portions of the Lower East Side and East Village
neighborhoods.

PROJECT AREA TWO

Project Area Two extends north and east from Project Area One, from East 13th Street to East
25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area Two includes the
Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Con Edison) East 13th Street Substation and the
East River Generating Station, Murphy Brothers Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Asser Levy
Recreational Center and Playground, the VA Medical Center, and in-street segments along East
20th Street, East 25th Street, and along and under the FDR Drive. Project Area Two is in
Manhattan Community Districts 3 and 6, and borders portions of the East Village, Stuyvesant
Town, Peter Cooper Village, and Kips Bay neighborhoods.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY STUDY AREA

The land use, zoning, and public policy study area (the “study area”) encompasses the area of
direct effect in Project Areas One and Two as well as the census tracts within the larger area
associated with the inland extent of the Special Flood Hazard Area (i.e., the “protected area”).
These census tracts include 2.02, 10.01, 10.02, 12, 20, 22.01, 22.02, 24, 26.01, 26.02, 28, 32, 34,
44, 60, 62, and 64.

In total, the study area covers approximately 739 acres and is located along approximately 3.06
miles of the southeastern Manhattan waterfront between Montgomery Street and East 34th Street
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with areas extending inland (see Figure 5.1-1). South of East Houston Street, the study area
extends inland along East Broadway Street, Ridge Street, and Clinton Street; north of East
Houston Street, the study area extends further inland to Avenue B, First Avenue, and Third
Avenue. The study area includes portions of Manhattan Community Districts 3 and 6, and the
neighborhoods of the Lower East Side, East Village, Alphabet City, Stuyvesant Town, Peter
Cooper Village, Stuyvesant Square, Gramercy Park, and Kips Bay. Neighborhoods in Manhattan
are in a continuous state of growth and change, and boundaries of these neighborhoods are not
clearly defined. However, a general discussion of the land uses within the neighborhoods is
provided below based on historic and common delineations, reviews of community plans, spatial
data, and the major traffic thoroughfares that help to define the edges of the neighborhoods.

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

Principal conclusions for each of the alternatives evaluated are summarized below. Additional
details on these alternatives are provided in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives.”

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative is not anticipated to result in significant adverse effects to any existing
or planned land use, zoning, or public policies within the study area. Projects proposed within the
study area would continue as planned (see Appendix Al). However, the No Action Alternative
would not meet the proposed project goal of providing comprehensive coastal flood protection for
the protected area. During a coastal storm event similar to the design storm, the protected area
could experience effects similar to Hurricane Sandy. Targeted resiliency measures may reduce the
effects of storms in certain locations but would not provide protection for the larger protected area.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

The Preferred Alternative proposes to move the line of flood protection further into East River
Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events, as well as
increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise the
majority of East River Park. This plan would limit the length of wall between the community and
the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and integration. A shared-use
pedestrian/bicyclist flyover bridge linking East River Park and Captain Brown Walk would be
built cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point)
near the Con Edison facility between East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving
the City’s greenway network and north-south connectivity in the project area.

This alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to any existing or planned land use,
zoning, or public policies within the study area. Land use actions resulting from the Preferred
Alternative include acquisition of real property, amendments to the City Map for changes related
to existing and proposed pedestrian bridges, and a zoning text amendment; however, these actions
would not result in any adverse effects on land uses and would be consistent with zoning and
public policies, including the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP). Since the
Preferred Alternative provides resiliency and protection for East River Park against design storm
events and periodic inundation from projected sea level rise coupled with the enhanced public
access, this alternative would ensure that East River Park provides improved public access,
operations, and functionality, during pre- and post-storm periods compared to the No Action
Alternative.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park — Baseline Alternative
(Alternative 2), The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park — Enhanced
Park and Access Alternative (Alternative 3), and The Flood Protection System East of FDR Drive
(Alternative 5) would similarly be consistent with existing and planned land use and zoning,
although Alternative 2 would require fewer land use actions than the Preferred Alternative (i.e.,
City Map change would not be required for Alternative 2). The alternatives would vary in the
degree to which they advanced public policies pertaining to improving open spaces and access to
open spaces as well as the incorporation of resiliency features, with the Preferred Alternative being
the superior alternative for creating a resilient park.

C. REGULATORY CONTEXT

The proposed project is in the Borough of Manhattan in New York City. Land use and zoning
within the study area is governed by the City of New York through the New York City Zoning
Resolution. Land use refers to the activity that occurs on land and within the structures that occupy
it. Uses may include residential, community facility, retail and service, office, industrial, heavy
automotive, vacant land, parks, public facilities, institutions, and utilities. New York City's Zoning
Resolution controls the use, density, and bulk of development within the City. The Zoning
Resolution is divided in two parts: zoning text and zoning maps. The zoning text establishes
zoning districts and sets forth the regulations governing land use and development and zoning
maps show the locations of the zoning districts.

The proposed project is subject to Federal, State, City, and other local plans and policies. Per the
2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual guidelines, public policies
are officially adopted and promulgated and prescribe intended uses or activities applicable to an
area or particular site(s) in the City. The consistency of the proposed project with such plans and
policies is examined below in Section F, “Environmental Effects.”

FEDERAL

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wetlands

The proposed flood protection system is located within the 100-year Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) (see Figure 5.1-2) and would
involve both temporary and permanent adverse effects to tidal wetlands. As such, the proposed
project is subject to regulations under Code of Federal Regulations Title 24, 855, Floodplain
Management and Protection of Wetlands, which implements Executive Orders 11988 and 11990.
This analysis would discuss why the proposed project must be situated within the floodplain and
wetlands and provide the full range of effects associated with the proposed project. Further, the
analysis requires a discussion of any reasonable alternative to locating the proposed project in a
floodplain and wetlands. Compliance with these Executive Orders is demonstrated through the
application of the Eight Step Decision Making Process (see Appendix L).

NEW YORK STATE

Coastal Zone Management Act

After enactment of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), the New York State
Department of State (NYSDOS) developed a Coastal Management Plan (CMP) and enacted
implementing legislation (Waterfront Revitalization and Coastal Resources Act) in 1981, with the
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purpose of achieving a balance between economic development and preservation, thus promoting
waterfront revitalization and water-dependent uses and protecting open space, scenic areas, and
public access to the shoreline, fish, wildlife, and farmland. The program also aims to minimize
significant adverse effects to ecological systems, erosion, and flood hazards. The proposed project
would be located within the Coastal Zone as designated by New York State and New York City,
and would therefore be subject to City and State coastal management policies.

NEW YORK CITY

Manhattan Waterfront Greenway

The Manhattan Waterfront Greenway is a plan prepared by the New York City Economic
Development Corporation (NYCEDC), NYCDOT, and NYC Parks. The objective of the plan is
to provide a connected greenway along the waterfront perimeter of the entirety of Manhattan.
Benefits of the project include providing improved access to the shore line, integrating larger parks
within a connected network, and providing a bike path for recreation and commuting. Five gaps
and two areas needing upgrades have been identified and are required to complete the intended
32.5-mile loop. One of these improvements falls within the project area between East 13th and
East 15th Streets, where the shared-use path narrows substantially and impedes access.

East River Blueway Plan

The East River Blueway Plan is a community-based waterfront study funded by the NYSDOS
Division of Coastal Resources, commissioned by Manhattan Borough President’s Office, in
collaboration with Manhattan Community Board 3, Manhattan Community Board 6, and the
Lower East Side Ecology Center. The East River Blueway Plan established an extensive public
outreach program for coastal protection and resiliency approach that incorporated a humber of
sustainable principles for the East River waterfront, from the Brooklyn Bridge to East 38th Street.
The East River Blueway Plan was released in March 2013. The proposed project advances the two
primary goals of the plan by creating a more resilient, sustainable waterfront and providing more
recreational access to the waterfront.

The Blueway Plan divides the East River waterfront into three sections for the purposes of plan
analysis: South Street Waterfront Area, East River Park Waterfront Area, and Stuyvesant
Cove/Waterside Plaza Waterfront Area. The study seeks to provide a vision for the East River
Waterfront and includes recommendations for new and enhanced public access along the East
River including a new public beach and kayak launch beneath the Brooklyn Bridge; the creation
of boat launches at Stuyvesant Cove at the ends of East 20th and 23rd Streets; the installation of
marshlands and sea walls in especially vulnerable flood zones, and the planting of trees and
greenery along the FDR Drive to provide shade and absorb storm water runoff. Plan
recommendations also include improved pedestrian connections to the waterfront, creating green
corridors along streets that lead to the river, traffic calming at the East Houston Street overpass to
increase pedestrian safety, capturing storm water at the ballfields in East River Park, elevating the
East River Greenway to create a flood barrier, and creating a Blueway Crossing at 14th Street that
would improve bike and pedestrian traffic flow while adding flood protection.

The East River Blueway Plan includes the following concepts and recommendations for the East
River Park Waterfront Area:

e Connecting Two Parks—Corlears Hook Park and East River Park;
o Connect the East River to the growing neighborhood at Delancey Street;
¢ Reduce pedestrian-car conflicts with traffic calming on the East Houston Street Overpass;
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e Provide new vantage points and functionality for the East 6th Street Bridge;

o Enhance and extend East 10th Street Bridge to the water;

e Capture stormwater in recreation field detention basins;

e Develop “Green Fingers” as guides to waterfront access points;

e Elevate East River Park Greenway for infrastructure and mode separation; and

e Create the Blueway Crossing to eliminate esplanade bottlenecks and protect critical
infrastructure.

The Plan’s concepts and recommendations for the Stuyvesant Cove Park and Waterside Plaza
Waterfront Area include the following:

e Create areas for both human-powered and historic vessels in Stuyvesant Cove;

e Enlarge marina to create space for public access to boating facilities;

e Support safe swimming and boating;

e Restoring intertidal salt marsh and creating complete streets to help manage stormwater;

e Create a continuous waterfront esplanade at the marina connecting to Waterside Plaza’s
esplanade; and

e New and improved at-grade pedestrian crossings beneath the FDR Drive viaduct.
East River Esplanade Plan

In 2007, the East River Esplanade Plan was adopted by the Lower Manhattan Development
Corporation and approved under ULURP for the site selection and disposition of the pavilion
component of the Plan. The pavilion component of the plan would allow commercial activities to
occur along the waterfront under the FDR Drive. The plan involves the revitalization of the
waterfront from Maiden Lane for two blocks to Wall Street, and then north along City-owned land
along the water’s edge to East River Park north of the Manhattan Bridge. The plan would
transform the Lower Manhattan and Lower East Side waterfronts into a pedestrian-friendly public
open space destination. The Maiden Lane-Wall Street phases were completed in 2014 and the
esplanade component has yet to be funded. The southern portion of Project Area One overlaps
with a northern portion of the East River Park Esplanade Plan. The East River Esplanade Plan
identifies Pier 42 as a crucial link between the esplanade and East River Park. Specifically, the
plan calls for the creation of a wider and safer connection to East River Park. A new habitat-
friendly pier structure and a new public waterfront amenity would be created in this location.
Additionally, the creation of a cove at Montgomery Street would provide an additional waterfront
destination where boats could be moored.

PlaNYC/OneNYC

One New York: The Plan for a Strong and Just City (OneNYC) is the City’s comprehensive
strategy and policy directive to address long-term challenges related to climate change, an
evolving economy, and aging infrastructure. This plan built on the PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater
New York and PlaNYC: A Stronger, More Resilient New York, released in 2007 and 2013,
respectively. Specific visions outlined in OneNYC (Vision 3: Our Sustainable City and Vision 4:
Our Resilient City) are overseen and implemented by the Mayor’s Office of Sustainability and the
Mayor’s Office of Recovery and Resiliency. As a project of City-wide significance, the proposed
project will be assessed for consistency with City policies related to growth, equity, sustainability
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and resiliency measures as outlined in OneNYC. In particular, the goal outlined as “Vision 4: Our
Resilient City with Coastal Defense” is directly correlated to the proposed project.

“Vision 4: Our Resilient City with Coastal Defense,” within OneNYC, describes an integrated
flood protection system for the east side of Manhattan and in Lower Manhattan south of
Montgomery Street to the northern end of Battery Park City. Within the “Vision 4: Our Resilient
City with Coastal Defense” goal, there are three initiatives:

e Initiative 1, Strengthen the city’s coastal defenses: Complete the City's $3.7 billion coastal
protection plan, a program of infrastructure investments, natural areas restoration, and design
and governance upgrades of which nearly half is funded.

o Initiative 2, Attract new funds for vital coastal protection projects: Continue to identify and
secure new sources of funds for infrastructure to reduce coastal flooding risk.

o Initiative 3, Adopt policies to support coastal protection: Align and adopt policies to support
the right investments in coastal protection, and ensure those investments are operated and
maintained effectively.

The proposed project specifically addresses a portion of this policy, since Project Areas One and
Two create flood protection for the east side of Manhattan from Montgomery Street to East 25th
Street.

Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP)

The New York City Charter identifies actions that are subject to review by the City Planning
Commission through ULURP, such as changes to the City Map or site selection for capital
projects. ULURRP is a standardized procedure whereby certain applications affecting the land use
of the city are publicly reviewed. The Charter establishes a public review period for these
applications. The proposed project triggers three land use actions, including acquisition of real
property by the City in the form of easements, amendments to the City Map, and a zoning text
amendment to acknowledge compliance of the proposed design with the City’s waterfront zoning
regulations. The amendments to the City Map would be needed for changes related to existing and
proposed pedestrian bridges.

Vision 2020: New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan

The Comprehensive Waterfront Plan, originally issued by the New York City Department of City
Planning (DCP) in 1992, presented a long-range vision for the City’s waterfront. In 2011, the
Comprehensive Waterfront Plan was updated and issued under the title Vision 2020. Vision 2020
was prepared in partnership with State and federal agencies, including NYSDEC, the Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Specific strategies
included improvements for each of the City’s 22 stretches of waterfront, inlets and bays, as well
as active port areas, residential neighborhoods, wetlands and public open space. As a project that
is located directly on City waterfront, the proposed project is analyzed for consistency with the
goals of this plan.

New York City Local Waterfront Revitalization Program

The proposed project would be located within the Coastal Zone as designated by New York State
and New York City, and would therefore be subject to City and State coastal management policies.
Pursuant to federal legislation, New York State and the City have adopted policies aimed at
protecting resources in the coastal zone. New York City’s WRP is the City's primary tool for
guiding the development of the coastal zone and waterfront. The WRP contains 10 major policies,
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each with several objectives focused on improving public access to the waterfront; reducing
damage from flooding and other water-related disasters; protecting water quality, sensitive
habitats, such as wetlands, and the aquatic ecosystem; reusing abandoned waterfront structures;
and promoting development with appropriate land uses. When a proposed project is located within
the coastal zone and requires federal, state or local discretionary action, a determination of the
project's consistency with the policies of the WRP must be made before the project can proceed.
Since the waterfront portions of the area affected by the proposed project are within the City’s
coastal zone, a detailed assessment of the project’s consistency with New York City’s WRP policy
is covered in Section F, “Environmental Effects,” below as well as in Appendix D.

East Village—Lower East Side—Two Bridges Resilient Neighborhoods Initiatives

As part of the Resilient Neighborhoods initiative, the Department of City Planning is working with
the communities of the East Village, Lower East Side, and Two Bridges to collaboratively identify
changes to zoning and land use to address specific local conditions not addressed by the Flood
Resilience Zoning Text Amendment, and other citywide resiliency efforts. These neighborhoods
were selected in part because they were among the City’s hardest-hit neighborhoods during
Hurricane Sandy, but also because of the unique concentration of multi-family affordable housing
developments. DCP is currently working with Community Board 3 to identify local strategies to
facilitate resiliency in the neighborhood. As discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” the
proposed project is a result of a competition to protect Lower Manhattan from coastal surge and
would therefore further the goals of the East Village-Lower East Side—-Two Bridges Resilient
Neighborhoods Initiatives.

LOCAL

The proposed project is located within areas of Community Boards 3 and 6. Section 197-a of the
City Charter authorizes Community Boards, Borough Boards or Borough President, the Mayor,
or the City Planning Commission to sponsor a plan for the development, growth, and improvement
of the city, its boroughs and communities. There are several community 197-a plans providing
policy guidance in Project Areas One and Two. These plans are summarized below.

Stuyvesant Cove 197-a Plan

The Stuyvesant Cove 197-a Plan was sponsored by Manhattan Community Board 6 in 1995,
modified by the City Planning Commission in 1997, and adopted by the City Council on March
13, 1997. The plan provided an original vision for Stuyvesant Cove based on seven planning
principles to guide the planning, design, and creation of public open space and compatible
revenue-generating uses along the East River waterfront between East 18th and East 23rd Streets.
These planning principles were intended to support development of easily accessible public parks
and open space at the waterfront; encourage water dependent uses that are compatible with the
open space goals of Community Board 6; and align DCP, Borough President, and Community
Board goals and vision for the waterfront. The plan also identified 19 points that outlined the
community’s vision for waterfront open space, specifically the 1.9-acre area identified for
Stuyvesant Cove Park, including operation of a park with no large-scale active uses; creation of a
waterfront promenade with direct links to existing promenades at the north and south ends of the
site; and development of focal points at critical entry points to the waterfront park.

Community Board 6 197-a Plan for Eastern Section of Community District 6

The 2007 Community Board 6 197-a Plan for Eastern Section of Community District 6 was
prepared to address the ongoing changes and growth in the eastern portion of Community District
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6. The 197-a Plan was officially approved by the New York City Council in March 2008. This
area includes an extensively developed and diverse area that includes Stuyvesant Town, East River
Park, Peter Cooper Village, the FDR Drive, Consolidated Edison, and the East River, which are
all located within the land use, zoning, and public policy study area. Overall goals of the plan
include (but are not limited to) increasing the amount of useful open space, improving access to
waterfront, completing the East River Esplanade, and implementing land use policies consistent
with historic trends in the area. Waterfront related recommendations identified in this plan that are
relevant to this project include the following: accommodate pedestrians, joggers, cyclists, and
skaters on new esplanades and greenways; encourage new pedestrian bridges and other means to
provide improved public access to the waterfront, particularly at East 16th, 27th, 29th, 30th, 40th,
41st, 42nd, 48th, and 54th Streets; preserve and create waterfront views and facilitate public access
to the waterfront using appropriate zoning, land use and mapping controls; and improve urban
design and streetscapes.

Pier 42 Master Plan: A People’s Plan for the East River Waterfront

The Pier 42 Master Plan was approved by a Community Board 3 sub-committee and the New
York City Public Design Commission (PDC) in January 2014. The Master Plan was developed
between 2008-2009 when the Lower East Side Waterfront Alliance engaged Lower East Side and
Chinatown community members to develop a community vision for the East River waterfront and
Pier 42. The Pier 42 project will transform a former industrial maritime site on the East River into
waterfront parkland. The project will be implemented in phases. Phase 1A consists of the
demolition of a pier shed and other associated demolition work activities. Phase 1B consists of
site remediation and construction of an upland park, including lawns, trees, landscaping, a picnic
knoll, a playground, and a comfort station. Phases 1A and 1B are anticipated to be complete by
2021 and will provide a new open space amenity to the community while the City seeks funding
to implement the full master plan.

D. METHODOLOGY

As discussed above, the study area for this analysis is defined by the area of direct effect in Project
Areas One and Two as well as the boundary of the census tracts associated with the inland extent
of the protected area.

The primary source of land use information is Geographic Information System (GIS) parcel data
obtained from the DCP. Field surveys and aerial photography were used to verify land uses within
the study area. Zoning and public policy information was obtained from New York City and New
York State. New York City’s Zoning Resolution, for example, controls the use, density, and bulk
of development. Alternatives were discussed in terms of the non-storm and storm operational and
maintenance phases of the flood protection system and their compatibility with land use, zoning,
and public policies in effect for the area were assessed.

E. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
LAND USE

Existing land uses were identified and characterized based on field visits, New York City land use
data, aerial photographs, and applicable planning documents. Existing land uses are described
below for study area. Figure 5.1-3 shows existing land uses in the study area.
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Chapter 5.1: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

PROJECT AREA ONE

Project Area One is approximately 61 acres and consists primarily of the FDR Drive right-of-way
(Montgomery Street to East 13th Street) and East River Park. Additionally, the Montgomery Street
(South Street to Water Street) right-of-way is located within Project Area One. Project Area One
is bordered to the west by large residential developments including New York City Housing
Authority (NYCHA) and private housing. East River Park, which is operated by NYC Parks, is
approximately 45.88 acres and bounded by FDR Drive to the west and the East River to the east,
Jackson Street to the south and East 13th Street to the north. East River Park contains a variety of
passive and active recreation spaces, including a waterfront esplanade and athletic fields. East
River Park is accessible via Pier 42 to the south, several bridges that span the FDR Drive along
the western side of the park, and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk to the north. In addition, the
Lower East Side Ecology Center utilizes a former fireboat house near the Williamsburg Bridge
for programmed activities (e.g., planned arts activities accessible by the public) and has a
composting center at the southern end of the park. East River Park also contains an amphitheater
used for various events (e.g., City Parks Foundation SummerStage) near the bridge leading to
Corlears Hook Park. Refer to Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” for additional information on East River
Park. EDC has implemented a Citywide Ferry Service initiative that includes 21 landings, with 10
new ferry landings, upgrades to five existing landings, and the use of six existing landings. Two
of the new ferry landing sites are located within the project area, including one at Corlears Hook
in Project Area One. The new landings feature barges (35 feet by 90 feet) that are connected to
the shore by a gangway. The barges accommodate passenger queuing and shelter, a ticket machine
and information kiosk, lighting, and static and/or digital signage.

PROJECT AREA TWO

Project Area Two is approximately 21 acres and extends north and east from Project Area One,
from East 13th Street to East 25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area
Two also includes a portion of East 25th Street from the FDR Drive to First Avenue. At the
southernmost point of Project Area Two, the Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk extends for 0.5 miles,
serving as a shared-use path for both pedestrians and bicyclists. At this southernmost point, the
walkway is adjacent to the Con Edison Head House, which is located east of the walkway on the
river’s edge. The Con Edison Head House is used for fuel and oil deliveries for the Con Edison
East River Generating Facility located on the west side of the FDR Drive between East 13th Street
and approximately East 17th Street. At the northern end of the Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, the
shared-use path continues into Stuyvesant Cove Park, which is under the jurisdiction of the New
York City Department of Small Business Services (SBS). Located along 0.3 miles of waterfront
with approximately 1.9 acres, Stuyvesant Cove Park provides passive recreation, gardens, and
programming event space. A new ferry landing is currently operational within Stuyvesant Cove
Park as part of EDC’s Citywide Ferry Service. At the northernmost portion of the park,
programming event space is located adjacent to a building maintained by Solar One Initiatives, a
non-profit organization that promotes community solar initiatives, innovative programs in public
and private schools, and other efforts. Directly north of the Solar One Environmental Education
Center is a BP Gas and Service Station. The BP Gas and Service Station is accessible via East
23rd Street or the FDR Drive service ramp. North of East 23rd Street between East 23rd and East
25th Streets is the Asser Levy Recreation Center and Playground. Between the FDR Drive and
First Avenue, East 25th Street is lined on the north by City University of New York (CUNY)
buildings and on the south by the Veterans Affairs New York Harbor Health Care Center (VA
Medical Center).
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STUDY AREA

Following is a description of the land use in the neighborhoods located within the study area.
Many residential buildings, community facilities, and public utilities in the study area were
affected by Hurricane Sandy, which had significant economic, fiscal, and social effects on the
study area neighborhoods. Additional information regarding these effects can be found in Chapter
2.0, “Project Alternatives,” and within the technical analysis chapters of this DEIS.

Lower East Side

A portion of the Lower East Side neighborhood is in the southern section of the study area between
Montgomery Street and East Houston Street. As shown in Figure 5.1-3, land uses within the study
area are primarily higher-density residential, consisting of multi-family (elevator and walk-up)
and mixed-use residential buildings (i.e., with commercial uses on the ground floor). Additionally,
throughout the Lower East Side there are public facilities and institutions, religious facilities, open
spaces, parking, and commercial space. Multi-family elevator buildings include NYCHA'’s
Vladeck Houses and the Baruch Charney Vladeck Il complex located along Madison and Water
Streets, and Jackson and Gouverneur Streets. The Vladeck Houses are a 13-acre housing complex
consisting of 20 six-story buildings with approximately 1,500 apartment units. The Baruch
Charney Vladeck Il Houses are a two-acre complex with four six-story buildings containing
approximately 250 apartment units. The Bernard Baruch Houses are bound by the FDR Drive,
Columbia Street, East Houston Street, and Delancey Street. The Baruch Houses are located on 27
acres and contain 17 buildings (ranging between seven and 14 stories) with approximately 2,150
apartment units. The privately owned East River Cooperative Housing campus is located north of
the Vladeck Houses between Cherry and Delancey Streets along the FDR Drive. The East River
Cooperative Housing campus includes four 20-story apartment buildings located on two lots
totaling approximately 11 acres. There are approximately 1,650 apartment units located on the
East River Cooperative Housing campus. The East River Cooperative Housing complex includes
a one-story commercial development along Grand Street and houses some commercial and
institutional facilities within the residential buildings.

Public facilities and institutions in the area include P.S. 137 and the City College Child
Development Center located between Henry and Grand Streets; P.S. 110 at Lewis and Delancey
Streets; Henry Street Settlement on the northeast corner of Henry and Pitt Streets; P.S. 97 on East
Houston Street; New Explorations into Science, Technology, and Math located on Columbia
Street; and P.S. 188 and Girls Prep Charter School along East Houston Street on Lillian Wald
Drive.

Open space in the Lower East Side includes Sol Lain Playground, Luther Gulick Playground,
Corlears Hook Park, and Baruch Playground. Refer to Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” for additional
information on these parks.

Transportation and utility land uses include the Williamsburg Bridge and the Con Edison East
River Generating Facility complex. Commercial and office building land uses are on the south
corners of Grand and Henry Streets, and the southeast corner of Abraham Kazan and Delancey
Streets, south of Williamsburg Bridge.

East Village and Alphabet City

In the center of the study area north of East Houston Street is the East Village neighborhood. The
East Village is bordered to the north by Stuyvesant Square and Stuyvesant Town, to the south by
the Lower East Side, to the east by the East River Park, and to the west by Greenwich Village.
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Within East Village is the Alphabet City neighborhood. Alphabet City is defined by Avenues A,
B, C, and D, which run in a north-south direction from East 14th Street to East Houston Street.
Residential land uses within the East Village and Alphabet City largely consist of mixed
residential and commercial buildings, and multi-family walk-up and elevator buildings.
Commercial uses on the ground floor vary greatly and range from bars and restaurants to boutique
stores and supermarkets. Except for a few large developments (e.g., NYCHA Lillian Wald Houses
and Jacob Riis Houses), residential buildings (mixed-use and multifamily) in these two
neighborhoods are typically four- to six-story buildings on small lots. Lillian Wald Houses are
located between the FDR Drive and Avenue D, and East 6th and East Houston Streets, and include
18 buildings varying between 11 and 14 stories tall with approximately 1,860 apartment units on
16 acres. The Jacob Riis Complex (comprised of Jacob Riis Houses and Jacob Riis 1) is located
between East 6th and East 13th Streets, and Avenue D and the FDR Drive. The complex includes
a total of 19 buildings, varying between 6 and 14 stories high. Totaling approximately 17 acres,
the Jacob Riis Complex has approximately 1,770 apartment units. Other land uses in this
neighborhood include industrial and manufacturing, public facilities and institutions, and
transportation and utility. Industrial and manufacturing land uses include the Con Edison East
River Generating Facility and a New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
building.

The Con Edison East River Complex is located between Avenue C, the FDR Drive, East 13th
Street, and the East 20th Street FDR Drive entrance. The complex consists of the East River
Generating Facility, which generates steam and electricity, and two substations that send power to
area substations and distribution networks in Midtown and Lower Manhattan, south of 39th Street
and north of the World Trade Center.

Several community facilities, institutions, and religious facilities are in the East Village and
Alphabet City neighborhoods. Schools include P.S. 34 at the corner of East 12th Street and Szold
Place; P.S. 15 between Avenues C and D, between East 4th and 5th Streets; and Children's
Workshop School and East Village Community School, both located between Avenue B and
Avenue C and East 8th and 12th Streets. Additional community facilities and institutions include
a Social Security Administration Building, Police Service Area #4, Housing Work Healthcare, and
Tompkins Square Library.

Open spaces within the East Village and Alphabet City neighborhoods consist of three NYC
Parks-managed parks and many lots that are part of the NYC Parks GreenThumb Program.
GreenThumb was initiated in the 1970s to create opportunities for volunteer gardens and
community spaces on vacant lots. The GreenThumb program supports over 600 community
gardens across the City that are managed by neighborhood residents. NYC Parks-managed parks
in the East Village and Alphabet City include Dry Dock Playground, Tompkins Square Park, and
Murphy Brothers Playground. Refer to Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” for additional information on
NYC Parks-managed parks. Community gardens in the GreenThumb program include El Jardin
Del Paradiso, Secret Garden, Orchard Alley, Peach Tree Garden, Parque de Tranquilidad, All
People's Park, 9th Street Community Garden Park, Firemen's Memorial Garden, Green Oasis,
Gilbert's Garden, Campos Garden, Suen Dragon Garden, The Creative Little Garden, 6th Street
and Avenue B Community Garden, El Sol Brillante Sr. Garden, El Sol Brilliante, Jr., Joseph C.
Sauer Park, Children's Garden and Dias Y Flores Garden.

Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village

Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village are large private residential developments located
from First Avenue to Avenue C, and East 14th to East 23rd Streets. These developments are
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bordered by the East River and Avenue C to the east, the Stuyvesant Square and Gramercy Park
neighborhoods to the west, East Village and Alphabet City to the south, and Kips Bay to the north.
Uses in Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village are limited to residential housing with a few
street-level commercial uses. Stuyvesant Town consists of approximately thirty-six 13-floor
apartment buildings with 8,800 apartment units. Peter Cooper Village consists of 21 15-floor
apartment buildings with several commercial storefronts on East 20th Street. There are
approximately 2,450 apartment units located within Peter Cooper Village.

Gramercy Park

A small portion of the Gramercy Park neighborhood, between First and Third Avenues and East
19th and East 23rd Streets, is located within the study area. Gramercy Park is defined as the
neighborhood surrounding Gramercy Park, a small, private park bordered by East 21st Street, East
20th Street, and Gramercy Park East and West (and between Third Avenue and Park Avenue).
The Gramercy Park neighborhood is generally defined as bordering Stuyvesant Town-Peter
Cooper Village to the east, the Flatiron District to the west, Union Square to the southwest,
Stuyvesant Square to the south, Rose Hill to the northwest, and Kips Bay to the northeast. The
neighborhood was designated as a historic district by LPC in 1996. Land uses within the Gramercy
Park neighborhood are primarily residential (mixed residential and commercial buildings, one-
and two-family buildings, and multifamily elevator/walk-ups), along with commercial uses, open
space and recreation, parking facilities, and public facilities and institutions. Mixed residential and
commercial buildings are concentrated along First Avenue. One- and two-family buildings, and
multifamily elevator and walk-up buildings, are generally located on streets between East 14th
and East 23rd Streets.

Open spaces within this neighborhood include Augustus St. Gaudens Playground and Peter's Field.
Refer to Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” for additional information on these parks. Public facilities,
institutions, and religious facilities include several schools and medical facilities. Schools in the
Gramercy Park neighborhood include Manhattan Comprehensive Night and Day High School,
P.S. 40: The Salk School of Science, and Simon Baruch Junior High School. Medical facilities
include Gramercy Surgery Center Beth Israel Medical Center. The Mt. Sinai Beth Israel Medical
Center, High School for Health Professions and Human Services serves the role of both a medical
facility and a school.

Kips Bay

A portion of the Kips Bay neighborhood is located within the study area. Part of Manhattan
Community Board 6, Kips Bay is bordered on the north by Murray Hill; on the west by Madison
Square; on the south by the Stuyvesant Square neighborhood and the Peter Cooper Village
apartment complex; and on the east by the East River. Land uses within the Kips Bay
neighborhood are primarily residential (mixed residential and commercial buildings, one- and
two-family buildings, and multi-family elevator/walk-ups), along with commercial and office
uses, open space, and public facilities and institutions. Medical and institutional land uses within
Kips Bay in the study area include the VA Medical Center located at 423 East 23rd Street, NYU
Rory Meyers College of Nursing at 431 First Avenue, Bellevue Hospital Center located at 462
First Avenue, the 30th Street Men’s Shelter at 400 East 30th Street, and NYU Langone Medical
Center located at 550 First Avenue. Open spaces within the study area include Asser Levy
Playground bordered by the FDR Drive, East 23rd Street, the VA Medical Center, and East 25th
Street. Commercial uses dependent on the waterfront within the study area include the Marine and
Aviation Building, located along the East River adjacent to Project Area Two, and the New York
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City Ferry landing at East 34th Street. The Marine and Aviation Building contains a parking
garage, a landing base for seaplanes, and berthing spots for pleasure boats.

ZONING

Land other than parks and streets, wharfs, or places are mapped with zoning districts that define
the allowable uses and development regulations. Special Districts are often mapped to regulate
distinct development policies for any given area. Description of the zoning districts mapped within
the study area are summarized below, and Figure 5.1-4 presents the zoning districts mapped in
the study area.

PROJECT AREA ONE

The majority of Project Area One is located within public parkland under the jurisdiction of NYC
Parks (i.e., East River Park); zoning regulations are not applicable to park areas. A portion of
Project Area One near Pier 42 is located within a light manufacturing district (M1-4). Another
portion of Project Area One in the vicinity of Montgomery Street is located within residential (R7-
2) and commercial (C6-4) districts. These and other districts in the study area are described below.

PROJECT AREA TWO

Similar to Project Area One, Project Area Two is largely comprised of areas (parks and mapped
roadway rights-of-way) with no applicable zoning districts. Stuyvesant Cove Park is zoned M1-1,
the VA Medical Center is zoned R8, the NYCHA Jacob Riis Houses are zoned R7-2, and the Con
Edison facility is zoned M3-2 (see Figure 5.1-4). These zoning designations are described below.

STUDY AREA

The larger study area is mapped with a range of residential, commercial, park, and manufacturing
zoning designations (see Figure 5.1-4). Table 5.1-1 summarizes the various zoning districts
controlling land use and development in the study area.
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Table 5.1-1
Zoning Designations within the Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy Study Area
Zoning District | Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)! | Use/Zone Type
Residential Districts
0.87-3.44 R; and 4.60 R (with
R7-2 Inclusionary Housing [IH] bonus); 6.5 General medium-density residential district
CF
R7A 4.00Rand 4'2%§évl\:”th IH bonus); Contextual medium-density residential district
R7B 3.00 R; 3.00 CF Contextual medium-density residential district
0.94-6.02 R and 7.20 R (with IH . . . e
R8 bonus); 6.50 CF General medium-density residential district
R8A 6.02R and Y.S%Séleznth IH bonus); Contextual medium-density residential district
R8B 4.00 R; 4.00 CF Contextual medium-density residential district
R9A 752 R and 8.50 g\'/:'th IH bonus); 7.5 Contextual high-density residential district
Commercial Districts
C1-5 overlay 2.00C Local commercial uses serving a residential area
C1-6A 2.00C;4.00 .CF; 4.00R; and 4.60 R Contextual local retail and local service district
(with IH bonus)
2.00 C; 6.50 CF; 0.94-6.02 R; and . . L
C1-7 6.02 R (with IH bonus) Local retail and local service district
C1-7A 2.00C;6.50 .CF' 6.02R; and 7.20 R Contextual local retail and local service district
(with IH bonus)
C1-8A 2.00C;7.50 .CF; 7.52R; and 8.50 R Contextual local retail and local service district
(with IH bonus)
C1-9 2.00 C; 10.00 .CF; 10.00 R and 12.00 Local retail and local service district
R (with IH bonus)
C1-9A 2.00 C; 10.00 k?oi’ulsioo R (with IH Contextual local retail and local service district
C2-5 overlay 2.00C Local commercial uses serving a residential area
2.00 C; 10.00 CF; 0.99-7.52 R; and . . -
Cc2-7 8.00 R (with IH bonus); Contextual local retail and local service district
C2-8 2.00 C; 10.00 C.:F; 10.00 R; and 12.00 Contextual local retail and local service district
R (with IH bonus)
C2-8A 2.00¢C; 1000 F:F; 10.00 R; and12.00 Contextual local retail and local service district
R (with IH bonus)
6.00 C; 6.50 CF; 0.94-6.02 R; and e
C6-2 7.20 R (with IH bonus) General central commercial district
10.00 C; 10.00 CF; 10.00 R; and e
C6-4 12.00 R (with IH bonus) General central commercial district
Manufacturing Districts
M1-1 1.00 M; 1.00 C; 2.40 CF Light manufacturing district (high performance)
M1-2 2.00 M; 2.00 C; 4.80 CF Light manufacturing district (high performance)
M1-4 2.00 M; 2.00 C; 6.50 CF Light manufacturing district (high performance)
M2-3 2.00 M: 2.00 C Medium manufacturing district (medium
performance)
M3-2 2.00 M; 2.00 C Heavy manufacturing district (low performance)

Notes:

1 FAR is a measure of density establishing the amount of development allowed in proportion to the base lot
area. For example, a lot of 10,000 square feet with a FAR of 1 has an allowable building area of 10,000
square feet. The same lot with an FAR of 10 has an allowable building area of 100,000 square feet.

2 Under the Quality Housing option, the maximum FAR is 4.0 on wide streets and 3.44 on narrow streets.

Source: New York City Zoning Resolution 2018
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Residential Districts

The majority of the inland portion of the study area is located within medium- and high-density
residential zoning districts, particularly non-contextual residential districts (R7-2 and R8), while
a portion of the study area north of Delancey Street is located within contextual residential districts
(R7A, R7B, R8A, R8B, and R9A). In all residential districts, uses are limited to residential and
community facility uses, and commercial or manufacturing uses are not permitted. In general,
buildings in residential districts may be developed under height factor regulations, which include
open space requirements and determine bulk on a sliding scale based on the amount of open space
provided, or Quality Housing regulations. Quality Housing regulations apply height limits to
produce high-lot coverage buildings set at or near the street line. Contextual zoning districts apply
the Quality Housing regulations as mandatory requirements and are generally mapped in
established residential neighborhoods to produce buildings that match the traditional streetscape.

The contextual zoning districts within the study area were mapped by the East Village/Lower East
Side Rezoning Plan, adopted in 2008, which was intended to preserve the existing neighborhood
scale and character of the area while providing opportunities for residential growth and incentives
for affordable housing. These districts contain a mix of residential buildings, ranging from row
houses (typically located in R8B districts) to 10- to 12-story apartment buildings.

Commercial Districts

The study area also contains commercial zoning districts (C1-6A, C1-7, C1-7A, C1-8A, C1-9, C1-
9A, C2-7, C2-8, C2-8A, C6-2, and C6-4) concentrated mostly along East 14th and East 13th
Streets and First Avenue and Avenue A in the northern portion of the study area. These
commercial districts are typically mapped along major thoroughfares in predominantly residential
districts and are intended to provide for commercial districts that support the surrounding
residential area. Commercial districts permit residential, commercial, and community uses;
residential uses are governed by specified residential district equivalents. In contextual
commercial districts (such as the C1-6 A, C1-7A, C1-8A, C1-9A, C2-7, C2-8, and C2-8A districts
located within the study area), the contextual zoning regulations described above are applied
through the contextual residential district equivalent.

In addition, commercial overlay districts (C1-5 and C2-5) are mapped along many of the main
thoroughfares within the study area, particularly along First Avenue and Avenues A, B, C, and D
in the Alphabet City portion of the study area. Commercial overlays are mapped along major
streets in residential districts and provide for local retail and services, such as grocery stores,
restaurants, beauty parlors, and other businesses that cater to nearby residents. Commercial uses
are permitted to a maximum of 2.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) (in medium- and high-density
residential districts) located in individual structures or on the lower floors of residential buildings.

Manufacturing Districts

As noted above, a portion of Project Area One is located within an M1-4 district, and a portion of
Project Area Two is located with M1-1 and M3-2 districts. Other manufacturing districts within
the study area include an M1-2 and an M2-3 district, which are mapped along the FDR Drive.
Manufacturing zoning districts are widely mapped along the City’s waterfront areas, a reflection
of the City’s history of working waterfronts with shipping and industrial uses. M3 districts are
designated for areas with heavy industries that generate noise, traffic, or pollutants, and are usually
located near the waterfront and buffered from residential areas. M2 districts occupy the middle
ground between light and heavy industrial areas and are mainly mapped in the city’s older
industrial areas along the waterfront. M1 districts permit only light manufacturing uses such as
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warehouses that conform to stringent performance standards and are generally used as buffers
between heavy manufacturing districts and commercial or residential areas. Commercial uses are
generally permitted in manufacturing districts, although some commercial uses (such as hotels and
many retail facilities) are not permitted in M3 districts. Residential uses are generally not permitted
in manufacturing districts.

Waterfront Zoning

The City Zoning Resolution includes special regulations applying to areas located along the
waterfront, outlined in Article VI, Chapter 2 (“Waterfront Zoning”). These regulations, among
other policy objectives, encourage active water dependent uses and ensure access to the City’s
waterfront. Waterfront zoning regulations mandate that most developments on waterfront zoning
lots provide public open space along the water’s edge with pedestrian links to upland communities.
Waterfront zoning also applies rules governing the location, minimum size, proportion, and design
elements for waterfront public access areas. In addition, waterfront zoning regulations provide for
visual corridors (unobstructed views of the shoreline from upland public areas) through special
urban design rules. A majority of the waterfront area within the study area consists of park space
under the jurisdiction of NYC Parks. However, Stuyvesant Cove Park is within a mapped
“Marginal Street, Wharf, or Place,” which is City-owned property (under jurisdiction of SBS)
where zoning applies. This property would remain as public open space with the proposed project.
However, since the waterfront zoning regulations would technically apply to this property, a
zoning text amendment is necessary to acknowledge compliance with the City’s waterfront zoning
restrictions.

Flood Resilience Zoning Text Amendment

In 2013, DCP proposed a zoning text amendment to encourage flood-resilient building
construction throughout designated flood zones. Following Hurricane Sandy, this text amendment
was adopted by the City Council in 2013 on an emergency, temporary basis. Efforts are currently
underway to update the text and make it permanent based on lessons learned in the recovery
process. The amendment enables new and existing buildings to comply with new, higher flood
elevations issued by FEMA, and to new requirements in Building Code, with the intentions of
promoting and protecting public health, safety, and general welfare. General goals of the
amendment include, among others, to mitigate the effects of elevated and flood-proofed buildings
on the streetscape and pedestrian activity; and to promote the most desirable use of land and thus
conserve and enhance the value of land and buildings, and thereby protect the City's tax revenues.
Further, the Flood Resilience Zoning Text Amendment permits temporary flood control devices
and associated emergency egress systems that are assembled prior to a storm and removed
thereafter on the waterfront, and within open spaces.

PUBLIC POLICY AND PLANS

Applicable federal, state, city and local policies are listed below and described above in Section
C, “Regulatory Context.”

e Federal: Executive Orders 11988, 11990

e New York State: Coastal Zone Management Act.

e New York City: Manhattan Waterfront Greenway; East River Blueway Plan; East River
Esplanade Plan; PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater New York; One New York: The Plan for a
Strong and Just City (OneNYC); ULURP; WRP; and Vision 2020: New York City
Comprehensive Waterfront Plan.
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e Local: Stuyvesant Cove 197-a Plan; Community Board 6 197-a Plan for Eastern Section of
Community District 6; Pier 42 Master Plan: A People’s Plan for the East River Waterfront;
and Business Improvement Districts.

F. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A detailed description of the alternatives analyzed in this chapter is presented in Chapter 2.0,
“Project Alternatives.”

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative is the future without the proposed project and assumes that no new
comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the proposed project area. Under the No
Action Alternative, the existing neighborhoods would remain at risk to coastal flooding during
extreme coastal storm events (the 100-year flood events with sea level rise projections to the
2050s), referred to herein as the design storm event. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would
not meet the project goals and be inconsistent with City policy, specifically OneNYC’s Vision 4:
Our Resilient City. As described in Appendix Al, there are a humber of projects planned or
currently under construction in the project area, including the Pier 42 project and the Solar One
Environmental Education Center project (No Action projects).

As discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” and identified in Appendix Al, there are
projects independent of the proposed project within the study area. Projects that would result in
changes to land use within the project area include developments resulting from the 2008 East
Village and Lower East Side Rezoning. Additional projects independent of the proposed project
are not anticipated to result in changes to land use and zoning. Additionally, no changes to existing
public policies are planned at this time, with the exception of the acceptance of the Flood
Resilience Zoning Update, and no known new public policies are proposed by the 2025 analysis
year. Major land use projects that have recently been completed within the project area include
the Citywide Ferry Service. Minor projects that would not result in changes to land use include
deck replacement of the East Houston Street overpass, Solar One Environmental Educational
Center, and LES Ecology Center Compost Facility. Additionally, a variety of planned resiliency
projects would occur under the No Action Alternative, including resiliency measures at NYCHA
properties near the study area. While these resiliency measures are intended to protect critical
infrastructure at these facilities, they would not provide the type of comprehensive neighborhood
protection from future storm-related coastal flooding events that would be provided by the coastal
flood protection systems presented in the other alternatives.

EDC has implemented a Citywide Ferry Service initiative that includes 21 landings, with 10 new
ferry landings, upgrades to five existing landings, and the use of six existing landings. Two of the
new ferry landing sites are located within the project area: at Corlears Hook in Project Area One
and Stuyvesant Cove in Project Area Two. The new landings feature barges (35 feet by 90 feet)
that are connected to the shore by a gangway. The barges accommodate passenger queuing and
shelter, a ticket machine and information kiosk, lighting, and static and/or digital signage.

In 2008, the City Council adopted the East Village and Lower East Side Rezoning. The zoning
changes approved under that measure are now in effect for over 110 blocks in Manhattan
Community District 3. As shown in Appendix Al, there are a number of projected development
sites located in the study area. Sites identified in this table would be developed into residential
buildings with affordable and luxury apartments and ground-floor retail. Increasing development
in the study area would also increase residential population densities along with the worker
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population. Overall, projects resulting from the East Village and Lower East Side rezonings would
result in little to no change in the overall land use pattern in the study area since proposed projects
would only increase residential and worker population densities within these two neighborhoods.
It is not anticipated that the proposed project would have a significant effect on the areas approved
for rezoning. Land uses where proposed projects are located would remain largely the same (i.e.,
residential). The underlying zoning regulations of the 2008 East Village and Lower East Side
rezoning plan would remain in effect under this alternative.

As indicated above, NYC Parks is proposing to construct Pier 42 as a public waterfront open space
that would increase accessible open space within the study area. For many years, the Pier 42
property consisted of warehouse space and parking, located just south of East River Park between
the East River and the FDR Drive. A masterplan for the overall redevelopment of Pier 42 as an
open space was approved by a Community Board 3 sub-committee and the New York City Public
Design Commission (PDC). Phase 1A of the Pier 42 redevelopment included the demolition of
the pier shed. Phase 1B will include the redevelopment of the upland park (north and east of Phase
1A) with amenities such as an entry garden in the western section, a playground, a comfort station,
a grassy knoll rising approximately seven feet above grade, solar powered safety lighting
throughout the park, and access from the shared-use path along the FDR Drive service road or
Montgomery Street. The Pier 42 project will introduce approximately 2.93 acres of new passive
open space to the study area by 2021.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

LAND USE AND ZONING

In the event of a storm under the Preferred Alternative, the flood protection system would be
activated as described in chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” to provide protection from both surge
and inland flooding. The Preferred Alternative is expected to be completed before Alternatives 2,
3 and 5, which would protect upland land uses by 2023 as compared to 2025. The Preferred
Alternative would additionally protect East River Park from design storm events, requiring less
post-storm maintenance in East River Park to return to pre-storm conditions compared to the No
Action Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, and therefore, more effectively protects this land use
and would allow park use to resume more quickly following a design storm event, benefitting the
neighborhoods of the Lower East Side, East Village, Alphabet City, Stuyvesant Town, Peter
Cooper Village, Gramercy Park, and Kips Bay.

During non-storm conditions, the closure structures would remain open. Under the Preferred
Alternative, landscape and urban design features would be incorporated into existing open spaces
in the project area. Land uses within the study area would not be affected by the proposed project
and would remain largely park or City right-of-way. During non-storm operations, the closure
structures would remain open and East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park would remain
accessible. The bridge improvements would not alter the use of land at landing sites. All landings
west of the FDR Drive would be within City rights-of-way or would remain unchanged. Bridge
landings within East River Park would be integrated into the park’s design. The proposed shared-
use flyover bridge would be compatible with the land uses in the project area: the proposed bridge
landings would be within the limits of the shared-use path and can generally be considered an
extension of that path.

In addition, as discussed in Chapter 5.5, “Urban Design and Visual Resources,” the proposed flood
protection features associated with the Preferred Alternative would have no adverse urban design
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effects. Urban design enhancements under this alternative include a reconstructed shared-use path
and portions of the waterfront esplanade, relocation of two embayments in East River Park, full
reconstruction of three bridges that span the FDR Drive, relocation and reconstruction of the
amphitheater, and enhanced passive recreation and resiliently landscaped spaces. In addition, the
Preferred Alternative would install the floodwall below-grade for a majority of East River Park to
soften the visual effect of the flood protection system. These enhancements would ensure that the
flood protection system would remain compatible with existing and anticipated land uses in the
study area.

Although a zoning text amendment is necessary to acknowledge compliance of the proposed
design with the City’s Waterfront Zoning regulations, the Preferred Alternative does not propose
changes to zoning regulations and would be compatible with existing and planned zoning within
the project area and study area.

PUBLIC POLICY

The following is a discussion of the Preferred Alternative’s compliance with federal, State, City,
and local regulations.

Federal

Compliance with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 is demonstrated via the Eight Step Decision
Making Process for the proposed project, which may be found in Appendix L. This analysis
concludes that the proposed project must be situated within the floodplain since the purpose of the
proposed project is to provide flood protection and there is no reasonable alternative to locating
the proposed project in a floodplain.

New York State

The Preferred Alternative would be in compliance with the NYSDOS CMP policy via the New
York City WRP. A consistency assessment analysis has been prepared for the proposed project,
which examines the compliance with State and City coastal management policies (see Appendix
D). The analysis concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with applicable City
coastal management policies and standards. The development of the proposed project is consistent
with goals established for the Borough of Manhattan and the City for revitalizing and creating
public access to the waterfront and would represent an increase in public access to the waterfront
for recreational use, while implementing flood protection measures to protect Lower Manhattan.

New York City

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would trigger land use actions including acquisition
of real property, amendments to the City Map for changes related to existing and proposed
pedestrian bridges, and a zoning text amendment. Specifically, the Preferred Alternative requires
the acquisition of easements at Gouverneur Gardens, East River Housing Corporation, NYCHA,
Con Edison, and the VA Medical Center to allow for construction of floodwalls or drainage
elements on or near those properties. An easement would also be required for the flyover bridge
footings that will be located within Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, which is NYSDOT property.
In addition, a zoning text amendment is necessary to acknowledge compliance of the proposed
design with the City’s Waterfront Zoning regulations for a portion of the project area. Approval
of these actions is specific to the implementation of the proposed project and would not conflict
with land use and zoning conditions in the study area.

In addition, while no changes to zoning in the study area are proposed, the Preferred Alternative
complements City zoning policies and recent zoning changes, including those in Lower East Side,
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which have been approved to stimulate commercial and residential development and ongoing
resiliency initiatives in the East Village and Lower East Side. The proposed flood protection
system would provide protection to the study area while enhancing the shared-use path within East
River Park. It would allow for the continued use of valuable open spaces. The Preferred
Alternative, by reconstructing the shared-use path and enhancing passive recreation and
landscaped spaces, would support public recreational facilities in the area.

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the initiatives to protect Lower Manhattan
from surge events outlined in PlaNYC and OneNYC, while continuing to provide and enhance
access to the waterfront as discussed in the Vision 2020 plan, the East River Esplanade Plan, and
the East River Blueway Plan. The Preferred Alternative also includes the foundations for a shared-
use flyover bridge connecting East River Park and Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, which would
provide the opportunity for a new north-south connecting link in the East River Greenway and
achieve a goal of the Manhattan Waterfront Greenway. Additionally, as mentioned above, the
Preferred Alternative is consistent with applicable City coastal management policies would be in
compliance with the New York City WRP. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent
with public policies pertaining to the study area, and no adverse effects to public policies would
occur with this alternative. A coastal zone consistency determination using policies included in
the WRP for the proposed project is included in Appendix D.

Local

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with initiatives to support development of
accessible public parks and open space at the waterfront outlined in the Stuyvesant Cove 197-a
Plan. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would maintain the operation of Stuyvesant Cove
Park as a public open space with no large-scale active uses and would sustain links to existing
promenades at the north and south ends of the park. The Preferred Alternative would also be
consistent with the goals of the Community Board 6 197-a Plan via the improvement of access to
the waterfront. Finally, it is anticipated that implementation of the Preferred Alternative would
complement the Pier 42 Master Plan that has been approved for the East River Waterfront and
Pier 42.

Therefore, it is concluded that the Preferred Alternative would be compatible with land use,
zoning, and public policies within the study area.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, in the event of a design storm under Alternative 2, the flood
protection system would be activated as described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” to
provide protection from both surge and inland flooding. However, the effects of a storm and the
restoration that would follow would not result in changes to land use or zoning. Alternative 2
would provide the same benefits to upland communities as the Preferred Alternative but includes
minimal park resiliency features or open space enhancements for East River Park. Following a
design storm event, restoration to the Park would be anticipated to be more time and labor
intensive, and the Park likely would be closed for a longer duration than under the Preferred
Alternative.

During non-storm operations, the closure structures would remain open, and landscape and urban
design features would be incorporated into existing open spaces in the project area. These
proposed project elements would be compatible with existing land uses. No changes to land use
within the study area are proposed, although certain land use actions would be required.
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Alternative 2 would require the same land use actions as the Preferred Alternative with the
exception of the City Map change, which would not be necessary under this alternative. Approval
of these actions is specific to the implementation of the proposed project and would not conflict
with land use and zoning conditions in the study area. As with the Preferred Alternative,
Alternative 2 would have no adverse urban design effects in the study area as described in Chapter
5.5, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.” Therefore, it is concluded that Alternative 2 is
consistent with land use, zoning and public policies pertaining to the study area.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

In the event of a design storm under Alternative 3, the flood protection system would be activated
but the effects of a storm and the restoration that would follow would not result in changes to land
use or zoning. As described above under the Preferred Alternative, the proposed features of
Alternative 3 would be consistent with applicable Federal, State, and local public policies and
would not alter surrounding land uses or zoning. The land use actions required under this
Alternative would be similar to Alternative 2. However, implementation of Alternative 3 would
also require amendments to the City Map for changes related to existing and proposed pedestrian
bridges as described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives.” Approval of these actions is specific
to the implementation of the proposed project and would not conflict with land use and zoning
conditions in the study area.

In addition, Alternative 3 does not conflict with City zoning policies or recent zoning changes for
the nearby neighborhoods. Alternative 3 would also be consistent with relevant public policies
and would provide flood protection while enhancing and providing the continued use of waterfront
access and open space. Alternative 3, by reconstructing the shared-use path and enhancing passive
and active waterfront recreation spaces, would contribute to the study area’s public amenities and
vitality. Further, the proposed enhancement and realignment of the existing bridges at Delancey
and East 10th Streets and the park-side plaza area at the East Houston Street overpass would allow
for increased access to well used open spaces. However, this alternative would not provide the
level of protection for East River Park proposed under the Preferred Alternative and thus, which
it would be consistent with public policies to improve access to open spaces and resiliency within
the study area, it would not further those policies to the same degree as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3 would be consistent with land use, zoning, and public policies applicable to the study
area.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 5): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST
OF FDR DRIVE

The consistency of Alternative 5 with land use, zoning, and public policies would be the similar
to the Preferred Alternative. Raising the FDR Drive would not alter or affect the use or function
of the roadway. This alternative provides flood protection for the FDR Drive, facilitates access to
East River Park following a storm event, and eliminates the need for closure structures across the
FDR Drive as proposed under the above alternatives. As a result, Alternative 5 is consistent with
public policies that apply to the project area and study area described above. The land use actions
required under this Alternative would be the same as the Preferred Alternative; however, this
alternative would require fewer acquisitions along the Con Edison segment. Alternative 5 would
support the uplands communities through enhanced protection of the FDR Drive and would also
allow for emergency access to the flood protection system in East River Park during storm events
when access to East River Park is otherwise limited. Therefore, it is concluded that Alternative 5
is consistent with land use, zoning, and public policies pertaining to the study area. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter assesses the potential impacts of the proposed project on the socioeconomic character
of the area surrounding the project areas in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and New York
City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). As described in the 2014 City Environmental
Quality Review Technical Manual, the socioeconomic character of an area includes its population,
housing, and economic activities. Socioeconomic changes may occur when a project directly or
indirectly affects any of these elements.

In accordance with CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, this analysis considers whether the
proposed project could result in significant adverse socioeconomic impacts due to: (1) direct
displacement of residential population; (2) indirect displacement of residential population; (3)
direct displacement of existing businesses; (4) indirect displacement of businesses; and (5) adverse
effects on a specific industry. This analysis also assesses the proposed project’s potential impacts
in accordance with the methodologies outlined in The SEQR Handbook, Fourth Edition 2019 and
applicable federal guidelines for assessing socioeconomic impacts.

STUDY AREA

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the socioeconomic study area typically mirrors the
land use study area, and should reflect the scale of the project relative to the area’s population.
The socioeconomic study area, shown on Figure 5.2-1, is based largely on the furthest extent of
either the Y2-mile radius from the project areas—the dashed line in Figure 5.2-1—or as shown by
the dotted line, the Y4-mile radius from the protected area.! As per CEQR methodology, the above-
described outer boundary is adjusted to align with census tracts to form the socioeconomic study
area. The northern boundary of the socioeconomic study area is East 34th Street between First
Avenue and the East River, and East 29th Street between First and Third Avenues. The western
boundary of the socioeconomic study area is First Avenue between East 29th and East 34th Streets;
Third Avenue between East 3rd and East 29th Streets; and Allen, Clinton, Norfolk, Essex, and
Pike Streets between East 3rd Street and South Street (see Figure 5.2-1). The East River is the
eastern and southern boundary of the socioeconomic study area.

The analysis of indirect business displacement includes data on the socioeconomic study area, and
provides more detail on a ¥-mile local study area—the area where the proposed project would
have the greatest potential effect on local business conditions (see Figure 5.2-1).

! The protected area is the area that would be protected under the proposed project (the protected area) and
includes lands within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year special flood hazard
area (SFHA). In addition, the protected area takes into consideration the 90th percentile projection of sea
level rise to the 2050s.
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B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, in the absence of the flood protection system, the existing
neighborhoods would remain at risk to coastal flooding during design storm events. Thus, for the
No Action Alternative, there is the potential for adverse socioeconomic effects within the study
area due to potential flood damage created by design storm events. Socioeconomic effects would
include the direct physical damages associated with a design storm event, displacement, human
impacts, and loss of services. In addition, the open space amenities associated with other
alternatives would not be added to the project area.

Under the No Action Alternative, area business conditions would not be affected by substantial
increases in pedestrian traffic and associated consumer spending. Rent levels also would not be
affected by the proposed project under the No Action Alternative. In the future without the
proposed project, market housing costs would continue to be well above rents affordable to low-
and moderate-income households (based on 2012-2016 ACS data, the median household income
in the study area was $59,272; median monthly rents were around $3,850). However, unlike with
the other alternatives outlined below, none of the economic benefits associated with the
construction of comprehensive flood protection systems would be realized under the No Action
Alternative.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

Although the Preferred Alternative would result in additional park and neighborhood connection
improvements, as with the other alternatives, it does not present new uses or activities to the
project area that could markedly influence the study area’s residential or commercial market.

The Preferred Alternative does not introduce a new use to the project area that would have the
potential to fundamentally alter real estate values. The project area currently includes large public
open spaces—including East River Park—that offer active and passive recreation options to study
area residents and visitors, and are highly utilized. The proposed project would not create new
public parkland that could affect property values, but would elevate, protect, and reconstruct the
existing parks (e.g., East River Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground)
in the study area that already influence property values.

Recent trends already show study area market housing costs to be well above rents affordable to
low- and moderate-income households (based on 2012-2016 ACS data, the median household
income in the study area was $59,272; median monthly rents were around $3,850). These trends
are expected to continue with or without this alternative’s park and neighborhood connection
improvements in place. There is also little existing, and limited opportunity to develop additional,
market housing abutting the project area, where values and rents would have the greatest potential
to increase as a result of proximity to the park improvements. Moreover, the majority of existing
housing abutting the project area and much of the study area’s housing overall is in rent-regulated
housing developments. Thus, even with the Preferred Alternative’s flood protection, open space,
and connectivity improvements in place, rents in these developments are protected from local
market forces.

The Preferred Alternative is also not expected to result in increases in commercial rents that could
lead to significant indirect business displacement pressures within the study area. First, to the
extent that commercial rents are influenced by consumer spending, should there be some increase
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in visitation attributable to the proposed project, there are few businesses directly abutting the
project area that would be affected by any increases in expenditure potential. Second, most of the
businesses in the study area are located several blocks away from the project area, and not located
on streets leading to the improved park connections across the FDR Drive, where businesses could
be affected by any increased pedestrian traffic. Moreover, while the reduced business risk would
enhance the value of properties, potentially leading to increased rents, such an influence is not
expected to result in significant indirect commercial displacement, as many commercial uses
within the study area are located outside of or on the outskirts of the protected area. Therefore,
any potential for indirect business displacement from storm-related influences on rent would be
limited to businesses within the protected area and would not have the potential for significant
effects throughout the overall study area. Third, with multiple residential projects expected to be
completed by 2025 and the associated increases in population and spending potential, any effects
on commercial rent increases would be expected in the future without the proposed project.
Finally, although this alternative would provide park and neighborhood connection improvements,
it does not present new uses or activities to the project area that could markedly influence the study
area’s commercial market.

Under the Preferred Alternative, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain in the
socioeconomic study area would be less vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Thus, the key
objective of the proposed project—to respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood
protection and resiliency for the design storm—would be met. Under the Preferred Alternative,
there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs associated with flood
damage that would otherwise be incurred during storm events.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2 would not result in the direct displacement of any
residents or businesses. Alternative 2 would not result in significant indirect residential or business
displacement pressures within the study area for the same reasons as the Preferred Alternative as
described above. However, since Alternative 2 would not provide for the extensive park
improvements and integrated access identified for the Preferred Alternative, the potential indirect
displacement due to increases in residential and commercial property values over time from park
improvements would be less.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3 would not result in direct displacement of any
residents or businesses. In addition, Alternative 3 would not result in significant indirect
residential or business displacement pressures within the study area for the same reasons as the
Preferred Alternative (see above).

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 5): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST
OF FDR DRIVE

Alternative 5 includes the same flood protection objectives and the same general open space
improvements as described in the Preferred Alternative, except for the approach in Project Area
Two between East 13th Street and Avenue C. This alternative would raise the northbound lanes
of the FDR Drive in this area by approximately six feet to meet the design flood elevation then
connect to closure structures at the south end of Stuyvesant Cove Park. Maintaining the flood
protection alignment along the east side of the FDR Drive would eliminate the need to cross the
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FDR Drive near East 13th Street as well as the need to install floodwalls adjacent to NYCHA
Jacob Riis Houses, Con Edison property, and Murphy Brothers Playground. The change in flood
protection system approach in this area would not result in increased residential property values
and rent increases that could lead to significant indirect residential or business displacement within
the study area. This alternative would not add a new use to the project area.

Under Alternative 5, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain area would be less
vulnerable to flooding during storm events Therefore, as with the other alternatives described
above, there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs associated with
flood damage that would otherwise occur during storm events.

C. REGULATORY CONTEXT

The regulatory context for the proposed project includes the following federal, state, and local
laws, programs, rules, legal requirements, and policies for which each of the alternatives have
been analyzed to result in a determination of environmental effects with project implementation.

FEDERAL

In 1978, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508) to implement NEPA. These regulations are binding on all federal agencies. CEQ includes
economic and social impacts in its definition of effects. Many federal agencies have also
developed their own NEPA procedures that supplement the CEQ NEPA regulations, as the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has done. According to HUD’s
regulations for implementing NEPA (24 CFR Part 50), environmental impact statements (EIS)
will be prepared and considered in program determinations pursuant to the general environmental
policy stated in § 50.3 and 40 CFR 1505.2 (b) and (c). According to 40 CFR 1505.2 (b) and (c),
in making a decision in cases requiring an EIS, an agency may discuss preferences among
alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical considerations and agency
statutory missions.

NEW YORK STATE

SEQRA considerations include social and economic factors as they relate to community character,
such as changes in demographics or access to businesses. Moreover, according to the SEQR
Handbook, social and economic benefits of, and need for, an action must be included in an EIS.

NEW YORK CITY

The assessment of potential significant adverse socioeconomic effects follows the methodology
in the CEQR Technical Manual. As described above, under CEQR, the socioeconomic character
of an area includes its population, housing, and economic activity. Although socioeconomic
changes may not result in significant adverse effects under CEQR, they are disclosed if they would
affect land use patterns, low-income populations, the availability of goods and services, or
economic investment in a way that changes the socioeconomic character of the area. In some
cases, these changes may be substantial but not adverse. In other cases, these changes may be good
for some groups but bad for others. The objective of the CEQR analysis is to disclose whether any
changes created by the project would have a significant adverse effect compared with what would
happen in the future without the proposed project.

An assessment of socioeconomic conditions distinguishes between effects on the residents and
businesses in an area and separates these effects into direct and indirect displacement for both of
those segments. Direct displacement occurs when residents or businesses are involuntarily

5.2-4



Chapter 5.2: Socioeconomic Conditions

displaced from the actual site of the proposed project or sites directly affected by it. For example,
direct displacement would occur if a currently occupied site were redeveloped for new uses or
structures or if a proposed easement or right-of-way encroached on a portion of a parcel and
rendered it unfit for its current use. In these cases, the occupants of a particular structure to be
displaced can usually be identified and, therefore, the disclosure of direct displacement focuses on
specific businesses and a known number of residents and workers.

Indirect or secondary displacement occurs when residents, businesses, or employees are
involuntarily displaced due to a change in socioeconomic conditions in the area caused by the
proposed project. Examples include the displacement of lower-income residents who are forced
to move due to rising rents caused by higher-income housing introduced by a proposed project.
Examples of indirect business displacement include higher-paying commercial tenants replacing
industrial uses when new uses introduced by a proposed project lead to an increase in commercial
rents. Unlike direct displacement, the specific occupants to be indirectly displaced are not known.
Therefore, an assessment of indirect displacement usually identifies the size and type of groups of
residents, businesses, or employees potentially affected.

Some projects may affect the operation and viability of a specific industry not necessarily tied to
a specific location. An example would be new regulations that prohibit or restrict the use of certain
processes that are critical to certain industries. In these cases, the CEQR review process may
involve an assessment of the economic effects of the project on that specific industry.

D. METHODOLOGY

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be conducted if a
project may be reasonably expected to create socioeconomic changes in the area affected by the
project that would not be expected to occur in the absence of the project. The following screening
assessment considers threshold circumstances identified in the CEQR Technical Manual and
enumerated below that can lead to socioeconomic changes warranting further assessment.

1. Direct Residential Displacement: Would the project directly displace residential population
to the extent that the socioeconomic character of the neighborhood would be substantially
altered? Displacement of fewer than 500 residents would not typically be expected to alter
the socioeconomic character of a neighborhood.

The project areas do not contain any residential uses. Therefore, the proposed project would
not directly displace any residents, and an assessment of direct residential displacement is not
warranted.

2. Direct Business Displacement: Would the project directly displace more than 100
employees, or would the project directly displace a business whose products or services are
uniquely dependent on its location, are the subject of policies or plans aimed at its
preservation, or serve a population uniquely dependent on its services in its present
location? If any of these conditions is considered likely, assessments of direct business
displacement and indirect business displacement are appropriate.

There are a limited number of businesses within and immediately adjacent to the project areas.
The businesses include: a BP Gas Station (along the waterfront at East 23rd Street and FDR
Drive); a 395,800-sf Skyport Marina Parking Garage (just north of the project area along the
waterfront north of East 23rd Street); and a Propark America outdoor parking lot (along the
waterfront at East 20th Street and FDR Drive). None of these businesses would be directly
displaced by the proposed project. New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC
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Parks) is currently developing Pier 42 into a public waterfront open space, which is expected
to be open to the public in 2020. The uses that are currently on Pier 42 will be displaced
irrespective of the proposed project. Since no businesses would be directly displaced by the
proposed project, an assessment of direct business displacement is not warranted.

3. Indirect Displacement due to Increased Rents: Would the project result in substantial new
development that is markedly different from existing uses, development, and activities
within the neighborhood? Residential development of 200 units or less or commercial
development of 200,000 square feet or less would typically not result in significant
socioeconomic impacts. For projects exceeding these thresholds, assessments of indirect
residential displacement and indirect business displacement are appropriate.

Although the proposed project would not introduce any residential or commercial space, the
proposed project would introduce a substantial new use (a vertical flood protection system)
that does not currently exist in the neighborhood; therefore, assessments of indirect residential
displacement and indirect business displacement are warranted in order to determine whether
and under what conditions the proposed project could stimulate changes that would raise rents,
and if so, whether this would make existing categories of tenants vulnerable to displacement.
Factors that could potentially influence rents include the following: the addition of new open
space amenities as part of the flood protection system that would make the area a more
attractive place to live and work; the reduction of risk of property damage from flooding; and
the reduction of costs associated with investing in resiliency measures for individual
properties.

4. Indirect Business Displacement due to Retail Market Saturation: Would the project result
In a total of 200,000 square feet or more of retail on a single development site or 200,000
square feet or more of region-serving retail across multiple sites? This type of development
may have the potential to draw a substantial amount of sales from existing businesses within
the study area, resulting in indirect business displacement due to market saturation.

The proposed project would not introduce retail uses in excess of 200,000 square feet;
therefore, an assessment of potential indirect business displacement due to retail market
saturation is not warranted.

5. Adverse Effects on Specific Industries: Is the project expected to affect conditions within a
specific industry? This could affect socioeconomic conditions if a substantial number of
workers or residents depend on the goods or services provided by the affected businesses,
or if the project would result in the loss or substantial diminishment of a particularly
important product or service within the City.

The proposed project would not result in direct business displacement, and the analysis finds
that there is no potential for significant indirect displacement within any specific industry
sector. Therefore, an assessment of adverse effects on specific industries is not necessary.

Based on the screening assessment presented above, the proposed project warrants preliminary
assessments of indirect residential displacement and indirect business displacement due to
increased rents.

ANALYSIS FORMAT

Based on CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, indirect residential displacement and indirect
business displacement analyses begin with a preliminary assessment. The objective of the
preliminary assessment is to learn enough about the potential effects of the proposed action to
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either rule out the possibility of significant adverse effects or determine that a more detailed
analysis is warranted to fully determine the extent of the effects. A detailed analysis, when
warranted, is framed in the context of existing conditions and evaluations of the future without the
proposed action and the future with the proposed action by the project’s analysis year. In
conjunction with the land use analysis that was undertaken for this EIS (see Chapter 5.1, “Land
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy”), specific development projects expected to occur in the area in
the future without the proposed project were identified, along with the possible changes in
socioeconomic conditions that would result (e.g., potential increases in population, changes in the
income characteristics of the study area, possible changes in rents or sales prices of residential
units, or changes in employment or retail sales). Those conditions were then compared with the
condition in the future with the proposed project to determine the potential for significant adverse
effects.

DATA SOURCES

Demographic data was obtained primarily from the New York City Department of City Planning
(DCP)’s NYC Population FactFinder, which compiles data from the U.S. Census Bureau. Data
collected from FactFinder includes: American Community Survey (ACS) 2006-2010 and 2012-
2016 estimates. Except where specifically noted, values (i.e., median household income, median
housing value, and median contract rent) presented in this chapter are in 2016 inflation-adjusted
dollars, as shown on FactFinder. Another source of demographic data included in this chapter is
Social Explorer, a private data provider (particularly where 2006-2010 ACS data for Manhattan
and New York City as a whole was not obtainable from FactFinder). ACS data, which are
estimates from a sample of the population, are used for population characteristics including age
and household income, as well as housing unit characteristics such as age of structure and unit
tenure.?

Residential rental rates and sale values were obtained through online property databases such as
Cityrealty.com and Streeteasy.com, as well as through current market reports published by
Douglas Elliman, CitiHabitats, and Corcoran. Data on New York City Housing Authority
(NYCHA) developments was collected from NYCHA'’s online directory.® Data on privately
owned subsidized affordable rental properties was obtained from New York University Furman
Center’s Subsidized Housing Information Project (SHIP), which includes data on 235,000 units
in New York City that were developed with financing and insurance from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), HUD project-based rental assistance, New York City
or State Mitchell-Lama financing, or the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC).*

For the indirect business displacement analyses, employment data was obtained from the U.S.
Census Bureau’s OnTheMap tool. Land use and parcel data were collected from the New York
City Department of City Planning’s MapPLUTO database. In addition, AKRF conducted field
surveys of existing businesses within the ¥-mile local study area in March 2018.

2 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/guidance/comparing-acs-data.html
3 http://gis.nyc.gov/nycha/im/wmp.do, accessed September 2015.
4 http://datasearch.furmancenter.org/, accessed September 2015.
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E. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section describes the population and housing characteristics of the socioeconomic study area.
It outlines trend data since 2006-2010, and compares the characteristics of the socioeconomic
study area with Manhattan and New York City.

POPULATION

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the socioeconomic study area had a population of 163,962
residents in 2006—-2010 and 160,138 residents in 2012-2016 (see Table 5.2-1).Over the same time
period, the population grew in Manhattan (3.3 percent) and New York City (4.7 percent).

Table 5.2-1
Population: 2006-2010 and 2012-2016
Population
Area 2006—-2010 2012-2016 Percent Change
Socioeconomic Study Area 163,962 160,138
Manhattan 1,583,345 1,634,989 3.3%
New York City 8,078,471 8,461,961 4.7%

Note: The statistical reliability of the data included in this table has been vetted using DCP’s NYC
Population FactFinder and by following guidance provided by DCP. For the study area, neither the
rate of change nor the directionality of change over time was statistically reliable. For Manhattan and
New York City, the rate of change and the directionality of change were statistically reliable and
therefore reported.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2006—2010 ACS and 2012-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC
Population FactFinder in November 2018. 2006-2010 ACS data for Manhattan and New York City
were obtained from Social Explorer (accessed November 2018).

Figure 5.2-2 shows 2012-2016 age distribution in the socioeconomic study area, Manhattan, and
New York City. Approximately 35.7 percent of the residents in the socioeconomic study area were
between 18 and 34—this is higher than Manhattan (32.3 percent) and New York City (27.3
percent). The socioeconomic study area also had a slightly higher share of adults over 65—15.5
percent, as compared with 14.4 percent in Manhattan and 13.0 percent in New York City. The
higher share of residents above 65 years of age suggests that more residents are aging in place in
the socioeconomic study area.

5.2-8



Chapter 5.2: Socioeconomic Conditions

Figure 5.2-2

2012-2016 Age Distribution
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2012-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Population FactFinder
(accessed November 2018).

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

The socioeconomic study area contained a total of 77,596 households in 2012-2016, with an
average household size of 1.97 persons per household (see Table 5.2-2). This average household
size is similar to the average household size in Manhattan (1.99 persons per household), but lower
than the average household size in New York City (2.57 persons per household). Between 2006—
2010 and 2012-2016, the number of households in the socioeconomic study area increased. The
number of households also increased in Manhattan (2.9 percent increase) and New York City (2.7
percent increase) over the same time period.

Table 5.2-2
Household Characteristics: 2006-2010 and 2012-2016

Total Households Average Household Size
Percent Percent
2006-2010 2012-2016 Change 2006-2010|2012-2016 Change
Socioeconomic Study Area 75,420 77,596 1 Increased 2.09 1.97 |Decreased
Manhattan 732,204 753,385 2.9% 2.10 2.10 N/A
New York City 3,047,249 3,128,246 2.7% 2.60 2.70 3.8%

Note: The statistical reliability of the data included in this table has been vetted using DCP’s NYC Population
FactFinder and by following guidance provided by DCP. For the study area, the rate of change was not statistically
reliable but the directionality of change was and therefore reported. For Manhattan and New York City, the rate of
change and the directionality of change were statistically reliable and therefore reported.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 2006—-2010 and ACS 2012-2016. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Population
FactFinder in November 2018. 2006—-2010 ACS data for Manhattan and New York City were obtained from Social
Explorer (accessed November 2018).

Table 5.2-3 presents average household income, median household income, and poverty status
for the socioeconomic study area, Manhattan, and New York City over the 2006-2010 and 2012—
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2016 periods. According to 2012-2016 ACS data, the average household income for the
socioeconomic study area was $92,242 (see Table 5.2-3). This was lower than the average
household income in New York City ($88,437) and in Manhattan ($138,748).

Table 5.2-3

Income Characteristics and Trends

Average Household Income!23 Median Household Income®?2 |Poverty Status (Percent)?

Percent Percent
Area 2006—-2010 | 2012-2016 | Change | 2006—2010| 2012-2016| Change |2006—2010| 2012-2016

Socioeconomic Study Area| $93,007 $92,242 $59,613 $59,272 19.8% 21.4%
Manhattan $135,027 $138,748 2.8% $71,545 $75,513 5.5% 17.8% 17.6%
New York City $85,779 $88,437 3.1% $55,373 $55,191 -0.3% 19.1% 20.3%

Notes:

1 The ACS collects data throughout the period on an on-going, monthly basis and asks for respondents’ income over the “past 12
months.” The 2012-2016 ACS data therefore reflects incomes between 2012 and 2016, while 2006—2010 ACS data reflects
incomes between 2006 and 2010.

2 The average household income and median household income for both time periods is presented in 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars,
as shown on DCP’s NYC Population FactFInder (accessed in November 2018).

3 The statistical reliability of the data included in this table has been vetted using DCP’s NYC Population FactFinder and by following
guidance provided by DCP. For the study area, neither the rate of change nor the directionality of change over time was
statistically reliable. For Manhattan and New York City, the rate of change and the directionality of change were statistically
reliable and therefore reported.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 ACS and 2012-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Population FactFinder in
November 2018. 2006—-2010 ACS data for Manhattan and New York City were obtained from Social Explorer (accessed
November 2018).

Based on 2012-2016 ACS data, the median household income in the study area was $59,272 (see
Table 5.2-3). The median household income in Manhattan increased by 5.5 percent over this time
period, while New York City as whole experienced a slight decline in median household income.

The socioeconomic study area and New York City had similar percentages of their population
living below the poverty level in 2012-2016 (21.4 percent and 20.3 percent, respectively) (see
Table 5.2-3). This was higher than in Manhattan where 17.6 percent of the population was living
below the poverty level in 2012-2016.

HOUSING PROFILE

The socioeconomic study area includes predominantly multi-family mid-rise buildings
(tenements) and tower-in-the-park-style developments. In 2012-2016, there were approximately
82,724 housing units in the socioeconomic study area. The number of housing units in the
socioeconomic study area increased between 2006-2010and 2012-2016. Census Tract 22.02,
which is bounded by East Houston Street, Avenue B, East 3rd Street, and Avenue D, experienced
an increase in housing units from 20062010 to 2012-2016. Also, housing units in Census Tracts
26.01 and 26.02, which are bounded by East 3rd Street, Avenue D, East 9th Street, and Avenue
B, increased during the same time period. In Census Tract 26.02, which is bounded by Avenue B
to the west, East 9th Street to the north, Avenue D to the east, and East 6th Street to the south,
housing built between 2006 and 2010 includes 74 affordable senior units at Grand Street
Settlement’s Senior Supportive Housing Building at 711 East 6th Street (completed in 2006).

As shown in Figure 5.2-3, as reported in the 2012-2016 ACS, 6.2 percent of housing units in the
socioeconomic study area were vacant. Higher shares of housing were vacant in Manhattan and
New York City, at 13.1 percent and 9.0 percent, respectively. The socioeconomic study area’s 7.7
percent vacancy rate in 2006-2010 was also lower than Manhattan (12.7 percent) and New York
City (8.9 percent). Based on data from Corcoran’s Manhattan Residential Rental Market Report,
First Quarter 2015, the rental market conditions within the study area are tighter, with reported
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vacancy rates of 2.13 percent for rental units in the East Village and 1.52 percent in Manhattan.
Citi Habitats also shows lower vacancy rates in its Manhattan Residential Rental Market Report
for the Second Quarter 2015 at 1.40 percent in the East Village and 1.39 percent in Manhattan.®

Of the 82,724 housing units in the study area, approximately 12,707 units (or 15.5 percent) are in
NYCHA developments.® In addition, the study area includes 8,198 affordable residential units in
privately owned subsidized rental developments in the socioeconomic study area (or 10.0 percent
of study area housing units); these include developments that were developed with financing and
insurance from HUD, HUD project-based assistance, Mitchell-Lama financing, or the LIHTC.”
See section “Investments in Affordable Housing” below for more details on NYCHA housing and
other affordable housing in the socioeconomic study area.

Figure 5.2-3
Housing Characteristics and Trends: 2006-2010 and 2012-2016
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40% -
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2006-2010 2012-2016 2006-2010 2012-2016 2006-2010 2012-2016

Socioeconomic Study Area Manhattan New York City

m Owner Occupied ® Renter Occupied ™ Vacant

Note: Vacant units include units “For rent,” “For sale only,” and “Other vacant.” In each geography (Socioeconomic
Study Area, Manhattan, New York City), the majority of vacant units were classified as “Other vacant,” which
includes the following ACS 2012-2016 Vacant Housing Unit categories: Rented, Not Occupied; Sold, Not
Occupied; For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use; For Migrant Workers, and Other Vacant.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2006—2010 ACS and 2012-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Population
FactFinder in November 2018. 2006—2010 ACS data for Manhattan and New York City were obtained from
Social Explorer (accessed November 2018).

The socioeconomic study area had a higher percentage of renters than in Manhattan and New York
City; approximately 79.9 percent of the socioeconomic study area’s residential units were renter-

> The reports do not provide vacancy rates for the Lower East Side/Alphabet City.
& NYCHA website (accessed September 2015).
" NYU Furman Center’s SHIP database (accessed September 2015).
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occupied in 2012-2016, compared with 66.8 percent and 61.9 percent in Manhattan and New York
City, respectively (see Figure 5.2-3).

Figure 5.2-4 shows the distribution of residential units per structure. Similar to Manhattan, over
half of housing units in the socioeconomic study area were in buildings with 50 or more units.
This reflects the presence of the study area’s tower-in-the-park-style developments. In addition,
approximately 37.5 percent of housing units in the socioeconomic study area were in buildings
with 10 to 49 units, reflecting the presence of the study area’s tenements. Manhattan and New
York City had a lower share of housing units with 10 to 49 units, at 34.6 percent and 22.4 percent,
respectively.

Figure 5.2-4
Units per Residential Structure: 2012-2016
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53.8% 55.0%
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4.9% 5.4%
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Socioeconomic Study Area Manhattan New York City

M 1 to 4 units in structure W 5 to 9 units in structure

™ 10 to 49 units in structure  ® 50 or more units in structure

Note: The above figure does not show the category “Mobile Home, other,” which has 0.1 percent of housing units in
Manhattan and 0.2 percent of housing units in New York City.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2012-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Population FactFinder in November
2018.

As shown in Table 5.2-4, according to 2012-2016 ACS data the median home value in the
socioeconomic study area was $616,585, which is lower than the median home value in Manhattan
($871,500), but higher than in New York City as a whole ($508,900).
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Table 5.2-4
Median Home Value and Gross Rent: 2006-2010 and 2012-2016
Median Home Value!? Median Gross Rent!?
Percent Percent
2006-2010 2012-2016 Change 2006—-2010 | 2012-2016 Change
Socioeconomic Study Area $672,553 $616,585 | Decreased $1,264 $1,405 1 Increased
Manhattan $908,699 $871,500 -4.1% $1,359 $1,575 15.9%
New York City $565,900 $508,900 -10.1% $1,179 $1,294 9.8%

Notes:

! Median home value and median contract rent for both time periods are presented in 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars as
shown on DCP’s NYC Population Fact Finder (accessed November 2018).

2 The statistical reliability of the data included in this table has been vetted using DCP’s NYC Population FactFinder and
by following guidance provided by DCP. For the study area, the rate of change was not statistically reliable but the
directionality of change was and therefore reported.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 ACS and 2012—-2016 ACS. Accessed through DCP’s NYC Planning
Population FactFinder in November 2018. 2006—2010 ACS data for Manhattan and New York City were obtained
from Social Explorer (accessed November 2018).

Based on 2012-2016 ACS data, the median gross rent® in the socioeconomic study area was an
estimated $1,405 per month, which is an increase since 2006-2010. The median contract rent also
increased in Manhattan (15.9 percent) and New York City as a whole (9.8 percent).

RECENT RESIDENTIAL TRENDS

Based on a survey of current market rate rental listings collected from StreetEasy.com in August
and September 2015, rental rates for studios generally ranged from $1,850 to $4,469, one-bedroom
units ranged from $2,095 to $6,950 per month, rental rates for two-bedroom units ranged from
$2,500 to $8,950 per month, and rental rates for three-bedroom units ranged from $3,995 to
$18,500 per month (see Table 5.2-5). Based on this data, the overall median rental rate for new
listings in the socioeconomic study area was $3,850, which is significantly higher than the median
contract rent based on the most recent ACS ($1,335). The overall median rental rate for the
socioeconomic study area was 13.4 percent higher than the median monthly rent in Manhattan of
$3,395 reported in the Elliman Report for March 2015.

Table 5.2-5
Current Rental Rates
in the Socioeconomic Study Area and Manhattan

| Median Monthly Rent | Average Annual Price per Square Foot (PSF)|  Count
Socioeconomic Study Area

Studio $3,350 $53 26
1BR $3,488 $61 38
2BR $3,900 $57 32
3BR $5,395 $68 17
Total $3,850 $59 113

Manhattan $3,395 $55 5,117
Source: Data for the socioeconomic study area is based on data from StreetEasy.com, accessed

August and September 2015. Data source for Manhattan is the Elliman Report for Manhattan,

Brooklyn, and Queens Rentals, March 2015.

8 According to the U.S. Census Bureau, median contract rent is the middle value of the monthly rent agreed
to or contracted for, regardless of any furnishings, utilities, fees, meals, or services that may be included.
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Overall, the median sales price of owner-occupied housing in the socioeconomic study area,
including condos and co-ops, was $852,500 (see Table 5.2-6). This was 9.3 percent lower than
the median value for condos and co-ops in Manhattan ($940,000). However, the recent sales data
suggest that home values are increasing in the study area since the recent sales values are 28.7
percent higher than the median home value reported in the 2012-2016 ACS ($619,429).

Table 5.2-6
Recent Condo and Co-op Sales
in the Socioeconomic Study Area and Manhattan

| Socioeconomic Study Area® | Manhattan
Condos
Median Sale Price $1,560,000 $1,350,000
Average Price/SF $1,527 $1,529
No of Transactions 171 5,050
Co-0ps
Median Sale Price $625,000 $740,000
Average Price/SF $904 $1,143
No of Transactions 209 7,645
Condos and Co-ops
Median Sale Price $852,500 $940,000
Average Price/SF $1,184 $1,297
No of Transactions 380 12,695
Sources: Data for the socioeconomic study area is based on properties sold from August 2014
through August 2015 with sales prices listed on CityRealty.com, accessed August 2015.
While the ACS provides data on median home value, it does not distinguish between
condos and co-ops. Also, ACS provides an average over a 5-year period, whereas the
sales provided in this table occurred in a single year. Data source for Manhattan is from The
Elliman Report: 2005-2014 Manhattan Decade, Douglas Elliman and Miller Samuel Inc.

The median sales price for condos in the socioeconomic study area was higher than the median
sales price for condos in Manhattan as a whole. As shown in Table 5.2-6, the median sales price
for condos in the study area was $1.56 million, which was 15.6 percent higher than the median
sale price for Manhattan as a whole. The median sales price of co-ops in the socioeconomic study
area, however, was 15.5 percent lower than the median sales price of co-ops in Manhattan.

INVESTMENTS IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The socioeconomic study area includes 26 NYCHA developments that have over 12,700
residential units (see Table 5.2-7 and Figure 5.2-5). NYCHA housing units account for 15.5
percent of the 81,929 housing units in the socioeconomic study area. It is estimated that over
28,200 residents live in the NYCHA housing units in the socioeconomic study area (or 17.5
percent of the population in the study area).
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Table 5.2-7

New York City Housing Authority Developments in the Study Area

Development Name Address Senior Only|Number of Apartments|Completion Year
344 East 28th Street 344 East 28th Street No 225 1971
Straus Houses 224 East 28th Street No 267 1965
Riis House 152 Avenue D No 1,191 1949
Jacob Riis Il 765 FDR Drive No 578 1949
Lower East Side Ill 722 East 9th Street No 56 1996
Pedro Albizu Campos Plaza | 635 East 12th Street, No 269 1979
Pedro Albizu Campos Plaza Il 643 East 13th Street No 224 1982
Lower East Side Rehab (Group 5) 89 Avenue C No 55 1986
Lower East Side Il 637 East 5th Street No 188 1988
East 4th Street Rehab 227 East 4th Street No 25 1988
Mariana Bracetti Plaza 251 East 3rd Street No 108 1974
First Houses 138 East 3rd Street No 126 1936
Judge Max Meltzer Tower 94 East 1st Street Yes 231 1971
Stanton Street 189 Stanton Street No 13 2003
Lillian Wald 10 Avenue D No 1,861 1949
Bernard M. Baruch 605 FDR Drive No 2,194 1959
Bernard M. Baruch Houses Addition | 72 Columbia Street Yes 197 1977
Samuel Gompers 100 Pitt Street No 474 1964
Seward Park Extension 154 Broome Street No 360 1973
Baruch Charney Vladeck 70 Gouverneur Street No 1,531 1940
Lavanburg Houses 126 Baruch Place No 104 1984
Baruch Charney Vladeck Il 28 Jackson Street, No 240 1940
Mayor Fiorello H. LaGuardia 45 Rutgers Street No 1,094 1957
Mayor Fiorello H. LaGuardia Addition| 282 Cherry Street Yes 150 1965
Two Bridges URA Site 7 286 South Street No 250 1975
Henry Rutgers 45 Pike Street No 721 1965
Note: Locations illustrated in Figure 5.2-5.
Source: MyNYCHA Developments database, https://my.nycha.info/DevPortal, December 2018.

These developments range in size from the 13-unit Stanton Street development at 189 Stanton
Street to the 2,194-unit Baruch Houses (described below).

There is a concentration of NYCHA housing in the eastern portion of the socioeconomic study
area between Avenue D, the FDR Drive, and Delancey and East 14th Streets. This area includes
the Jacob Riis Houses, Lillian Wald Houses, Bernard Baruch Houses, Capmos Plaza Il, and the
Lavanburg Homes. These developments include over 6,100 apartments in 54 buildings built
between 1949 and 1984. The Jacob Riis Houses are an 11.7-acre development between East 8th
and East 13th Streets, Avenue D, and the FDR Drive. It was built in 1949 and has 13 buildings, 6,
13, and 14 stories tall with 1,191 apartments. Just south of the Jacob Riis Houses is the Jacob Riis
Il development, which has six buildings, 6, 13, and 14 stories tall with 578 apartments on 5.9 acres
between East 6th and East 8th Streets, Avenue D, and the FDR Drive. The Lillian Wald Houses
are south of the Jacob Riis Houses and are located on 16.5-acres between East 6th Street and East
Houston Streets, between Avenue D and the FDR Drive. The Lillian Wald Houses have 16
buildings, 11 and 14 stories tall with 1,861 apartments. Between the FDR Drive and East Houston,
Delancey, and Columbia Streets are three developments: Bernard Baruch Houses, Baruch Houses
Addition, and Lavanburg Houses. The Bernard Baruch Houses encompass 27.5 acres and have 17
buildings, 7, 13, and 14 stories tall with 2,194 apartments. Baruch Houses Addition encompasses
1.08 acres and has 197 senior-only apartments. Lavanburg Homes, which is a 0.53-acre
development, south of East Houston Street and adjacent to the Baruch Houses, is a 6-story building
with 104 apartments.
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There is also a concentration of NYCHA housing in the southern portion of the socioeconomic
study area between the FDR Drive and Henry and Pike Streets. This area includes approximately
3,960 NYCHA apartments in 40 buildings built between 1940 and 1975. Rutgers Houses, which
isab.2-acre development between Cherry, Pike, Madison, and Rutgers Streets, has 721 apartments
in five, 20-story buildings. East of Rutgers Houses is the LaGuardia Houses and the LaGuardia
Addition developments. LaGuardia Houses is a 10.7-acre development bordered by Rutgers,
Madison, Montgomery, and Cherry Streets, and includes 9 16-story buildings with 1,094
apartments. The LaGuardia Addition development is 0.6 acres and includes a 16-story senior-only
building (150 units). Vladeck Houses | and Il are located between Gouverneur, Water, and east of
Jackson Street. Vladeck Houses I is a 13-acre complex with 20 6-story buildings with 1,531
apartments and Vladeck Houses Il is a 2.23-acre complex with 4 6-story buildings with 240
apartments. This area also includes the Two Bridges Urban Renewal Area Site 7 development,
which has a 26-story building with 250 apartments on a site bordered by Clinton, South, Cherry,
and Montgomery Streets.

In addition to the NYCHA units, the socioeconomic study area also includes affordable residential
units in privately owned subsidized rental or co-op developments. Based on data from New York
University’s Subsidized Housing Information Project,® there are approximately 60 subsidized
rental or co-op developments in the socioeconomic study area. These properties include 8,198
affordable residential units in 114 buildings throughout the socioeconomic study area. These 8,198
affordable units make up 10.0 percent of the housing units in the socioeconomic study area. These
developments range in size between 7 and 1,105 residential units. The largest of these properties
is the Masaryk Towers, which is located on Columbia Street, and has 4 buildings with 801
residential units (co-ops). This Mitchell-Lama development was built in 1966. Another large
subsidized development in the socioeconomic study area is Gouverneur Gardens on Montgomery
Street, which was built in 1962 and has six buildings with 869 residential units (co-ops).
Gouverneur Gardens is also a Mitchell-Lama development.

Another effort to maintain affordability in the neighborhood is evident in the sale of Stuyvesant
Town-Peter Cooper Village, which has approximately 11,240 apartments between East 14th Street
to the south, First Avenue to the west, East 23rd Street to the north, and Avenue C to the east. The
terms of the agreement include a regulation that will reserve 4,500 units for middle-income
families and 500 units for moderate-income families for the next 20 years.*

ECONOMIC PROFILE
PROJECT AREAS

As discussed above, there are a few businesses within and immediately adjacent to the project
areas. The businesses include: a BP Gas Station (along the waterfront at East 23rd Street and FDR

9 SHIP, which is a project of New York University Furman Center and the Moelis Institute for Affordable
Housing Policy, contains data on 235,000 units of privately owned subsidized affordable rental properties
in New York City developed with financing and insurance from HUD, HUD-project based rental
assistance, New York City or State Mitchell-Lama financing, or the LIHTC. Last accessed March 1, 2018
at http://coredata.nyc/.

10 “Mayor, Local Elected Officials and Tenant Leaders Announce 20-Year Agreement with Blackstone and
Ivanhoé Cambridge to Protect Middle Class Housing at Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village”
(2015, October 20). Retrieved from http://www1.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/736-15/mayor-local-
elected-officials-tenant-leaders-20-year-agreement-blackstone-and/#/0.
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Drive); a 395,800-sf Skyport Marina Parking Garage (just north of the project area along the
waterfront north of 23rd Street); and Propark America outdoor parking lot (along the waterfront
at East 20th Street and FDR Drive). In addition, Pier 42 currently has parking, as well as a
temporary park that opened in 2013. NYC Parks is currently developing Pier 42 into a public
waterfront open space, which is expected to be open to the public in 2020.

Y-MILE LOCAL STUDY AREA

The Y-mile local study area—the area within which the proposed project would be expected to
have the greatest potential to affect business conditions—is predominantly residential, but also
includes ground-floor retail, open space, and institutional uses. Closest to the project area along
FDR Drive, businesses include a limited number of parking facilities and industrial uses, including
the Consolidated Edison facility located adjacent to the project area, east of Avenue C between
East 13th and approximately East 17th Street. Throughout the %-mile local study area, ground-
floor retail uses are common along major east-west and north-south corridors. The closest
neighborhood-serving retail/restaurants to the project area are on Avenue D, which is west of the
project area (see Corridor 1, Figure 5.2-6).

The retail corridor along First Avenue between East 14th Street and East 28th Street can be
described as two somewhat distinct areas—the area north of East 23rd Street and the area south
of East 23rd Street (see Corridors 3a and 3b, respectively, Figure 5.2-6). Retail along First Avenue
between East 23rd Street and East 28th Street serves the local retail needs of the workers employed
by surrounding institutional uses located on First Avenue, including Bellevue Hospital, The VA
Hospital Center New York, New York University (College of Dentistry, College of Nursing, and
School of Engineering), and Brookdale Health Science Center of Hunter College. Retail along this
portion of First Avenue is significantly less concentrated, and includes small-sized stores,
including an Au Bon Pain, Citibank, and Chase Bank. The low density of retail businesses on
Corridor 3a is supplemented with food carts that are prevalent along the corridor. First Avenue
below East 23rd Street is characterized by a high concentration of retail businesses and a high
level of retail users (mainly catering to the relatively dense residential population, including
residents of Stuyvesant Town). The dominant store types along this stretch of First Avenue are
delis, restaurants, dry cleaners and laundromats, hair/nail salons, banks, clothing stores, and
grocery stores. National retailers along this corridor include CVS, Dunkin’ Donuts, Chipotle, TD
Bank, and Walgreens. In comparison to other retail corridors included in this analysis and on
Figure 5.2-6, there is a low level of retail vacancies on First Avenue south of East 23rd Street.

Second Avenue between East 19th Street and East 28th Street primarily serves the local retail
needs of residents in the surrounding area and the southern end of the this stretch (see Corridor 4,
Figure 5.2-6). Businesses include laundromats, dry cleaners, pharmacies, hair/nail salons, delis,
and restaurants. Medical and educational uses such as a Beth Isreal Clinic and Explore and
Discover Early learning Center are interspersed with the retailers on this corridor. Although the
majority of the storefronts are smaller in size, there are also medium-to-large storefronts, including
two Duane Reade locations and a Morton Williams’s grocery store. Business activities in this area
appeared healthy; however, there were approximately 14 vacant/closed storefronts, which gives
the impression that business activities on Corridor 4 are not as healthy as that of Corridor 3a.

There is also a concentration of retail along the two large cross-town streets: East 23rd Street and
the south side of East 14th Street (see Corridors 5 and 6, respectively, Figure 5.2-6). East 23rd
Street includes national retailers including Mattress Firm, Amalgamated Bank, 7-Eleven, Chase
Bank, McDonald’s, and CVS, as well as pharmacies, second-hand clothing stores, and a spa.
Stores along the south side of East 14th Street were predominantly small-format locally owned
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businesses, such as laundromats and delis. On the south side of East 14th Street, close to Avenue
B, are recently developed mid- to large-sized retail spaces that have not yet been occupied. One
of the recent tenants to locate at the southeast corner of Avenue A and East 14th Street is an urban
Target (opened July 2018).

In the East Village (between East Houston Street and East 12th Street), ground-floor retail within
the ¥-mile local study area is concentrated along Avenue C and the west side of Avenue D (see
Corridors 2 and 1, respectively, Figure 5.2-6). Retail uses along Avenue C include a plethora of
local eating and drinking establishments, hair/nail salons, laundromats, and delis. While most
stores along Avenue C are smaller stores, there are also some mid-size grocery stores like C-Town
Supermarket and Associated Grocery Store. Overall there is a mix of healthy business activity
with scattered vacant storefronts (20 vacant stores were observed). Similarly, Avenue D includes
delis, convenience stores, pharmacies, laundromats, and hair/nail salons. Most stores are smaller
in scale; however, there are larger businesses on the southern end of this corridor including Duane
Reade and Compare Food Supermarket. These retail establishments cater to the residential
population; including the NYCHA developments east of Avenue D (see Figure 5.2-5).
Approximately seven vacant retail stores were observed on Avenue D. While there are a greater
number of vacancies on Avenue C than Avenue D, there are also a greater number of occupied
retail spaces on Avenue C such that existing vacancies are not plaguing the retail corridor and
causing disinvestment. In fact, the business activities on Avenue C appear to be healthier than
those on Avenue D.

Retail south of East Houston Street in the Lower East Side neighborhood is concentrated along
Grand Street and East Broadway (see Corridors 7 and 8, respectively, Figure 5.2-6). More
specifically, retail is clustered along Grand Street from Pitt Street to Madison Street. There is also
a cluster of retail along East Broadway between Clinton Street and Rutgers Street, turning north
along Essex Street. There are two retail stores located on Gouveneur Street between Henry Street
and Madison Street (see Corridor 9, Figure 5.2-6), relied upon by residents of NYCHA’s Vladeck
Houses and LaGuardia Houses. The last cluster of retail is along Madison Street between Pike
Street and Jefferson Street (see Corridor 10, Figure 5.2-6). The retail stores in this area serve the
nearby residents, including those who live in this area’s NYCHA developments, including
Vladeck Houses I and Il, LaGuardia Houses, Two Bridges URA (Site 7), and Rutgers Houses.
The businesses include eating and drinking establishments, grocery stores, hair/nail salons, delis,
laundromats, bike shops, and banks. The larger retail stores in this area include a Fine Fare grocery
store, CVS, McDonald’s, and a Dunkin’ Donuts. Approximately nine closed or vacant storefronts
were observed on Grand Street, East Broadway, Madison Street, and Clinton Street, with the
majority of vacant storefronts (4 vacancies) located on East Broadway.

ECONOMIC PROFILE OF THE SOCIOECONOMIC STUDY AREA

As of January 2017, there were an estimated 4,945 businesses in the socioeconomic study area.
The 4,945 businesses in the study area represent approximately 3.6 percent of the businesses in
Manhattan, and 1.6 percent of the businesses in all of New York City (see Table 5.2-8).
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Table 5.2-8
Estimated Businesses in the Socioeconomic Study Area,
Manhattan, and New York City

Study Area Manhattan New York City
Industry (by NAICS Code) Businesses [ Percent |Businesses | Percent |Businesses | Percent
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting 2 0.0% 57 0.0% 187 0.1%
Mining 1 0.0% 55 0.0% 100 0.0%
Utilities 4 0.1% 72 0.1% 194 0.1%
Construction 145 2.9% 3,473 2.5% 14,211 4.7%
Manufacturing 63 1.3% 3,673 2.7% 8,416 2.8%
Wholesale Trade 88 1.8% 3,950 2.9% 9,879 3.3%
Retail Trade 623 12.6% 18,897 13.8% 46,541 15.5%
Transportation and Warehousing 71 1.4% 1,468 1.1% 5,492 1.8%
Information 145 2.9% 6,206 4.5% 9,810 3.3%
Finance and Insurance 86 1.7% 8,603 6.3% 14,045 4.7%
Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing 289 5.8% 9,158 6.7% 18,724 6.2%
Professional, Scientific, and Tech Services 371 7.5% 20,171 14.8% 32,750 10.9%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 6 0.1% 367 0.3% 559 0.2%
Administrative and Supp(_)rt_and Wa_ste 165 3.3% 5888 4.3% 11,646 3.9%
Management and Remediation Services
Educational Services 157 3.2% 3,221 2.4% 8,705 2.9%
Health Care and Social Assistance 394 8.0% 8,573 6.3% 23,811 7.9%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 139 2.8% 3,436 2.5% 5,691 1.9%
Accommodation and Food Services 838 16.9% 10,899 8.0% 26,768 8.9%
Other Services (except Public Administration) 680 13.8% 12,367 9.1% 35,500 11.8%
Public Administration 46 0.9% 1,236 0.9% 2,730 0.9%
Unclassified Establishments 632 12.8% 14,673 10.8% 24,597 8.2%
Total 4,945 100.0% 136,443 100.0% 300,356 100.0%

Source: ESRI, Business Analyst Online, Inc. Business Summary Report, 2017 data.

Within the socioeconomic study area, the Accommodation and Food Services sector accounted
for the highest share of businesses, with 16.9 percent of total businesses (or 838 businesses); this
was approximately double the share of Accommodation and Food Services businesses in
Manhattan (8.0 percent) and New York City (8.91 percent). The Other Services (except Public
Administration) accounted for the second highest share of businesses, with 13.8 percent of total
businesses (or 680 businesses); this was marginally higher than the share of sector busineses in
Manhattan (9.1 percent) and New York City (11.8 percent). The Retail Trade sector accounted for
12.6 percent of total businesses (or 623 businesses). Within the Retail Trade sector, there were a
significant number of food and beverage stores (145 businesses), clothing and clothing accessories
stores (102 businesses), and miscellaneous store retailers (154 businesses). Office uses appeared
to represent a smaller share of businesses in the socioeconomic study area compared with
Manhattan. As shown in Table 5.2-8, the Finance and Insurance sector made up 1.7 percent of
businesses in the socioeconomic study area compared with 6.3 percent in Manhattan and 4.68
percent in New York City; and the Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services sector made
up 7.5 percent of businesses in the socioeconomic study area compared with 14.8 percent in
Manhattan and 10.9 percent in New York City.

As shown in Table 5.2-9, there were an estimated 65,532 employees in the socioeconomic study
area in 2015. Within the study area, the Health Care and Social Assistance sector accounted for a
significant share of study area employment with 38.9 percent of all employment (or 25,503
employees). In comparison, the Health Care and Social Assistance sector accounts for 10.7 percent
of employment in Manhattan and 17.5 percent of employment in New York City. The Education
Services sector accounted for the second-highest share of study area employment, with 21.9
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percent, followed by Accommodation and Food Services, with 12.1 percent. These businesses
cater to the large residential population that lives in the study area and accounted for a higher share
of employment in the study area compared with Manhattan and New York City as a whole. The
remaining industry sectors each represent less than 10 percent of the study area’s employment.

Table 5.2-9
Estimated Employment in the Study Area, Manhattan, and New York City
Study Area Manhattan New York City
Industry (by NAICS Code) Employees | Percent | Employees | Percent |Employees| Percent
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting 1 0.0 131 0.0 305 0.0
Mining, Quarrying, a_\nd Oil and Gas 0 0.0 30 0.0 60 0.0
Extraction
Utilities 0 0.0 6,326 0.3 17,219 0.4
Construction 630 1.0 42,898 1.8 139,034 3.3
Manufacturing 343 0.5 26,070 1.1 77,003 1.8
Wholesale Trade 231 0.4 84,748 3.5 148,216 3.6
Retail Trade 2,700 4.1 163,656 6.8 348,783 8.4
Transportation and Warehousing 335 0.5 20,043 0.8 173,244 4.2
Information 810 1.2 178,091 7.4 204,217 4.9
Finance and Insurance 454 0.7 296,641 12.3 337,501 8.1
Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing 1,575 2.4 94,509 3.9 137,817 3.3
Professional, Smenpﬂc, and Technical 1,609 o5 354,608 14.7 401,105 96
Services
Management of C_ompanles and 731 11 64.169 27 72.039 17
Enterprises
Administrative and Support,'W'aste 2129 3.2 163,737 6.8 239,381 57
Management, and Remediation
Educational Services 14,380 21.9 142,469 5.9 354,614 8.5
Health Care and Social Assistance 25,503 38.9 257,083 10.7 730,860 17.5
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 653 1.0 76,126 3.2 95,055 2.3
Accommodation and Food Services 7,941 12.1 222,000 9.2 338,249 8.1
Other Services (excluding Public 1,974 3.0 102,693 43 168,905 4.0
Administration)
Public Administration 3,533 5.4 112,132 4.7 189,152 4.5
Total 65,532 100.0 2,408,160 100.0 4,172,759 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap, November 2018

F. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A detailed description of the alternatives analyzed in this chapter is presented in Chapter 2.0,
“Project Alternatives.”

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

As described in Appendix Al, there are a number of projects planned or currently under
construction in the project area, including Pier 42, the Solar One Environmental Education Center,
Pier 35, the East River Waterfront Esplanade-Phase 1V, and the new Rutgers Slip Open Space (No
Action projects). Pier 42, Pier 35, the East River Waterfront Esplanade-Phase IV, and the new
Rutgers Slip Open Space projects would increase the amount of accessible public open space in
the project area. The existing Solar One Environmental Education Center at the northern end of
Stuyvesant Cove Park is anticipated to be redeveloped and improved with a new green arts and
energy education center and horticultural garden.!

11 See Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” for detailed descriptions of these open space projects.
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Other targeted resiliency projects, such as those proposed at the NYCHA properties and the
recently completed measures along VA Medical Center, would protect critical infrastructure at
these facilities, but would not provide the type of comprehensive neighborhood protection that
would be provided by the coastal flood protection systems presented in the other alternatives.

As detailed in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” under the No Action Alternative, there are
mulitiple new developments in the study area, which are planned for completion by 2025.
Although still vulnerable to flooding during potential design storm events, these new
developments would be less susceptible to flood-related damage due to assumed compliance with
updated Building Code standards. As defined in the New York City Building Code, Appendix G,
flood-resistant construction standards are required in flood zones including the use of flood-
resistant materials for portions of structures susceptible to water damage, elevated placement of
some critical systems, and in some instances, the ability to withstand wave pressure.

Overall, given the increase in total housing units within the study area since 2000, and the
considerable residential and commercial development expected within the study area by 2025, a
continuation of existing trends towards a mix of new uses with increasing rents and home values
is expected under the No Action Alternative.

NON-STORM CONDITIONS

Under the No Action Alternative, no new public open space or recreational amenities would be
introduced to the project area as part of a coastal flood protection system that could potentially
affect residential rents in the study area by making the area more attractive as a residential
neighborhood. However, under the No Action Alternative, there is the potential to affect
residential rents through the provision of new open space as part of the Pier 42, Pier 35, the East
River Waterfront Esplanade-Phase IV, and the new Rutgers Slip Open Space projects.

Under the No Action Alternative, area business conditions would not be affected by substantial
increases in pedestrian traffic and associated consumer spending as a result of the proposed
project. Rent levels also would not be affected by the proposed project under the No Action
Alternative.

However, unlike with the other alternatives outlined below, none of the economic benefits
associated with the construction of comprehensive flood protection systems would be realized
under the No Action Alternative.

STORM CONDITIONS

Absent the proposed project’s coastal flood protection measures, residents and businesses within
the 100-year floodplain will remain vulnerable to flooding during design storm events. Thus, the
key project objective to respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood protection and
resiliency for the design storm would not be met. Although some resiliency measures are expected
to be completed at NYCHA’s Baruch Houses, Wald Houses, Riis Houses, and other
developments, they will continue to be vulnerable to flood damage during future design storm
events, and responders’ access to the dwellings would continue to be compromised during flood
events. Additionally, residents in market rate and affordable dwellings in Stuyvesant Town and
Peter Cooper Village, and many dwellings east of Avenue B, will remain vulnerable. Further,
existing businesses, especially ground floor establishments along Avenues B, C, and D would
remain vulnerable through potential loss of customers during flood events, and possibly by water
damage to property. Thus, under the No Action Alternative, there is the potential for adverse
economic effects within the study area due to potential flood damage created by future design
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storm events. While the construction, operations, and maintenance costs associated with a flood
protection system would be avoided, the benefit of avoided losses from a design storm event would
not be realized.*

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4) - FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the direct displacement of any residents or
businesses. The project area does not contain any residential uses; and while there are a limited
number of businesses within and immediately adjacent to the project area, none of these businesses
would be directly displaced by this alternative. The following assessment therefore focuses on
potential indirect displacement effects, considering both non-storm and storm event influences on
property values and rents.

NON-STORM CONDITIONS

The assessment of indirect residential and business displacement for this alternative is organized
into the two project factors that could influence property values—flood protection measures and
open space and connectivity improvements.

Flood Protection Measures

By 2025, existing residents and businesses in the study area within the existing flood hazard area
would be less susceptible to coastal flooding during design storm events due to the Preferred
Alternative’s flood protection measures. Within the flood hazard area portions of the study area,
the addition of the alternative’s flood protection measures could lead to an increase in residential
and commercial property values over time due to a number of influences. These influences include
the substantial reduction of risk of property damage from flooding and the reduction of costs
associated with investing in resiliency measures for individual properties. These influences could
result in increases in market-rate residential and commercial rents within the existing flood hazard
area portions of the study area (e.g., from the value of knowledge that your home or business
would not be displaced due to flooding).

Current business activity in the existing flood hazard area portions of the study area largely
consists of food service and retail establishments—including grocery, convenience, and
miscellaneous retailers—that cater predominantly to existing residents. Under the Preferred
Alternative, businesses within the socioeconomic study area would benefit from reduced
susceptibility to flooding during a storm event, and any temporary or permanent business closures
related to a major storm event. While this reduced business risk would enhance the value of
properties, potentially leading to increased rents, such an influence is not expected to result in
significant indirect commercial displacement. As illustrated in Figure 5.2-6, many commercial
uses within the study area are located outside of or on the outskirts of the protected area. Therefore,
any potential for indirect business displacement from storm-related influences on rent would be
limited to businesses within the protected area and would not have the potential for significant
effects throughout the overall study area. Also, there is an existing trend toward market-rate
commercial development in the study area, with planned development totaling over 1 million sf
of office space and approximately 280,000 sf of retail uses. Additionally, any new commercial
space in new developments expected by 2025 would be subject to flood-resistant building

12 Calculated losses during a design storm event include direct physical damage to buildings, human impacts,
displacement, business interruption, and transportation impacts.
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standards prior to completion of the flood protection system. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative
would not result in significant indirect residential or business displacement pressures within the
study area.

With respect to both residential and commercial market conditions in the study area, the Preferred
Alternative is not expected to substantively alter existing trends. In the future with or without this
alternative, the study area will continue to be an attractive area to live and work, and will
experience substantial new development as well as increases in property value and rents. The
Preferred Alternative is not expected to substantively alter existing trends and, therefore, would
not have significant adverse effects due to indirect residential or commercial displacement.

Open Space and Connectivity Improvements

The added open space and connectivity features in the Preferred Alternative, including the shared-
use flyover bridge, are not expected to result in increased residential property values and rent
increases that could lead to significant indirect residential displacement within the study area. The
Preferred Alternative’s resiliency features would allow park improvements to better withstand
storm events. This alternative’s design approach would eliminate potential damage and post storm
repair costs to the park. Therefore, as related to indirect residential displacement, the residential
value attributable to proximity to the waterfront park is unchanged.

For the following reasons, this alternative is not expected to result in significant indirect residential
displacement within the study area. First, the Preferred Alternative does not add a new use to the
project area that would have the potential to fundamentally alter real estate values. The project
area currently includes large public open spaces—including East River Park—that offer active
and passive recreation options to study area residents and visitors, and which as described in
Chapter 5.3, “Open Space,” are highly utilized. Thus, the proposed project would not create new
public parkland that could affect property values, but would elevate, protect, and reconstruct the
existing parks (e.g., East River Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground)
in the study area that already influence property values. Second, recent trends already show study
area market housing costs to be well above rents affordable to low- and moderate-income
households. These trends are expected to continue with or without this alternative’s park and
neighborhood connection improvements in place, and this alternative is not anticipated to
accelerate those trends substantially. Third, there is little existing, and limited opportunity to
develop additional, market housing abutting the project area, where values and rents would have
the greatest potential to increase as a result of proximity to the park improvements. Fourth, the
majority of existing housing directly abutting the project area consists of NYCHA housing
developments. Thus, even with the Preferred Alternative’s open space and connectivity
improvements in place, rents in these developments are protected from local market forces and,
therefore, would not be affected by changes in market conditions generated by the proposed
project. Similarly, area households who live in other forms of rent-regulated housing—including
the approximately 5,000 units within Peter Cooper Village and Stuyvesant Town abutting the
project area—would not see rent increases as a result of potential market changes generated by
the proposed project. The Preferred Alternative is also not expected to result in increases in
commercial rents that could lead to significant indirect business displacement pressures within the
study area. First, the resiliency features would not increase visitation to East River Park or other
parks in the study area, thus to the extent that commercial rents are influenced by consumer
spending, commercial rents are not expected to increase due to the proposed project. Should there
be some increase in visitation attributable to the proposed project, there are few businesses directly
abutting the project area that would be affected by any increases in expenditure potential. As stated
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above and highlighted in Figure 5.2-6, most of the businesses in the study area are located several
blocks away from the project area, and not located on streets leading to the improved pedestrian
connections across the FDR Drive, where businesses could be affected by any potential increased
pedestrian traffic. Third, with multiple residential projects expected to be completed by 2025 and
the associated increases in population and spending potential, any effects on commercial rent
increases would be attributable to these projects and not the proposed project. Fourth, although
this alternative would provide park and neighborhood connection improvements, the alternative
does not present new uses or activities to the project area. So while visitation and associated
consumer spending could increase, such an increase is expected to be minor and thus not
substantially affect the study area’s commercial market.

For all of these reasons, the additional open space and connectivity features included in the
Preferred Alternative would not be expected to lead to significant indirect business displacement.

STORM CONDITIONS

Under the Preferred Alternative, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain in the
socioeconomic study area would be less vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Thus, the key
objective of the proposed project—to respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood
protection and resiliency for the design storm—would be met. Under the Preferred Alternative,
there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs associated with flood
damage that would otherwise be incurred during storm events.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2 would not result in the direct displacement of
any residents or businesses. The following assessment therefore focuses on potential indirect
displacement effects, considering both non-storm and storm event influences on property values
and rents.

NON-STORM CONDITIONS

The findings with respect to potential indirect displacement are the same as for the Preferred
Alternative. Added flood protection and resiliency design features in Alternative 2 are not
expected to result in increases in commercial rents that could lead to significant indirect business
displacement pressures within the study area. The resiliency features would not increase visitation
to East River Park before a storm event; thus, to the extent that commercial rents are influenced
by consumer spending, commercial rents are not expected to increase as a result. In addition,
although the resiliency measures would allow park improvements to be more immediately usable
following a storm event, there are few businesses abutting the project area, and increases in
pedestrian traffic to the project study area’s commercial uses is not expected to substantially
influence commercial rents. Moreover, as previously discussed, many commercial uses within the
study area are located outside of or on the outskirts of the protected area; therefore, any potential
for indirect business displacement from storm-related influences on rent would be limited to
businesses within the protected area and would not have the potential for significant effects
throughout the overall study area. Also, as noted above, there is an existing trend toward market-
rate residential and commercial development in the study area, and much of the study area’s
housing (approximately 25 percent) is rent-regulated.

The minor open space modifications under this alternative would not result in major new
additional publicly accessible open spaces that could contribute to making the area more attractive

5.2-24



Chapter 5.2: Socioeconomic Conditions

as a residential neighborhood, nor would additional access points to existing open spaces be
created. Thus, Alternative 2 is not expected to affect residential rents in the study area. Similarly,
business conditions in the study area are not expected to materially change due to non-storm-
related influences under this alternative. Therefore, under Alternative 2, the study area would not
be expected to receive substantial additional pedestrian traffic nor the increased consumer
spending potential associated with that visitation.

With respect to both residential and commercial market conditions in the study area, Alternative
2 is not expected to substantively alter existing trends.Alternative 2 is not expected to
substantively alter existing trends and, therefore, would not have significant adverse effects due
to indirect residential or commercial displacement.

STORM CONDITIONS

Residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain area under Alternative 2 would be less
vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Thus, the key objective of the proposed project—to
respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood protection and resiliency for the design
storm—would be met. Under Alternative 2, there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due
to the avoided costs associated with flood damage that would otherwise be incurred during storm
events.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3 would not result in the direct displacement of
any residents or businesses. The following assessment therefore focuses on potential indirect
displacement effects, considering both non-storm and storm event influences on property values
and rents.

NON-STORM CONDITIONS

The findings with respect to potential indirect displacement are the same as for the Preferred
Alternative. Added resiliency design features in Alternative 3 are not expected to result in
increases in commercial rents that could lead to significant indirect business displacement
pressures within the study area. The resiliency features would not increase visitation to East River
Park before a storm event, thus to the extent that commercial rents are influenced by consumer
spending, commercial rents are not expected to increase as a result. In addition, although the
resiliency measures would allow park improvements to be more immediately usable following a
storm event, there are few businesses abutting the project area, and increases in pedestrian traffic
to the project study area’s commercial uses is not expected to substantially influence commercial
rents.

By 2025, existing residents and businesses in the study area within the existing flood hazard area
would be less susceptible to coastal flooding during storm events due to Alternative 3’s flood
protection measures described above. The addition of these measures could lead to an increase in
residential and commercial property values over time due to the same influences as previously
described in the Preferred Alternative. Potential increases in property value attributable to
Alternative 3’s storm protection system elements are not expected to result in significant indirect
residential or business displacement pressures within the study area for the same reasons as
detailed for the Preferred Alternative.

Under Alternative 3, the concern with respect to potential indirect displacement is whether park
improvements could lead to increases in residential and commercial property values over time due

5.2-25



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

to the following influences: the enhanced waterfront open space amenities that could make the
study area neighborhoods a more desirable location in which to live; from increased pedestrian
traffic and associated consumer spending at study area businesses; and from potential increased
spending associated with higher income households that may be attracted to the neighborhood.

For the same reasons as the Preferred Alternative, this alternative is not expected to result in
significant indirect residential or business displacement within the study area.

STORM CONDITIONS

Under Alternative 3, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain in the socioeconomic
study area would be less vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Thus, the key objective of
the proposed project—to respond quickly to the need for reliable coastal flood protection and
resiliency for the design storm—would be met. Under Alternative 3, there would be positive
socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs associated with flood damage that would
otherwise be incurred during storm events.

ALTERNATIVE 5-FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST OF FDR DRIVE

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 5 would not result in the direct displacement of
any residents or businesses. The following assessment therefore focuses on potential indirect
displacement effects, considering both non-storm and storm event influences on property values
and rents.

NON-STORM CONDITIONS

Alternative 5 includes similar flood protection objectives and the same general open space
improvements as described in Alternative 4; therefore, this assessment only addresses the
additional connectivity enhancements provided by this alternative.

The enhanced connectivity would not be expected to substantially increase visitation to East River
Park; thus, to the extent that commercial rents are influenced by consumer spending, commercial
rents are not expected to increase. In addition, most of the business activity in the study area is
located several blocks away from the project area, and not located on streets leading to the
improved park connections where business activity would most likely benefit from any increased
pedestrian or bicyclist traffic that may occur primarily in the north-south direction.

STORM CONDITIONS

Under Alternative 5, residents and businesses within the 100-year floodplain area would be less
vulnerable to flooding during storm events. Therefore, as with the other alternatives described
above, there would be positive socioeconomic benefits due to the avoided costs associated with
flood damage that would otherwise occur during storm events. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

Based on the guidance of the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual,
an open space analysis is conducted to determine whether a proposed project would result in a
direct impact caused by the elimination or alteration of open space and/or an indirect impact
resulting from overtaxing available open space. This chapter compares conditions in the future
with the proposed project and conditions in the future without the proposed project to determine
the potential for significant adverse effects to open space. The analysis considers the 2025 analysis
year to identify potential significant adverse effects and identifies mitigation measures that would
be appropriate to address potential significant adverse effects.

STUDY AREA

The CEQR Technical Manual was used to determine the open space study area. The study area is
based on the distance a person is assumed to be willing to walk to reach a neighborhood open
space. Residents are assumed to be willing to walk approximately 10 minutes (about a “%-mile
distance) to reach both passive and active neighborhood open spaces. The proposed project would
be implemented along the Franklin D. Roosevelt East River Drive (FDR Drive) and extend from
Montgomery Street on the south to East 25th Street on the north (see Figure 5.3-1). The proposed
project would be located adjacent to and within East River Park, Murphy Brothers Playground and
Asser Levy Playground, which are under the jurisdiction of New York City Department of Parks
and Recreation (NYC Parks), as well as Stuyvesant Cove Park, which is under the jurisdiction of
the New York City Department of Small Business Services (SBS) and managed by New York
City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC). The proposed project would be located
primarily within parks or within City right-of-way, adjacent to a predominantly residential user
population, and would not provide or induce a new residential or commercial population.
Therefore, this EIS evaluates the effects to open space for census tracts with at least 50 percent of
their area within a ¥2-mile distance from the boundaries of Project Areas One and Two. All census
tracts that have less than 50 percent of their area within the study area have been excluded (see
Figure 5.3-1).

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to any existing or
planned open spaces within the study area. The No Action Alternative would not alter the size or
use of existing open spaces; the open space projects identified in Appendix Al would continue to
be implemented as planned. However, the No Action Alternative would not provide
comprehensive coastal flood protection for the protected area, as defined in Chapter 2.0, “Project
Alternatives.” During a coastal storm event, the protected area, including open spaces, could be
adversely impacted, potentially experiencing effects similar to that of Hurricane Sandy or other
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extreme coastal storm events. Targeted resiliency measures may reduce the effects of storms in
certain locations but would not provide comprehensive flood protection for the protected area.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

The Preferred Alternative proposes to move the line of flood protection further into East River
Park, thereby protecting both the community and the park from design storm events, as well as
increased tidal inundation resulting from sea level rise. The Preferred Alternative would raise the
majority of East River Park. This plan would limit the length of wall between the community and
the waterfront to provide for enhanced neighborhood connectivity and integration. A shared-use
pedestrian/bicyclist flyover bridge linking East River Park and Captain Brown Walk would be
built cantilevered over the northbound FDR Drive to address the narrowed pathway (pinch point)
near the Con Edison facility between East 13th Street and East 15th Street, substantially improving
the City’s greenway network and north-south connectivity in the project area.

The Preferred Alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to existing or planned
open spaces within the study area. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would not alter the amount
of open space, nor would this alternative introduce new worker and residential populations to the
study area. By elevating East River Park and reconstructing Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy
Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground, the Preferred Alternative provides the
opportunity for a holistic reconstruction, reimagining, and expansion of the types of user
experiences in the park, while also enhancing neighborhood connectivity and resiliency. Increased
improvements to landscaping along the waterfront and to the waterfront esplanade itself would
also be included in this alternative. These benefits would ensure improved resiliency, operations,
usability, and functionality of East River Park during pre- and post-storm periods. In addition, the
Preferred Alternative would alleviate shared-use path congestion at the Con Edison facility with
the construction of a flyover bridge (which would be complete by 2025). The Preferred Alternative
is expected to be complete by 2023. A total of 981 trees would require removal throughout the
project area, but would be replaced or replanted in accordance with a NYC Parks-approved
landscape restoration plan to address the proposed tree removal, such that there would be a net
overall increase in the number of trees within the park, and would also protect the long-term
viability of trees and ecological resources by protecting them from damaging salt water inundation
and providing for planting that is more appropriate for the park.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The remaining three alternatives, The Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River
Park — Baseline Alternative (Alternative 2), The Flood Protection System on the West Side of
East River Park — Enhanced Park and Access Alternative (Alternative 3), and The Flood
Protection System East of FDR Drive Alternative (Alternative 5) would not result in
significant adverse effects to any existing or planned open spaces within the study area. None
of the With Action Alternatives would substantially alter the size or use of existing open
spaces, nor would they introduce new worker and residential populations to the study area. Each
alternative would slightly alter the ratio of active to passive recreation space, with Alternative 3
converting the most acreage from active to passive (2.9 acres compared to the No Action
Alternative). Alternatives 2 and 5 would result in active and passive ratios nearly the same
as the No Action Alternative. As described in Chapter 5.6, “Natural Resources,” trees within
the study area—specifically within East River Park, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy
Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground—would be removed with the parks
redesigns and to support construction of the proposed flood protection system. Trees would be
replaced or replanted in accordance withaNYC
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Parks-approved landscape restoration plan. However, the trees in Alternatives 2 and 3 would not
be fully protected in the long-term, leaving them vulnerable to damage from storm-related salt-
water inundation.

C. REGULATORY CONTEXT

The proposed project is located in the Borough of Manhattan in New York City. Open space
evaluated within the study area is governed by the State of New York via the New York City
Housing Authority (NYCHA), private organizations, and the following New York City agencies:
NYC Parks, Small Business Services (SBS), and the New York City Department of Education
(DOE). The duties of these agencies include enforcing rules and regulations, site design, and
performing maintenance and operational duties of their respective open space resources. Flood
protection features that would be located within a public park owned by the City and under the
jurisdiction (either partly or wholly) of NYC Parks are not governed by the New York City Zoning
Resolution or subject to Waterfront Zoning regulations.

The Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA), 16 U.S.C. 8§ 460I1-4 to 460I-11
is commonly referred to as Section 6(f), as the provision was originally contained in Section
6(f)(3) of the LWCFA, Public Law 88-578 of 1962, before codification. The United States
Department of the Interior (DOI), through the National Park Service (NPS), provides funding
under the LWCFA for State and local efforts to plan, acquire, or develop land to advance outdoor
recreational activities. The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) serves as the New York State agency that administers LWCFA funds received from
DOLl.

LWCFA funds were used for the improvement of an approximately 2.88-acre area on the northern
edge of East River Park stretching from East 6th Street to East 10th Street as seen in Figure 5.3-1.
The area received $178,402 in LWCFA funds in 1973 for rehabilitation and improvement of
existing facilities, including sport fields, site improvements, landscaping, sewer, water and
electrical systems, and design and engineering. Under the LWCFA, this area cannot be converted
to any non-recreational purpose for more than six months unless it undergoes a conversion.

D. METHODOLOGY

Open space is defined as publicly or privately-owned land that is publicly accessible and available
for leisure, play, or sport, or is set aside for the protection and/or enhancement of the natural
environment. An open space analysis focuses on officially designated existing or planned public
open space. Direct effects may occur when public access is limited, or the type and amount of
public open space are altered as a result of a proposed project. Other direct effects may include
the imposition of noise, air pollutant emissions, or shadows on public open space that may alter
its usability. Indirect effects may occur when the population generated by a proposed project
overtaxes the capacity of existing open spaces so that their service to the population of the affected
area would be substantially or noticeably diminished. In this case there would be no new
population generated by the proposed project.

This assessment evaluates the significance of the change in the availability of open space relative
to demand from the population within the study area in the 2025 analysis year. The analysis also
evaluates the usability of the open space that may be altered by the proposed project.
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OPEN SPACE USER POPULATIONS

To determine the number of residents located within the study area, data were compiled from the
2010 U.S. Census for the study area tracts.

INVENTORY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

All public open spaces within the study area were inventoried to determine size, character, and
condition. Field surveys were conducted during optimal weather at various time periods in June,
July, and August 2015. Additional information was obtained from NYC Parks and the New York
City Department of City Planning (DCP). The field surveys also identified user groups present
and utilization levels of park amenities.

Public open spaces were organized into active and passive open spaces. Open space that is used
for sports, exercise, or active play is classified as active; open space that is used for relaxation,
such as sitting or strolling, is classified as passive. Public open spaces may be under the
jurisdiction of a governmental or private entity and are accessible to the public on a regular basis.
Privately owned open spaces and open spaces available to limited users or that are available on an
inconsistent basis (such as community gardens) were excluded.

As noted above, a portion of East River Park from East 6th Street to East 12th Street, consisting
of one and one-half basketball courts, a playground and a portion of the East River Promenade,
previously received LWCFA grant funds. This 2.88-acre area on the northern edge of East River
Park was improved and rehabilitated with funds from the LWCFA. Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act requires that property improved or developed with LWCFA
assistance shall not be converted to any use other than public outdoor recreation without the
approval of the Secretary of the Interior (delegated to the Director of the NPS).

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

The amount of useable open space acreage in relation to the study area population—referred to as
the open space ratio—is then compared with guidelines provided in the CEQR Technical Manual.
Two sets of guidelines provided in the CEQR Technical Manual are used to determine the
adequacy of open space. The first guideline is a City-wide median open space ratio of 1.5 acres
per 1,000 residents. The second is the City’s optimal planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000
residents—2.0 acres of active and 0.5 acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents.

E. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

There are 30 publicly available open spaces within the study area, which include one open space
in Project Area One (East River Park) and four open spaces in Project Area Two (Captain Patrick
J. Brown Walk, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy
Playground). These are described in the sections below.

OPEN SPACE USER POPULATION

Table 5.3-1 lists the census tracts that comprise the study area. Based on the 2010 Census, the
residential population of the study area is 157,263.
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Table 5.3-1
Existing Residential Population in the Open Space Study Area
Census Tract Residential Population
2.01 3,058
2.02 7,316
6 11,367
10.01 1,434
10.02 6,547
12 3,397
14.01 3,005
14.02 2,782
20 4,917
22.01 6,398
22.02 2,189
24 5,434
26.01 3,772
26.02 4,227
28 7,114
34 6,612
44 16,538
48 7,229
60 4,511
62 4,437
64 8,090
66 11,740
68 7,614
70 8,871
72 8,664
Total 157,263

OPEN SPACE INVENTORY

There are 30 publicly available open spaces within the study area, which collectively total 85.15
acres. Open spaces are identified on Table 5.3-2 and shown in Figure 5.3-1.

5.3-5



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

Table 5.3-2
Project Area One and Project Area Two
Open Space Study Area Inventory

Total Total
Key # Name Owner Amenities Acres Active | Passive | Use Level
East River Promenade, East River Bikeway,
passive seating, lawn areas, two
playgrounds with water fountains, picnic
and barbequing areas, amphitheater, eight
baseball fields, two and one-half basketball
courts, two volleyball courts, 12 tennis
courts, three soccer fields, a track, and
1 East River Park NYC Parks athletic fields. 45.88 23.88 22.00 High
Captain Patrick J.
2 Brown Walk SBS Pathway, seating 1.00 0.75 0.25 High
Pathways, seating, landscaping, and
3 Stuyvesant Cove Park SBS program space 1.9 0.95 0.95 High
4 Ahearn Park NYC Parks Small public square with seating 0.09 0.0 0.09 ND
Old Glory Real
5 Ascot Estate Small playground with seating 0.09 0.0 0.09 ND
Basketball courts, playground and fitness
6 Bellevue South Park NYC Parks equipment 1.59 1.59 0.0 ND
Luther Gulick Basketball courts, playgrounds, seating,
7 Playground NYC Parks handball courts, and spray showers 1.45 1.00 0.45 Moderate
Captain Jacob Joseph
8 Playground NYC Parks Playground 0.14 0.14 0.0 ND
Cherry Clinton Basketball courts, handball courts, fithess
9 Playground NYC Parks equipment, and playgrounds 0.48 0.40 0.08 ND
Baseball field, playground, and spray
10 Corlears Hook Park NYC Parks showers 4.36 4.00 0.36 High
Dry Dock Playground Outdoor pool, playground, spray showers,
11 and Pool NYC Parks and basketball courts 15 1.5 0.0 ND
Basketball courts, fitness equipment,
outdoor pool, recreation center, handball High
12 Hamilton Fish Park NYC Parks courts, spray showers, and playgrounds 4.3 4.3 0.0 (seasonal)
J.H.S. 104 (Peter’'s Basketball courts, tennis courts, and
13 Field) NYC Parks/DOE playgrounds 0.88 0.88 0.0 Moderate
Henry M. Jackson Basketball courts, playground, seating, and
14 Playground NYC Parks handball courts 0.61 0.50 0.11 ND
15 Joseph C Sauer Park NYC Parks Playgrounds 0.40 0.30 0.10 Moderate
Little Flower Basketball courts, handball courts, spray
Playground/NYCHA NYC showers, playgrounds, seating, and
16 Open Space Parks/NYCHA landscaped areas 1.29 1.29 0.0 Light
Lillian D Wald Basketball courts, fithess equipment, and
17 Playground NYC Parks playgrounds 0.68 0.68 0.0 Light
18 Wald Playground NYC Parks Playground and basketball courts 0.53 0.53 0.0 Light
Lower East Side
19 Playground NYC Parks/DOE Playground and basketball courts 0.83 0.83 0.0 Light
Murphy Brothers Basketball courts, playgrounds, and
20 Playground NYC Parks handball courts 1.27 1.03 0.24 Light
Baruch Playground Basketball courts, handball courts,
and NYCHA Open NYC playgrounds, seating, and landscaped
21 Space Parks/NYCHA areas 2.32 2 0.32 Light
Basketball courts, spray showers, and
22 Sol Lain Playground | NYC Parks/DOE playground 0.89 0.89 0.0 Moderate
Augustus St. Gaudens
23 Playground NYC Parks/DOE Basketball courts and playground 0.64 0.64 0.0 Heavy

5.3-6




Chapter 5.3: Open Space

Table 5.3-2 (cont’d)
Project Area One and Project Area Two
Open Space Study Area Inventory

Total Total
Key # Name Owner Amenities Acres Active | Passive | Use Level
Basketball courts, football fields, indoor and
outdoor pools, playgrounds, running track,
fitness equipment, handball courts, and
24 Asser Levy Playground NYC Parks recreation center 2.44 2.44 0.0 High
Seward Park H.S.
25 Fields DOE Basketball courts, track, and tennis courts 1.01 1.01 0.0 High
26 Stuyvesant Square NYC Parks Landscaping, paths, and seating 3.93 0.0 3.93 Light
Vincent F. Albano Jr.
27 Playground NYC Parks Handball courts and playgrounds 0.35 0.35 0.0 ND
Landscaping, seating, play equipment, and
28 Vladeck Park NYC Parks pathways 0.79 0.25 0.54 Light
Basketball courts, playgrounds, volleyball
29 Seward Park NYC Parks courts, and spray showers 3.36 2.36 1 High
MHP Land
30 Windsor Court Associates Landscaping and seating 0.15 0.0 0.15 ND
Total for Study Area 85.15 53.66 31.49 -

Notes: NYC Parks=New York City Department of Parks and Recreation; NYCHA=New York City Housing Authority; DOE=Department of
Education; SBS = New York City Department of Small Business Services, ND = No Data

PROJECT AREA ONE

Open space within Project Area One consists of the entirety of the East River Park. East River
Park is a 45.88-acre public park operated by NYC Parks and located between the FDR Drive to
the west and the East River to the east, Jackson Street to the south and East 13th Street to the north.
Access to the park is available from the northern and southern ends of the park as well as via
several bridges that span the FDR Drive located along the western side of the park: Corlears Hook
bridge, Delancey Street bridge, East Houston Street overpass, East 6th Street bridge, and the East
10th Street bridge.

East River Park is a heavily utilized park due to the number and variety of amenities available and
its proximity to dense housing. East River Park contains a variety of passive and active recreation
spaces, including the East River Promenade, a pedestrian walkway located directly adjacent to the
East River extending the length of the park, and a shared-use path. The shared-use path, adjacent
to the FDR Drive within East River Park, is part of the extensive East River Greenway that
stretches from The Battery to East Harlem. Together, the East River Promenade and the shared-
use path are utilized daily by commuters and recreational enthusiasts and provide a critical link
for pedestrians and cyclists between southern and northern Manhattan along the East River.
Additionally, East River Park contains passive areas such as seating and lawns, two playgrounds
with water fountains, picnic and barbequing areas, and an amphitheater, which hosts events such
as the City Parks Foundation SummerStage Events. Making up a significant portion of the park,
active uses include eight baseball fields, two and one-half basketball courts (one located near
Delancey Street and one-and-a-half located near East 10th Street), 12 tennis courts, two volleyball
courts, three soccer fields, a running track, and athletic fields. Within East River Park, the Lower
East Side Ecology Center Compost Facility is located at the southern end of the park, which also
utilizes a former fireboat house (Fireboat House) for office space.

Peak usage of the East River Promenade and the East River Bikeway by cyclists and joggers
occurs during early mornings and evenings. Benches and tables located along the Promenade are
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often used throughout the day by individuals of all ages for social gathering, fishing, and enjoying
waterfront views. On weekdays, weeknights, and weekends, the fields and courts are heavily
utilized for pick-up games and organized team events. Throughout the year, fields are heavily used
each day of the week, with seasonal usage of each field averaging several thousand participants.
As a member of an organized league, a formal request to NYC Parks for use of a field or court
must be made and permits are issued. If unoccupied by a formal game, fields and courts are
available to the public for informal use (pickup games). In order to facilitate this, established
seasonal request periods have been created: spring and summer (March 17 through August 31),
fall (September 1 through November 30), and winter (December 1 through March 16). Courts and
fields may be reserved for various times of the day with the last games concluding by 10:00 PM.
All tennis courts, track, and ball fields may be subject to permit reservations for organized games.

The area of the park improved with LWCFA funds is currently used for a combination of active
and passive outdoor recreational uses, including a playground, two basketball courts, a picnic and
barbecue area, a lawn, a portion of the East River bikeway, and a portion of the East River
Promenade. Public access is available via a pedestrian bridge at 10th Street.

During Hurricane Sandy, storm surge from the East River overtopped the bulkhead along East
River Park, inundating the park with damaging waves and floodwaters. Following the storm, the
combination of strong wind, storm surge, and flooding resulted in the impairment of the structural
integrity of trees in East River Park. As a result, falling tree branches damaged fences, lights,
flagpoles, field services, and buildings. Dozens of trees were knocked down or had to be removed
following the storm as a result of saltwater intrusion and water inundation. An additional 258 trees
in the park were removed in 2014 due to saltwater inundation from Hurricane Sandy. The health
of others continues to deteriorate, and additional removals are expected. Damage to Park amenities
included flooding of the Track and Field House, which damaged the heating system, and the
Tennis House, which damaged mechanical equipment, as well as the Fireboat House and Fireboat
House pump station.

PROJECT AREA TWO

Open space in Project Area Two consists of the Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, Stuyvesant Cove
Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground. Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk
is the name given to the northern portion of the East River Bikeway between East River Park and
Stuyvesant Cove Park. Serving as both a walkway and bikeway, Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk
runs for approximately 0.5 miles between East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park and is largely
a brick-paved walkway. Peak usage for Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk occurs during morning
and evening commutes similar to the East River Park Bikeway and East River Promenade. The
northern portion of Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk contains benches for seating but based on field
observations, the primary use of the path is for walking, running, and bicycling.

North of Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, the pathway continues into Stuyvesant Cove Park.
Located along 0.3 miles of waterfront and consisting of 1.9 acres, Stuyvesant Cove Park provides
passive recreation, gardens, and a paved area which is used for educational programming and
special events (e.g., movies). Stuyvesant Cove Park is under SBS jurisdiction, managed by
NYCEDC, and is largely maintained by volunteer groups, such as the Stuyvesant Cove Park
Association, New York Cares, the Comprehensive Development Inc., and Solar One. In addition
to the walking, jogging, and bicycling paths, park users may fish, or utilize benches and tables for
social gathering or waterfront viewing. The northernmost portion of the park includes the Solar
One building, which is maintained by a non-profit organization of the same name. The Solar One
Environmental Education Center is proposed to be rebuilt as part of a separate project.
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Murphy Brothers Playground and Asser Levy Playground are both located to the west of the FDR
Drive and fall under NYC Parks jurisdiction. Consisting of approximately 1.27 acres, Murphy
Brothers Playground is located east of Stuyvesant Town and includes a mixture of active and
passive recreational amenities, such as tee-ballfields, a basketball court, playground equipment,
hopscotch squares, and benches. Asser Levy Playground, located just north of Peter Cooper
Village, comprises the Asser Levy Recreation Center, located just north of East 23rd Street, as
well as the playground complex adjacent to the recreation center. The totality of Asser Levy
Playground is 2.44 acres. Asser Levy Recreation Center houses a diverse set of active areas,
including an indoor pool within the recreation center building and a free outdoor pool located east
of the recreation center building. Asser Levy Playground contains specially designed free-form
game tables, wood and concrete benches, drinking fountains, as well as pull-up bars, balance
boards, steps and ramps, chain ladders, and parallel bars. The playground was expanded in 2015
to include portions of the former Asser Levy Place and now contains a diverse mix of outdoor
recreational opportunities. Neighborhood residents and visitors play ping pong, badminton, chess,
soccer, football, tee-ball, exercise, jog, practice yoga or enjoy shaded seating on what was once a
two-way street. Outdoor adult fitness equipment is also available.

OPEN SPACE STUDY AREA

The open space study area contains 30 publicly accessible open spaces and recreational facilities
that serve the surrounding residential and commercial populations.

Within the study area, 28 spaces are publicly owned by the City and/or State and two are privately
owned and publicly accessible. NYC Parks operates and manages 19 open spaces; two open spaces
are jointly operated by NYC Parks and NYCHA; one open space is operated by DOE; two are
operated by SBS; and four open spaces are jointly operated by NYC Parks and DOE. As described
in detail below, the two remaining privately owned open spaces are accessible by the public and
associated with building properties.

NYC PARKS OPERATED OPEN SPACES

e Corlears Hook Park is located at the intersection of Jackson and Cherry Streets along the East
River Drive in Community Board 3. At approximately 4.36 acres, this park provides views of
the East River and East River Park, the Williamsburg and Manhattan Bridges, and the
Brooklyn Navy Yard. Additionally, active recreation park amenities include baseball fields,
playgrounds, a dog park, and spray showers. Corlears Hook Park is connected to East River
Park and the East River Park Amphitheater via a bridge. This is the southernmost bridge that
provides access to East River Park.

e Vladeck Park is a community park located in the southern portion of the study area one block
north of Pier 42 at 668 Water Street, in Community Board 3. The 0.79-acre park provides
landscaping, seating and pathways.

e Located in Community Board 3, Henry M. Jackson Playground is 0.61 acres and provides
amenities such as basketball courts, playground, seating, and handball courts. Henry M.
Jackson Playground is located two blocks south of the Williamsburg Bridge and two blocks
west of Project Area One at Jackson Street and Madison Street.

e Lillian D. Wald Playground is a 0.68-acre recreation field and playground in Community
Board 3. The open space is located at Cherry and Montgomery Streets two blocks north of
Pier 42 in the southern portion of the study area. Lillian D. Wald Playground provides active
uses in the form of basketball courts, playgrounds and fitness equipment.
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e At the corner of Cherry and Clinton Streets is the Cherry Clinton Playground. The 0.48-acre
playground is located approximately one block east of the southernmost portion of Project
Area One. Clinton Cherry Playground provides active recreational features such as basketball
and handball courts, fitness equipment and playgrounds, along with several seating areas.

o Wald Playground is a 0.53-acre park consisting of active recreational amenities such as a
playground and basketball courts. Wald Playground is located within the Lillian Wald Houses
Development in Community Board 3 at East Houston Street and FDR Drive and directly west
of Project Area One.

e Captain Jacob Joseph Playground is located at Rutgers Street and Henry Street in Community
Board 3. The neighborhood park provides 0.14 acres of playground space within the southern
portion of the study area.

e Seward Park is located in the center of Canal Street, Essex Street, Jefferson Street, and East
Broadway in the southern portion of the study area. The 3.36-acre park is located in
Community Board 3 and provides active recreation in the form of basketball courts,
playgrounds, volleyball courts, and spray showers in addition to passive seating and
landscaping through the park.

e Ahearn Park is a small paved park area located between Grand Street, East Broadway, and
Willet Street in Community Board 3. Located in the southern portion of the study area, the
small triangular plaza park is 0.09 acres and provides seating and landscaping.

e The Luther Gulick Playground is a neighborhood park located in Community Board 3 at
Columbia and Delancey Streets. The park is located south of the Williamsburg Bridge and
approximately three blocks east of Project Area One. At 1.45 acres, the park provides a
number of active and passive recreational resources including basketball and handball courts
and playgrounds.

e Hamilton Fish Park is located between East Houston Street and Stanton Street approximately
three blocks west of the center of Project Area One. At 4.3 acres, this park in Community
Board 3 includes a recreation center that has been designated as a New York City Historic
Landmark. The recreation center provides fitness equipment and educational programming.
Additional active recreation within Hamilton Fish Park includes basketball courts, handball
courts, outdoor pools, playgrounds, and spray showers.

e Dry Dock Playground and Pool is a community park located at Szold Place and East 10th
Street, in Community Board 3. The 1.5-acre park provides basketball courts, outdoor pools,
spray showers, and playgrounds.

e Joseph C. Sauer Park is located on East 12th Street between Avenue A and Avenue B, three
blocks west of the northernmost Project Area One boundary. At 0.40 acres, Joseph C. Sauer
Playground provides passive recreation and several playground amenities in Community
Board 3.

e Stuyvesant Square is a neighborhood park located in Community Board 6. At 3.93 acres,
Stuyvesant Square is located between East 15th Street and East 17th Street, Rutherford Place,
and Perlman Place and is bisected by Second Avenue. The park is a passive recreation park
that features landscaping with benches and tables.

e Bellevue South Park is located from East 26th Street to East 28th Street along Second Avenue
and adjacent to Bellevue Hospital. Northeast of Project Area Two, the park is approximately
1.59 acres and located in Community Board 6. Amenities in Bellevue South Park include

5.3-10



Chapter 5.3: Open Space

exercise stations, volleyball and basketball courts, decorative floral and animal sculptures, and
playgrounds.

e Vincent F. Albano Jr. Playground is located at the corner of East 29th Street and Second
Avenue in the northernmost portion of the study area. This playground in Community Board
6 is 0.35 acres and provides active recreation in the form of handball courts and playgrounds.

DOE OPERATED OPEN SPACES

Within the study area, DOE operates one open space. The Seward Park H.S. Fields, which is 1.01
acres and located adjacent to Seward Park on Essex Street between Grand Street and Canal Street.
Seward H.S. Fields has basketball courts, a running track, handball courts, and tennis courts.

JOINTLY OPERATED OPEN SPACES

There are two open spaces which are jointly operated by NYC Parks and NY CHA within the study
area, both located within Community Board 3: Little Flower Playground and Baruch Playground.
Located on Madison Street between Clinton and Rutgers Streets in the southernmost portion of
the study area, Little Flower Playground is 1.29 acres and provides amenities such as basketball
and handball courts, spray showers, playgrounds, seating, and landscaped areas. Baruch
Playground is located at the corner of Baruch Place and Mangin Street directly west of Project
Area One and north of the Williamsburg Bridge. Amenities on the 2.32-acre Baruch Playground
include basketball and handball courts, playgrounds, seating, and landscaped areas.

Four open spaces within the study area are jointly operated by NYC Parks and DOE. These spaces
are Sol Lain Playground, J.H.S. 104 (Peters Field), Lower East Side Playground, and Augustus
St. Gaudens Playground. Sol Lain Playground is associated with Public School (P.S.) 134 and
located on Henry Street between Grand and Pitt Streets and includes basketball courts, a
playground, and spray showers on its 0.89 acres of open space. J.H.S. 104 (Peters Field) is 0.88
acres and is located on Second Avenue between East 20th and East 21st Streets, two blocks west
of the northern portion of Project Area Two. It has basketball courts, tennis courts, and
playgrounds. The Lower East Side Playground is 0.83 acres and located on the western edge of
the study area on East 11th Street between First Avenue and Avenue A. Amenities at the Lower
East Side Playground include a playground and basketball courts. Augustus St. Gaudens
Playground is approximately 0.64 acres and located on Second Avenue between East 19th and
East 20th Streets. Located at Augustus St. Gaudens Playground are basketball courts and
playgrounds.

PRIVATELY OPERATED OPEN SPACES

Two open spaces within the study area are associated with commercial properties. Though
privately owned, these open spaces are publicly accessible and, therefore, are included in the
inventory. The two properties include Ascot Park owned by Old Glory Real Estate and Windsor
Court owned by MHP Land Associates. Ascot Park is located at East 28th Street between Park
Avenue South and Lexington Avenue. The 0.09-acre space features a small playground and
seating areas. The 0.15-acre open space at Windsor Court is located at East 31st Street between
Third and Fourth Avenues and includes landscaping and seating.

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACES

As described above, the analysis of the study area focuses on open space resources and amenities
similar to those in East River Park, which may be directly affected by the proposed project. The
proposed project would have a direct effect on East River Park, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Captain

5.3-11



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

Patrick J. Brown Walk, Murphy Brothers Playground, and Asser Levy Playground, as described
in Section F, “Environmental Effects,” but would not introduce a significant new user population.
With a total of approximately 85.15 acres of open space, of which 53.66 acres are for active use
and 31.49 acres are for passive use, and a total residential population of 157,263, the study area
has an overall open space ratio of approximately 0.54 acres per 1,000 residents. This is lower than
the City’s planning goal of 2.5 acres of combined active and passive open space ratio per 1,000
residents and is lower than the citywide median of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

Overall, the existing ratio suggests that the area currently experiences a shortage of open space
typical of many neighborhoods within the City. The shortage in active open space is more
pronounced, as the study area’s residential active open space ratio is only 0.34 (see Table 5.3-3),
which is substantially less than the City’s active open space planning goal of 2 acres per 1,000
residents and the Citywide Community District median ratio of 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

Table 5.3-3
Y2-Mile Study Area Existing Conditions

Study Area Population
Residents [ 157,263
Open Space Acreage
Active 53.66
Passive 31.49
Total 85.15
Open Space Ratios
Active 0.34 acres/1,000 Residents
Passive 0.20 acres /1,000 Residents
Total 0.54 acres/1,000 Residents

F. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A detailed description of the alternatives analyzed in this chapter is presented in Chapter 2.0,
“Project Alternatives.”

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative is the future condition without the proposed project and assumes that
no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the proposed project area. The
build year for the proposed project is 2025 and accordingly, the No Action Alternative assumes
that projects planned or currently under construction in the project area are completed by the 2025
analysis year (i.e., No Action projects). A list of these planned projects is included in Appendix
Al

Open spaces located in the study area, including East River Park, Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk
and Stuyvesant Cove Park, would therefore remain in a similar condition, function, and layout as
described above in Section E, “Affected Environment,” and under the jurisdiction of their
managing entities (e.g., NYC Parks, DOE, SBS, etc.). As described in Chapter 2.0, “Project
Alternatives,” there are several projects planned or under construction in the protected area (as
defined in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives”), some of which have the potential to affect open
spaces within the study area. Appendix Al identifies the projects that are currently proposed for
construction in the study area for the 2025 analysis year. There are no current proposals to alter
the City’s rules and regulations governing open spaces; thus, it is assumed that these would remain
the same.
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It is assumed that general user interaction would fluctuate over time and vary depending on season,
as is common to all open spaces. User populations within the study area may grow over time,
increasing the usage of open spaces in the project area and study area. New York City population
projections anticipate increases in populations within Manhattan as 3.3 percent between 2010 and
2020 and then an additional 2.3 percent between 2020 and 2030. A conservative estimate for the
study area based on these assumptions would result in a population of 166,188 by the 2025 analysis
year. However, as described in Chapter 5.1, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” this growth
in population is not expected to result in a significant change to the overall land use pattern or
neighborhood character within the study area. Changes to open spaces in the No Action
Alternative are identified in Table 5.3-4.

Table 5.3-4
Y2-Mile Study Area No Action Conditions

Study Area Population
Residents | 166,188
Open Space Acreage
Active 54.48
Passive 36.25
Total 90.73
Open Space Ratios
Active 0.33 acres/1,000 Residents
Passive 0.22 acres/1,000 Residents
Total 0.55 acres/1,000 Residents

Project Area

Within the project area, there are three open space projects that involve renovation and
rehabilitation of existing parks or amenities and would not increase or significantly alter open
space. A capital project is funded to upgrade the existing composting operations in the area which
is now operated by the Lower East Side Ecology Center. This proposed facility would improve
the composting site by formalizing and containing the composting components and provide
educational and public access opportunities.

Renovation of the Fireboat House would include construction of an access ramp compliant with
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and installation of solar panels. The project would
upgrade an existing building within East River Park and would neither reduce nor increase the
amount of open space of the park.

As discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” Solar One is proposing to replace their
existing facility in Stuyvesant Cove Park with an 8,000-square-foot green arts and energy
education center. As currently envisioned, the Solar One Environmental Education Center would
be a two-story building with a solar canopy and vegetated screens along the east and west facades.
The center would have indoor and outdoor classrooms and an outdoor stage for concerts and
performances.

Study Area

Within the study area, there are several park rehabilitation and reconstruction projects ongoing or
proposed that are anticipated to be complete by the 2025 analysis year, including Asser Levy
Playground, Baruch Playground, Corlears Hook Park, East River Park, Hamilton Fish Park, Luther
Gulick Playground, and Seward Park. These proposed open space projects involve the renovation
or rehabilitation of existing parks or amenities. The construction activities include increasing
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accessibility under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, playground reconstruction,
reconstructing ball fields and basketball courts, dog run reconstruction, and comfort station
reconstruction. The majority of these proposed projects would involve renovation of existing
spaces and would not significantly alter the quantity of open space area.

Funded through HUD’s National Disaster Resilience Competition (NDRC), the Trust for Public
Land (TPL) school playground project consists of renovation and improvement of existing
playground facilities at two public schools in the Two Bridges neighborhood in Manhattan, New
York City. Currently, the existing playgrounds are not open to the public during non-school hours.
Improvements to open spaces at P.S. 184 Shuang Wen School, located at Cherry Street and
Montgomery Street, and P.S. 2 Meyer London, located at Madison Street and Pike Street, totaling
1.16 acres, would result in redesigned playspaces, which may include features such as running
tracks, athletic courts, upgraded play equipment, trees, gardens and plantings, gazebos, outdoor
classrooms, benches and other seating, game tables, student artwork, signage, trash and recycling
receptacles, and drinking fountains. This project would also incorporate green infrastructure
features such as artificial turf fields with gravel underlays, bioswales, permeable pavers, and rain
gardens into project design.

There are four sites within the study area that would increase accessible open space to the
community: Pier 42 Park, Pier 35, the East River Waterfront Esplanade — Phase IV, and the Two
Bridges Large Scale Residential Development (LSRD) — Site 5 (Rutgers Slip Open Space). The
construction of these sites would introduce a combined 5.58 acres of publicly accessible open
space and would increase open space within the %2-mile study area to 90.73 acres by the 2025
analysis year.

At the southern end of Project Area One, NYC Parks is proposing to construct Pier 42 as a public
waterfront open space that would increase accessible open space within the study area. For many
years, the Pier 42 property consisted of warehouse space and parking, located just south of East
River Park between the East River and the FDR Drive. A masterplan for the overall redevelopment
of Pier 42 as an open space was approved by a Community Board 3 sub-committee and the New
York City Public Design Commission (PDC). Phase 1A of the Pier 42 redevelopment included
the demolition of the pier shed. Phase 1B would include the redevelopment of the upland park
(north and east of Phase 1A) with amenities such as an entry garden in the western section, a
playground, a comfort station, a grassy knoll rising approximately seven feet above grade, solar
powered safety lighting throughout the park, and access from the shared-use path along the FDR
Drive service road or Montgomery Street. The Pier 42 project would introduce approximately 2.93
acres of new passive open space to the study area by 2021.

In response to the community’s desire for increased access along the East River Waterfront, Pier
35 would provide a new waterfront park atop the existing pier. The park would include pedestrian
pathways, a series of landscaped lawns, a new tree canopy, and seating areas offering views of the
Brooklyn and Manhattan Bridges. Additionally, designs include the installation of a Department
of State grant-funded, “Mussel Beach,” a tidal zone habitat feature that would attract colonies of
mussels and promote healthy river ecology. A portion of Pier 35 was opened to the public in
December 2018 and the full park is expected to be opened in 2019, adding a total of 0.65 acres of
passive open space to the study area.

The East River Esplanade offers both active and passive recreational open space, including bicycle
and pedestrian paths, exercise equipment, benches, and bocce ball courts. New York City’s
Economic Development Commission (NYCEDC), working in partnership with other city
agencies, is currently implementing improvements to the East River Waterfront Esplanade. Phase
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IV of the project, a portion of the East River Esplanade—under the FDR between Catherine Slip
and Pike Street—is anticipated to be expanded and completed by 2025. This area is expected to
offer an additional approximately 1.23 acres of recreational open space and would include new
seating and play equipment along the waterfront.

The Two Bridges-LSRD project would develop three new residential developments within the
Two Bridges neighborhood, just south of the proposed project area, and would contain up to 2,775
new residential units as well as new retail and community facility space. On Site 5 of the Two
Bridges-LSRD project site, the existing private Rutgers Slip Open Space would be enlarged and
made public, totaling approximately 0.77 acres of dedicated publicly accessible open space. Of
the 0.77 acres of open space, 0.21 acres would be active and 0.56 would be passive. The Rutgers
Slip Open Space is anticipated to be available to the public by 2021.

In the event of a storm under the No Action Alternative, no flood protection measures would be
implemented, and open spaces in the study area could experience adverse effects similar to what
was experienced during Hurricane Sandy, or potentially worse with future sea level rise.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

Project Area

By elevating the park, the Preferred Alternative provides the opportunity for a holistic
reconstruction, reimagining, and expansion of the types of user experiences in East River Park,
while also enhancing neighborhood connectivity and resiliency.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the existing programming within East River Park would be
reconfigured. The existing amphitheater would be relocated towards the waterfront with the
programming replaced in kind, and a multi-use lawn with stepped seating and a stage would be
constructed in its place. The two existing embayments along the shoreline would be relocated and
designed for enhanced user interaction with the East River shoreline and views. The relocated and
reconfigured park-side bridge ramps would integrate into the raised park’s landscape and would
require the relocation of the existing basketball courts and multi-use turf field towards the
Williamsburg Bridge. Ball Fields 3 through 6 would be reconfigured and relocated to allow for a
new East Houston Street park entrance, which would create smoother transitions to the fields,
raised landscape, and shared-use path. Existing playground, picnic, and barbeque areas would be
rebuilt and expanded, and Ball Fields No. 7 and 8 would be combined into one multi-use field,
resulting in the loss of one ballfield. The Preferred Alternative would enhance open spaces, open
space resiliency, and improve access to East River Park via reconstruction of three bridges
spanning the FDR Drive (Corlears Hook Bridge, Delancey Street Bridge, East 6th Street Bridge),
and improving the East Houston Street Bridge landing.

The Preferred Alternative would allow for the continued recreational usage of the park. Similarly,
the portion of East River Park that received LWCFA funds between East 6th Street to East 10th
would be renovated and continue to provide for outdoor recreational use. As with the rest of the
park, the LWCFA area would be protected from inundation during storm events and from sea level
rise. The LWCFA area would be universally accessible through reconstructed bridges at 10th
Street and the shared-use flyover bridge, which would be completed and opened to the public in
2025.

Under the Preferred Alternative, modifications of the existing park landscape in East River Park
would result in minor redistributions of active and passive open spaces. Of the 23.05 acres of
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active space in East River Park under the No Action Alternative, 0.06 acres would be converted
to passive open space under the Preferred Alternative, resulting in 22.99 acres of active space and
22.89 acres of passive space. East River Park’s overall amount of open space would remain 45.88
acres. In Project Area Two, a proposed floodwall along the western edge of FDR Drive at Murphy
Brothers Playground and Asser Levy Park would replace the existing playground fence but would
increase the footprint, therefore occupying approximately 0.05 acres of existing open space. The
flood protection features would not impede park patrons’ usage of the open space and the addition
of aforementioned resiliency features within East River Park would allow for user interaction to
resume more quickly following a storm event.

The Preferred Alternative would entail the removal of 981 trees within the project area and
vicinity, but trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance with a NYC Parks-approved
landscape restoration plan. Trees and other landscaped areas that are planted as a result of a NYC
Parks approved landscape restoration plan for construction of the flood protection system would
include salt tolerant native species, among a diverse selection of 52 tree species. Tree replacement
would be provided in accordance with Chapter 5 of Title 56 of the Rules of New York (NYC Parks
Rules) and Local Law 3 of 2010. The planting plan would also aim to improve ecological habitat
and be resistant to the effects of salt spray and wind using the concept of different types of groves
(see Figure 5.6-7). The planting plan would incorporate these groves of trees with a diverse mix
of tree species for ecology, shade, and resiliency and would depart from the existing formal
landscape to allow the park user to experience an escape from the hard surfaces of the urban
landscape (see Figure 5.6-8).

Most significantly, by raising the park, this alternative would provide protection to the majority
of East River Park from future storm flooding and sea level rise without losing any acres of usable
public space. This alternative would also result in new and updated park buildings, amenities, and
underground infrastructure. Following the completion of the park enhancements and flood
protection installation of the Preferred Alternative in 2023, the flyover bridge superstructure would
be installed and opened to the public in 2025. The 15-foot wide flyover bridge would be
constructed to alleviate shared-use path congestion at the Con Edison facility between East 13th
Street and East 15th Street known as the “pinch point.” These activities would leave existing park
amenities largely intact as design features of the Preferred Alternative have been configured to
result in minimal intrusion into open spaces as they exist currently.

Study Area

The Preferred Alternative would not add residential or worker populations in the study area and
no changes to open space in the broader study area are expected. Under the Preferred Alternative,
the active and passive open space ratio would remain the same as compared to the No Action
Alternative at 0.33 acres per 1,000 residents for active space and 0.22 per 1,000 residents for
passive space. As with other alternatives, the study area’s total open space ratio would remain 0.55
(see Table 5.3-5), substantially less than the City’s planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents.
These ratios fall short of the City’s planning goals of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents for active space
and 0.5 acres per 1,000 residents for passive space.
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Table 5.3-5
Y5-Mile Study Area Preferred Alternative Conditions
Study Area Population
Residents | 166,188
Open Space Acreage
Active 54.40
Passive 36.28
Total 90.68
Open Space Ratios
Active 0.33 acres/1,000 Residents
Passive 0.22 acres/1,000 Residents
Total 0.55 acres/1,000 Residents

Operation and Maintenance

As described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” operation and maintenance during non-storm
conditions would include routine inspection of the closure structures, levees, floodwalls, and
drainage components. The equipment would be tested regularly, and staff would practice
deployment and emergency operations. The level of maintenance required of floodwalls and gates
would vary depending on the type of structure and type of maintenance required, such as slope
maintenance, erosion repair, crack repair, turf repair, and filling. Activities associated with regular
maintenance of the flood protection structure are not anticipated to impede the use of open spaces
within the project area.

In the event of a design storm under the Preferred Alternative, flood protection features within the
project area would be in place and waterfront parks, including those within the project area, would
be closed for public safety. During the storm event, the flood protection system would be in
operation, including mobilization of closure structures and, as applicable, drainage management
components. Post-storm, the open spaces would be cleared of debris and restored.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

Project Area

Within Project Area One, the landscape south of the Williamsburg Bridge would rise to meet the
reconfigured Delancey Street Bridge ramp, which would require the relocation of the existing
basketball courts to an area located north of the Williamsburg Bridge. This would also result in a
loss of the un-programmed asphalt area adjacent to the existing basketball courts. The new raised
landscape and reconfigured Delancey Street Bridge ramp would result in the elimination of the
multi-purpose field. The multi-purpose field would be removed from use and would not be
relocated or replaced. To support park operations, vehicular roads and maintenance areas are a
necessary component of East River Park. Under Alternative 2, vehicular roads within the park and
existing buildings would be retained for park maintenance and operations purposes, would not
increase in size, or reduce the amount of open space within East River Park. The current and future
vehicular roads would not result in a reduction of open space, and where applicable, would double
as both recreational space for runners and maintenance access for vehicles when needed
(consistent with how they function today). Further, the two maintenance areas located north of the
soccer field and south of the tennis courts, respectively, would remain in their current condition
and size. The portion of East River Park that received LWCFA funds between East 6th Street to
East 10th Street would continue to provide for outdoor recreational uses.
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Compared to the No Action Alternative, the conversion of active to passive space in East River
Park would moderately reduce active open space to 22.60 acres from 23.05 acres and increase
passive open space to 23.28 acres from 22.83 acres. A loss of a multi-use field would occur.
However, the total open space within East River Park would remain the same.

Alternative 2 would cause a minor acreage reduction in usable open space from two open spaces
within Project Area Two by removing approximately 0.05 acres of active and passive open space
from Murphy Brothers Playground and Asser Levy Playground. Portions of the existing perimeter
fences (i.e., adjacent to the FDR Drive) in passive space at Murphy Brothers Playground and in
active space at Asser Levy Park would be replaced with a 405-linear-foot floodwall and a 200-
linear-foot floodwall, respectively. Any portions of these playgrounds that would be affected by
construction would be replaced in kind. The loss of this open space is not expected to adversely
affect the use of the park; however, the change from a chain link fence to a floodwall would be a
notable presence to park users.

Alternative 2 would result in minor changes to the features within existing open spaces that span
the project area. The existing shared-use path would be reconstructed and passive recreation and
landscaped spaces within East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park would be enhanced.

As described in Chapter 5.6, “Natural Resources,” construction of the proposed project would
require removal of a significant number of trees; however, a NYC Parks-approved landscape
restoration plan to address the proposed tree removal would dictate the replacement or replanting
of trees within these parks. Once construction is completed, this alternative would allow for the
continued recreational usage of all open spaces within the project area.

Study Area

Under Alternative 2, the residential open space ratio within the study area would remain 0.55 acres
per 1,000 residents (see Table 5.3-6), the same as under the No Action Alternative and
substantially less than the planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. The residential active
and passive open space ratios within the study area would also remain the same as under the No
Action Alternative. These fall short of the City’s planning goals of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents
for active space and 0.5 acres per 1,000 residents for passive space.

Table 5.3-6
Y2-Mile Study Area Alternative 2 Conditions

Study Area Population
Residents [ 166,188
Open Space Acreage
Active 54.01
Passive 36.67
Total 90.68
Open Space Ratios
Active 0.33 acres/1,000 Residents
Passive 0.22 acres/1,000 Residents
Total 0.55 acres/1,000 Residents

Operation and Maintenance

Operations and maintenance would be similar to the Preferred Alternative, although more
unavoidable adverse effects from a design storm would be anticipated within East River Park.
These adverse effects would be temporary and open spaces would gradually return to pre-storm
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conditions upon restoration, though the severity of the storm event and level of effort to repair
existing facilities within unprotected areas may prolong the complete restoration of open spaces.
Following the storm event, maintenance crews would clean debris from parks. Following the
completion of post-storm maintenance and operations, the flood protection system would be
returned to non-storm conditions. Alternative 2 would have flood protection systems in place by
2025, as compared to 2023 for the Preferred Alternative.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

Project Area

Under Alternative 3, the project would incorporate a more extensive reconfiguration and
reconstruction of the bulk of the East River Park landscape, recreational fields, playgrounds, and
amenities. The topography of the park would be elevated along the line of protection and slope
down towards the existing at-grade esplanade. In addition, the existing pedestrian bridges and
bridge landings at Delancey and East 10th Streets would be completely reconstructed to provide
universal access, and a new raised and landscaped park-side plaza landing at the entrance to the
park from the East Houston Street overpass would be created.

The relocated and reconfigured Delancey Street Bridge ramps would become gentle sloping paths
integrated into the raised landscape. The park-side Delancey Street Bridge ramp and shared-use
path would require the relocation of the existing sports courts to the area directly south of the
Williamsburg Bridge. The adjacent area north of the Williamsburg Bridge would be converted to
a NYC Parks maintenance yard. In addition, the new raised landscape at Delancey Street would
result in shifting and enlarging the location of the existing 12 tennis courts. The existing Tennis
House would remain. The Reflections Labyrinth located north of the tennis courts would be
converted to a vegetated passive area connecting the shared-use path to the west, with the
pedestrian circulation area to the east.

At the existing East Houston Street entryway, a combination of ramps and an entry plaza would
connect the Shared-use path directly to the East Houston Street entrance. This new entry plaza
would create smoother transitions between the fields, shared-use path, and East Houston Street
overpass and provide passive open space for park visitors to view adjacent recreational fields. The
existing NYC Parks service yard would be relocated adjacent to the FDR Drive and replaced with
pedestrian paths and planted areas. Near East 10th Street, the two ballfields would be combined
into a single field surrounded by raised spectating areas, and the playground, picnic and barbecue
areas would be rebuilt and expanded. Additional green space is proposed in this location to create
a greener entry into East River Park. The portion of East River Park that received LWCFA funds
between East 6th Street to East 10th Street would continue to provide for outdoor recreational use.
While some portions of East River Park would be raised above the current grade, most of East
River Park would remain within the 100-year floodplain and would not meet the design flood
criteria. Furthermore, facilities within the Park would not be reinforced or otherwise protected
from flooding.

Under Alternative 3, modifications of the existing park landscape in East River Park would result
in a transfer of 2.93 acres of active open space to passive open space compared to the No Action
Alternative, resulting in 20.12 acres of active space and 25.76 acres of passive space. East River
Park’s overall amount of open space would remain 45.88 acres.

In Project Area Two, similar to Alternative 2, a floodwall is proposed along the western edge of
FDR Drive at Murphy Brothers Playground and Asser Levy Park. The floodwall would replace
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the existing playground fence, occupying approximately 0.05 acres of existing open space. Unlike
Alternative 2, these playgrounds would be reconfigured and reconstructed. Additionally, portions
of Stuyvesant Cove Park would be constructed as a raised landscape and the shared use path would
be enhanced due to the construction of the shared-use flyover bridge.

As described in Chapter 5.6, “Natural Resources,” a significant number of trees would require
removal for the implementation of Alternative 3, but trees would be replaced or replanted
according to a NYC-Parks approved landscape restoration plan. Once implemented, Alternative 3
would not preclude the continued recreational usage of all open space within the entire project
area, and in fact would enhance several open spaces.

Study Area

Alternative 3 would not add residential or worker populations in the study area but would alter the
percentage of active to passive recreation space within the study area as compared to the No Action
Alternative. However, overall open space acreage would remain the same. Under Alternative 3,
the active open space ratio would decrease from 0.33 to 0.31 acres per 1,000 residents, and the
passive open space ratio would increase from 0.22 to 0.24 acres per 1,000 residents in comparison
to the No Action Alternative. The decrease in active open space is due to the loss of one ballfield
and reconfiguration of active space amenities, like tennis courts, basketball courts, and athletic
fields, to allow for some regulation-sized sports facilities while incorporating new passive spaces
into previously underutilized spaces surrounding fields where possible. The study area’s total open
space ratio would remain 0.55 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table 5.3-7), substantially less than
the City’s planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. Also, these ratios fall short of the City’s
planning goals of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents for active space and 0.5 acres per 1,000 residents
for passive space.

Table 5.3-7
Y2-Mile Study Area Alternative 3 Conditions

Study Area Population
Residents | 166,188
Open Space Acreage
Active 51.53
Passive 39.15
Total 90.68
Open Space Ratios
Active 0.31 acres/1,000 Residents
Passive 0.24 acres/1,000 Residents
Total 0.55 acres/1,000 Residents

Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be similar to those described in Alternative 2.
In the event of a storm under Alternative 3, flood protection features within the project area would
be in place. Under Alternative 3, storm-related adverse effects would be reduced or avoided for
certain park elements in East River Park with proposed resiliency measures.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 5): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST
OF FDR DRIVE

Open space programming and availability within the project and study areas under Alternative 5
would be the same as what was described above for the Preferred Alternative but assumes a build
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year of 5 years and would be completed in 2025.Operation and maintenance of Alternative 5
would be similar to the Preferred Alternative; however, the raised northbound lanes of the FDR
Drive would eliminate the need for closure structures between East 13th Street and East 18th
Street, further reducing the operations and maintenance effort in this area.

MITIGATION

The proposed project would require a NYC Parks-approved landscape restoration plan to address
the tree removal that is proposed. These trees would be replaced or replanted in accordance with
this pre-approved landscape restoration plan that includes 1,442 replacement trees within the study
area and off-site plantings as necessary. Tree replacement would be provided in accordance with
Chapter 5 of Title 56 of the Rules of New York (NYC Parks Rules) and Local Law 3 of 2010.
Trees and other landscaped areas that are planted as a result of a NYC Parks approved landscape
restoration plan for construction of the flood protection system would include salt tolerant native
species, among a diverse selection of 52 tree species. The planting plan would also aim to improve
ecological habitat and be resistant to the effects of salt spray and wind using the concept of
different types of groves. The planting plan would incorporate these groves of trees with a diverse
mix of tree species for ecology, shade, and resiliency and would depart from the existing formal
landscape to allow the park user to experience an escape from the hard surfaces of the urban
landscape. Over time, the new tree canopy, comprised of diverse and resilient species, would fill
in and would represent an improved habitat over the existing conditions. The proposed project
would not introduce a residential or worker population, placing an increased demand on open
space; reduce the quality of open space features, conditions, or usability of open space; or induce
a significant physical effect on open space by increasing shadow, noise, air pollutant emissions,
or odors as compared to the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no mitigation is required beyond
the NYC Parks-approved landscape restoration plan. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies historic and cultural resources (including archaeological and architectural
resources) in the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed project, probable effects on
such resources, avoidance and minimization of harm to such resources, and coordination with
appropriate agencies and stakeholders. The proposed project’s potential effects on historic and
cultural resources due to both construction and operation are considered in this chapter.
Construction effects are also discussed in Chapter 6.3, “Construction—Historic and Cultural
Resources.”

The proposed project has two APEs: a Primary APE, in which construction and operation of the
proposed project may directly or indirectly affect historic properties; and a more expansive,
Secondary APE, in which the absence of the proposed project could result in direct effects to
historic properties from future flood events. To facilitate the analysis of effects, the Primary
APE has been subdivided to indicate the area in which the proposed project could cause
potential direct construction-related effects (within 90 feet) and the area in which the proposed
project could cause indirect visual or contextual effects (within 400 feet). Further, the APE for
archaeological resources is limited to the portion of the project area from Montgomery Street to
Rivington Street, the portion of the project area along East 23rd Street to East 25th Street, and
the locations of the upland drainage management improvements.

The analysis in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as implemented by
federal regulations appearing in 36 CFR § 800, in consultation with the New York State Office
of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), acting in its capacity as the New York
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP), and the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). Comment letters
from SHPO, LPC, the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the Stockbridge-
Munsee Community Band of Mohicans are included in Appendix E.

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Two Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies were prepared for the APE in March 2016,
and a Supplemental Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared in March 20109.
The March 2016 reports identified the following broad categories of historic-period
archaeological resources that could be located in the APE—river bottom remains, landfill
retaining structures and landfill deposits, historic streetbed resources, and former city block
resources. Because of the potential presence of these resources, as mitigation, additional
archaeological investigation will be performed in accordance with Section 106 regulations,
based on a scope of work reviewed and approved by LPC and SHPO; this archaeological
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investigation would include pre-construction testing and/or monitoring during project
construction performed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological Guidance, and the New York
Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and Curation of
Archaeological Collections. The scope of work for additional archaeology would include: a
sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the APE to be further investigated;
identification of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive for recovering landfill
retaining structures across the overall APE; a description of the basis for the proposed sampling
design, including a tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within the APE and a
quantification of the sample fraction for each context; and an unanticipated discoveries protocol.
If significant archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring, further
archaeology and/or mitigation would be completed in accordance with Section 106 regulations
and the guidelines in the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual.
In written communications dated April and May 2016, representatives of the Delaware Nation,
Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans requested,
in the case of an unanticipated discovery of an archaeological site or artifacts, that work be
halted until the tribe is notified and the artifact can be evaluated by an archaeologist. The
additional archaeological investigation will be stipulated in a Programmatic Agreement (PA)
that is being prepared and will be included in the Final EIS (FEIS). It is expected that the PA will
be executed among the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the New
York City Office of Management and Budget (OMB), NYC Parks, SHPO, the Delaware Nation,
the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Shinnecock Nation, the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band
of Mohicans, and ACHP.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

There are 17 architectural resources within the Primary APE. In addition, there are 42 known
architectural resources located within the Secondary APE beyond the boundaries of the project
area.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

Non-Storm Conditions

One planned New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) project within
Project Area One could affect architectural resources that have been determined eligible for
listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR)—construction of an
exterior entrance ramp to the former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4). This
architectural resource would be offered some protection from accidental damage through
Building Code Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property.

In addition, three projects within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE could affect
architectural resources in the No Action Alternative—reconstruction of the Baruch Playground
within the Bernard Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible), resiliency measures at the Baruch
Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible), and rehabilitation work at the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12,
NYCL, S/NR).

Storm Conditions

In the absence of a comprehensive flood protection system, architectural resources located
within the APEs would remain at risk to flooding, with the exception of the Bernard Baruch and
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Jacob Riis Houses, which would be protected by resiliency measures being implemented by the
New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA).

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM WITH A
RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

Non-Storm Conditions

The Preferred Alternative would directly affect the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) through the
installation of closure structures. As will be stipulated in the PA, construction affecting the FDR
Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during construction of
the Preferred Alternative.

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the Asser Levy Public
Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL) and a small portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible). In
addition, construction of the drainage management components would occur within 90 feet of
the following architectural resources: the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Williamsburg Bridge
(#2, SINR-eligible); Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, SINR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital
(#5, S/NR); Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/NR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck
Houses within the Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses
(#9, S/NR-eligible); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible); a portion of
Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/INR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17, SINR-
eligible). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and
SHPO, would develop and implement Construction Protection Plans (CPPs) for these
architectural resources to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment.

It is not expected that the Preferred Alternative would result in any contextual effects on
architectural resources. As will be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design the
floodwalls adjacent to the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, SINR, NYCL) so that they are
compatible with the historic building, and the design would be coordinated with LPC.

Storm Conditions

In a future storm condition, the following two S/NR-eligible architectural resources could
experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding: the Williamsburg Bridge (#2)
and East River Bulkhead (#3).

The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) that runs through Project Area One would be
located on the landward side of the flood protection system that would be constructed under the
Preferred Alternative. It would, therefore, be protected from damage that could result from storm
surge and flooding in a future storm condition. The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible)
that runs through Project Area Two, however, would not be protected. Therefore, in a future
storm condition, that portion of the FDR Drive could experience adverse direct effects from
storm surge and flooding.

The architectural resources located within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE and within
the Secondary APE are landward of the flood protection system that would be constructed under
the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, unlike with the No Action Alternative, they would be
protected from damage that could result from storm surge and flooding in a future storm
condition.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Effects to architectural resources in both the non-storm and storm conditions would be the same
with the Flood Protection System on the West Side of East River Park — Baseline Alternative
(Alternative 2) and the Flood Protection System on West Side of East River Park — Enhanced
Park and Access Alternative (Alternative 3) and largely the same with the Flood Protection
System East of FDR Drive Alternative (Alternative 5).

Unlike the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 5 would reconstruct the
section of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) between approximately East 13th and East 18th
Streets. However, it is not expected that this work would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive,
as only an approximately 6-block section of the 9.44-mile-long FDR Drive would be
reconstructed. Further, because the FDR Drive currently has elevated sections, raising the
northbound lanes within a portion of Project Area Two would not affect the overall appearance
of the highway, and it would still convey its historic significance. Also, the FDR Drive has been
altered over time. Further, Alternative 5, unlike the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and
3, would protect the section of the FDR Drive between East 13th and East 18th Streets from
storm surge and flooding.

MITIGATION

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As will be stipulated in the PA, additional archaeological investigation prior to or during
construction will be performed in accordance with Section 106 regulations. Such scope of work
will be prepared in consultation with LPC and SHPO, and this further phase of archaeological
work would include testing and/or monitoring conducted in consultation with LPC and SHPO
and in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological Guidance, and the New York Archaeological
Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and Curation of Archaeological
Collections. The testing and/or monitoring would not be done during the EIS process but would
occur before and/or during project construction. The scope of work for additional archaeology
would include: a sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the APE to be further
investigated; identification of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive for recovering
landfill retaining structures across the overall APE; a description of the basis for the proposed
sampling design, including a tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within the APE
and a quantification of the sample fraction for each context; and an unanticipated discoveries
protocol. If significant archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring,
further archaeology and/or mitigation would be completed as per the CEQR Technical Manual.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

The City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs for the
following architectural resources, or portions of multi-building resources, located within 90 feet
of project construction: the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, SINR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the VIadeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, SINR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-
eligible); the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses
(#15, S/NR-eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible); and a portion of Peter
Cooper Village (#17, S/INR-eligible) to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage to these
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architectural resources. The development and implementation of the CPPs will be stipulated in
the PA. In addition, as will be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design the
floodwalls that would be located adjacent to the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, NYCL, S/NR),
so that they are compatible with the architectural resource, and the design of the floodwalls
would be coordinated with LPC.

C. REGULATORY CONTEXT

The regulatory context for the proposed project includes the following federal and state laws
under which each of the alternatives has been analyzed to result in a determination of
environmental effects with project implementation.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (SECTION 106)

Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on any properties
listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and afford
the federal ACHP a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The lead federal
agency, in consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, must determine whether a
proposed project would have any adverse effects on historic properties within the area of
potential effect. Section 106 requires consultation with the SHPO, federally recognized Indian
tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties affected by the
project, and additional consulting parties with a demonstrated interest in the project based on a
legal or economic relation to affected properties or on an interest in the project’s effects on
historic properties. In addition, ACHP may elect to participate in consultation, if certain criteria
are met.

The review under Section 106 can be conducted in coordination with analyses conducted for the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition, because the views of the public are
essential to informed federal decision-making in the Section 106 process, the public should be
informed about the project and its effects on historic properties and given the opportunity to
comment. This public comment element can be combined with the public participation
component required by NEPA. The public participation efforts being conducted for the proposed
project are described in Chapter 3.0, “Process, Agency Coordination, and Public Involvement.”

Section 101(d)(6)(B) of the NHPA requires the lead federal agency to consult with any Indian
tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected
by the undertaking. The lead federal agency shall ensure that consultation in the Section 106
process provides the Indian tribe a reasonable opportunity to identify its concerns about historic
properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of properties, including those of
traditional religious and cultural importance, articulate its views on the undertaking’s effects on
such properties, and participate in the resolution of adverse effects.

The basic steps of the Section 106 process are as follows:

¢ In consultation with the SHPO, the federal agency establishes an APE for the project, carries
out appropriate steps to identify historic properties within the APE, and, in consultation with
the SHPO, applies the National Register criteria for those properties that have not been
previously evaluated for National Register eligibility. For properties of religious and cultural
significance to participating Indian tribes, the federal agency also consults with the Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) or designated tribal representative to assess eligibility.

5.4-5



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

o If historic properties are identified, the federal agency, in consultation with the SHPO,
applies the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1) to identified historic properties
within the APE, taking into consideration any views provided by consulting parties and the
public. For properties of religious and cultural significance to tribal nations, the federal
agency also consults with the THPO or designated tribal representative. In general, an
adverse effect is found if the project may cause a change in the characteristics of the historic
property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. The federal agency notifies the
SHPO, ACHP, participating Indian tribes, and other consulting parties of its finding and
provides supporting documentation meeting standards outlined in the regulations. The
information is also made available to the public.

o If the assessment finds that the proposed project may have an adverse effect, consultation
continues among the SHPO, ACHP, and other consulting parties to seek measures that
would avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties. Members of the
public are also provided an opportunity to articulate any views on resolving the project’s
adverse effects. This mitigation is typically implemented through an MOA or PA.

e Consultation typically results in an MOA or PA, outlining agreed-upon measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate the project’s effects on historic properties. Execution of the MOA or
PA and implementation of its terms satisfy the requirements of Section 106, and the project
proceeds under the terms of the MOA or PA. A PA for the proposed project is being
prepared and will be included in the FEIS (see Appendix E for a draft outline of the PA
stipulations). It is expected that the PA will be executed among HUD, OMB, NYC Parks,
SHPO, the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Shinnecock Nation, and the
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans.

At the request of OMB, HUD! issued a notice in the Federal Register on November 17, 2015,
advising the public of the preparation of an EIS and initiating the Section 106 process.

In addition to HUD, OMB (as NEPA lead agency), and SHPO, participants in Section 106
consultation for the proposed project include NYC Parks, acting as lead agency under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and CEQR, LPC, and three federally recognized
Indian tribes—the Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee
Community Band of Mohicans. In March 2019, ACHP notified HUD of its decision to
participate in Section 106 consultation for the proposed project, based on the Criteria for Council
Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases (Appendix A to 36 CFR § 800).

As a result of Hurricane Sandy, in May 2013, a Programmatic Agreement was executed among
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), SHPO, the New York State Office of
Emergency Management, the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Shinnecock
Nation, the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans, LPC, and ACHP (see
Appendix E). This Programmatic Agreement ensures that federal disaster assistance programs
in the State of New York are administered in accordance with certain stipulations to satisfy
FEMA'’s Section 106 responsibilities. Other Federal agencies providing financial assistance for

1 As described in Chapter 1.0, “Purpose and Need,” the City of New York has entered into a grant
agreement with HUD to disburse Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR)
Funds for the construction of the project. The City is the grantee of the CDBG-DR funds for Hurricane
Sandy, which would be provided to OMB, and HUD has provided for assumption of its NEPA authority
and NEPA lead agency responsibility to OMB for the purposes of administering the CDBG-DR Program
in New York City.
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the type of disaster assistance programs covered by the Agreement may, with the concurrence of
ACHP, FEMA, and SHPO, satisfy their Section 106 responsibilities by accepting and complying
with the terms of the Agreement. OMB has assumed HUD’s environmental responsibilities as
the Responsible Entity for New York City and has agreed to accept the terms and conditions of
the Programmatic Agreement via Appendix D to the Programmatic Agreement and to take into
account the effects of its undertakings and satisfy its Section 106 responsibilities for the
Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program for activities in
New York City (see Appendix E).

NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT

The New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (NYSHPA) closely resembles NHPA,
and requires that state agencies consider the effect of their actions on properties listed on or
determined eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Places. When a project is being
reviewed pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA (and 36 CFR Part 800), the procedures of
Section 14.09 of the NYSHPA do not apply, and any review and comment by SHPO must be
within the framework of Section 106 procedures (NYSHPA § 14.09[2]). The proposed project is
not reviewed separately under Section 14.09 of the NYSHPA.

NEW YORK CITY LANDMARKS LAW

The New York City Landmarks Law establishes LPC and gives it the authority to designate
landmarks, interior landmarks, scenic landmarks, and historic districts, following the criteria
provided in the Local Laws of the City of New York, New York City Charter, Administrative
Code, Title 25, Chapter 3. Buildings, properties, or objects are eligible for landmark status when
a part is at least 30 years old. Landmarks have a special character or special historical or
aesthetic interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the
city, state, or nation.

The New York City Landmarks Law also gives LPC the authority to regulate any construction,
reconstruction, alteration, or demolition of such landmarks and districts. Under the Landmarks
Law, no new construction, alteration, reconstruction, or demolition can take place on privately
owned properties that are landmarks, landmark sites, within designated New York City historic
districts or pending designation as NYCLs until the LPC has issued a Certificate of No Effect on
protected architectural features, Certificate of Appropriateness, or Permit of Minor Work.
Publicly owned resources are also subject to review by LPC before the start of a project;
however, LPC’s role in projects sponsored by other city or state agencies generally is advisory
only. Projects reviewed under CEQR that physically affect Landmarks or properties within New
York City historic districts require mandatory review by LPC, in the case of private properties,
and approval of LPC, in the case of certain City property.

D. METHODOLOGY

DEFINITION OF THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

A required step in the Section 106 process is determining the APE, which is defined as “the
geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations
in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist” (36 CFR § 800.16[d]). The
APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking.
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The APE for the proposed project has been developed in consultation with OMB, NYC Parks,
and SHPO based on proposed work activities and their potential to affect historic properties,
including potential direct and indirect effects caused by the construction and operation of the
proposed project.

In general, adverse effects on architectural resources may include both direct physical effects—
demolition, alteration, or damage from construction—and indirect effects, such as the
introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the characteristics of the
historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s historic features. Archaeological resources are potentially
affected by direct effects from construction activity resulting in disturbance to the ground
surface (including submerged ground surfaces) such as excavation, grading, pile-driving, cutting
and filling, dredging, and staging. The criteria for adverse effects, as defined by ACHP, are
described in greater detail below.

The proposed project has two APEs: a Primary APE, in which construction and operation of the
proposed project may directly or indirectly affect historic properties; and a more expansive,
Secondary APE, in which the absence of the proposed project could result in direct effects to
historic properties from future flood events. To facilitate the analysis of effects, the Primary
APE has been subdivided to indicate the area in which the proposed project could cause
potential direct construction-related effects (within 90 feet) and the area in which the proposed
project could cause indirect visual or contextual effects (within 400 feet). The Secondary APE
corresponds to the protected area described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives.” The APEs are
depicted in Figure 5.4-1.

Direct effects may include physical damage or destruction of a resource or its setting. The
portion of the Primary APE in which there is the potential for the proposed project to cause
direct effects includes all locations that could potentially be subject to direct ground-disturbing
activities and adjacent areas within 90 feet. Project activities are anticipated to include
demolition, excavation, pile-driving, cutting and filling, and staging. As defined in the New
York City Department of Buildings (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN)
#10/88 and in conformance with New York City Building Code Chapter 3309.4.4, adjacent
construction is defined as any construction activity that would occur within 90 feet of a historic
resource.

Indirect effects may include the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that
alter the characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National
Register. To account for potential indirect effects, the Primary APE extends 400 feet from the
project area, following the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual.

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES WITHIN THE APE

The methodology used for identifying historic properties in the APEs is described below.
Historic properties identified in the APEs are described below.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Archaeological resources are physical remnants, usually buried, of past human activities on a
site. They can include archaeological resources associated with Native American populations
that used or occupied a site and can include stone tools or refuse from tool-making activities,
remnants of habitation sites, and similar items. These resources are also referred to as
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“precontact,” since they were deposited before Native Americans’ contact with European
settlers. Archaeological resources can also include remains from activities that occurred during
the historic period, which began with the European colonization of the New York area in the
17th century; such resources can include remains associated with European contact with Native
Americans, battle sites, landfill deposits, structural foundations, and domestic shaft features such
as cisterns, wells, and privies.

On sites where later development occurred, archaeological resources may have been disturbed or
destroyed by grading, excavation, and infrastructure installation and street improvements.
However, some resources do survive in urban environments despite extensive development.
Deposits can be protected when covered with pavement (i.e., a parking lot) or with a building
with a shallow foundation and no basement. In both scenarios, archaeological deposits can be
sealed beneath the ground surface, protected from further disturbance.

Archaeological Investigations typically proceed in a multi-phase process generally consisting of
Phase | (determining the presence or absence of archaeological resources through documentary
research and field testing), Phase Il (gathering sufficient information to assess State and National
Register eligibility), and Phase 111 (mitigating unavoidable effects through data recovery or other
form of mitigation). The need for the next phase is dependent upon the results of the preceding
phase.

On October 27, 2015, a report was submitted to LPC and SHPO that assessed whether any
locations within the proposed project area could be eliminated from further in-depth
archaeological study due to a lack of potential archaeological sensitivity.? That report
determined that the APE for archaeological resources should be limited to the portion of the
project area from Montgomery Street to Rivington Street and to the portion of the project area
along East 23rd Street to East 25th Street. Further, the report concluded that no further
archaeological consideration of the portion of the project area between Rivington Street and East
23rd Street was warranted, because that portion of the project area was under water through
much of the 19th century. In addition, piers and wharves that were historically located in that
portion of the project area dated to the late 19th and early 20th centuries when the construction
of waterfront features had become standardized. The report also concluded that the project area
had no sensitivity for precontact-period (i.e., Native American) archaeological resources. In a
letter dated October 30, 2015, LPC concurred with the conclusions of the report. On December
10, 2015, SHPO concurred with the proposed definition of the APE for archaeological resources.
Therefore, two Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies were prepared in March 2016 for
LPC and SHPO review, one for the portion of the APE between Montgomery and Rivington
Streets and one for the portion of the APE from East 23rd to East 25th Street.

As part of the Phase 1A reports for the proposed project, research was conducted at the New
York State Museum (NYSM) and SHPO to review previously identified archaeological sites
located within one mile of the APE and previously completed cultural resource surveys for areas
in or adjacent the APE. In addition, cartographic research and a site walkover survey by a
Registered Professional Archaeologist were conducted to evaluate historic and modern land use
factors that may have resulted in ground disturbance and affected potential archaeological
resource preservation. The Phase 1A reports are summarized below.

2 Historical Perspectives, Inc., Refinement of Archaeological Area of Potential Effect, East Side Coastal
Resiliency Project, Montgomery Street to East 25th Street, Manhattan, New York County, New York.
October 2015.
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As requested by SHPO and LPC in letters dated January 7, 2019 and January 28, 2019,
respectively, a Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study was prepared in
March 2019 that addresses project design refinements made subsequent to approval of the 2016
reports. Specifically, the Supplemental Phase 1A report addresses the upland drainage
management improvements that lie outside of the original APE for archaeology and design
refinements for the Preferred Alternative.

See Appendix E for SHPO and LPC correspondence.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Once the APEs were determined, a list of officially recognized architectural resources within the
APEs was compiled that includes National Historic Landmarks (NHL), S/NR-listed properties or
properties determined eligible for such listing, New York City Landmarks (NYCLSs) and Historic
Districts, and properties that have been found by LPC to appear eligible for designation,
considered for designation (“heard”) by LPC at a public hearing, or calendared for consideration
at such a hearing (these are “pending” NYCLS).

Criteria for listing on the National Register are in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part
63, and LPC has adopted these criteria for use in identifying architectural resources for CEQR
review. Following these criteria, districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects are eligible for
the National Register if they possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association, and: (1) are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of history (Criterion A); (2) are associated with
significant people (Criterion B); (3) embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, represent the work of a master, possess high artistic value, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction (Criterion C); or (4) may vyield information important in prehistory or history.
Properties that are younger than 50 years of age are ordinarily not eligible, unless they have
achieved exceptional significance. Official determinations of eligibility are made by
OPRHP/SHPO.

LPC designates historically significant properties in the City as NYCLs and/or Historic Districts,
following the criteria provided in the Local Laws of the City of New York, New York City
Charter, Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 3. Buildings, properties, or objects are eligible
for landmark status when a part is at least 30 years old. Landmarks have a special character or
special historical or aesthetic interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural
characteristics of the city, state, or nation. There are four types of landmarks: individual
landmark, interior landmark, scenic landmark, and historic district.

An initial list of 13 potential historic resources—properties that appeared to meet the eligibility
criteria for S/NR listing and/or NYCL designation—within the APEs was also compiled. These
were identified based on field surveys of the APEs conducted by an architectural historian who
met NPS Professional Qualification Standards for Architectural History, codified under 36 CFR
8 61, and additional research. The inventory of 13 potential resources was submitted to SHPO
and LPC for their evaluation and determination of eligibility. SHPO, in a letter dated April 25,
2016, found nine of the potential resources to be eligible for S/NR listing, while withholding
determinations for three properties pending further evaluation. Additional consultation with
SHPO was undertaken in the fall and winter of 2016. Of the nine potential architectural
resources previously determined eligible, SHPO subsequently determined in December 2016
that four of the resources were in fact not eligible based on additional research and information.
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Of the three previously undetermined properties, SHPO subsequently determined, in evaluations
dated August 30, 2016 and December 6, 2016, that two of them meet the eligibility criteria for
SINR listing. Further, in December 2017, SHPO determined that East River Park did not meet
the eligibility criteria for S/NR listing due to a loss of integrity. LPC did not find any of the
potential architectural resources to warrant designation as NYCLSs. See Table 5.4-1 for the list of
17 historic resources in the APEs (see Appendix E for SHPO and LPC correspondence).

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Once the historic properties in the APEs were identified, the effects of the proposed project on
those resources were assessed. As described above, effects on historic properties identified in
this chapter may include both direct effects and indirect effects. Assessments of effects are based
on ACHP’s Criteria of Adverse Effect codified in 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1) and (2). The assessment
may result in three possible effects findings: no effect (no historic properties affected); no
adverse effect; or adverse effect. According to ACHP’s criteria, an adverse effect is found
“when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic
property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, or association.” Examples of adverse effects include, but are not limited to, “physical
destruction or damage of all or part of the property;” “removal of the property from its historic
location; change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance;” and “introduction of visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic
features.” Adverse effects may include “reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative.”

E. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT — MONTGOMERY STREET TO RIVINGTON STREET

The Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study for the APE between Montgomery and
Rivington Streets determined that the entire APE was once under the East River and was
landfilled at various times between the 1810s and about 1850, with city streets created to
separate and define newly formed blocks. These blocks supported a range of structures over
time, primarily mixed residential and commercial buildings and industrial facilities. Bulkheads
and pierheads established the extent of waterfront resource boundaries. The APE became more
developed over time and by the late 1930s, when the East River Drive (now the FDR Drive) and
East River Park were created, each city block was almost completely covered with structures.
Further, numerous piers were located along the waterfront. Historical maps and photographs
show that these structures, including the piers, were demolished in preparation for construction
of the East River Drive and East River Park. Based on previous archaeological studies within
and adjacent to the APE, the Phase 1A report identified broad categories of potential historic-
period archaeological resources that could be located in the APE. These categories and the
potential sensitivity of the APE to host them are discussed below.
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River Bottom Remains

River bottom remains are those items discarded onto the river floor prior to or during landfilling,
and it is possible that archaeologically sensitive deposits are present on the historic river bottom
within the APE. The depth of such deposits would depend on the vertical extent of the historic
landfill and historic strata, which varies across the APE from 12 feet to 40 feet in thickness

Landfill Retaining Structures and Landfill Deposits (Including Sunken Vessels)

Landfill retaining structures can include repurposed historic piers, wharves, and docks, as well
as timber structures built specifically for retaining fill, sometimes also referred to as bulkheads.
At times, derelict maritime vessels were used as landfill retaining structures or as part of the
landfill. Landfill by nature contains soil, but may also include concentrations of artifacts or other
refuse material, such as ash, sometimes referred to as “cinders” in early soil boring logs.

Since the entire APE was once under water, there is a potential for historic landfill retaining
structures from the first half of the 19th century throughout most of the APE. The exception is
the former area bounded by Corlears Street, Water Street, and the East River (now the
approximate location of the East River Park amphitheater), which was not enclosed by
bulkheads and landfilled until the 1870s or 1880s. The current bulkhead that forms the eastern
edge of East River Park dates to the 1930s, when the park was created, and SHPO has
determined that East River Park does not meet the eligibility criteria for S/INR listing. In
addition, it is not expected that there would be any historic landfill retaining structures between
the historic bulkhead line and the current bulkhead line, as this area was landfilled in the 20th
century in conjunction with the creation of East River Park.

While it is possible that landfill retaining structures could be found within the upper reach of the
soil column (approximately 2 to 4 feet below the existing ground surface), previous
archaeological investigations at other locations along the East River suggest that most of these
types of resources are located at deeper depths. Additionally, the level of disturbance throughout
the APE from various earthmoving episodes, including installation of utilities, construction of
foundations and basements, and reconfiguration of the area during roadway and park
construction, further suggests that the likelihood of encountering intact resources is diminished
at these relatively shallow depths. Recent soil borings did not record any elements at these
depths that appear to represent these resources (such as concentrations of wood).

Historic Streetbed Resources — Utilities, Transportation Elements, Artifact Deposits

The APE formerly contained a number of historic streets, including portions of Front Street,
South Street, Montgomery Street, Gouverneur Street, Jackson Street, Corlears Street, Water
Street, Cherry Street, East Street, Tompkins Street, Grand Street, Broome Street, Delancey
Street, and Rivington Street. Most of these street segments were eliminated when the East River
Drive and East River Park were built in the 1930s and 1940s.

Each of the former city streets had subsurface utilities. The lines of extant utilities attest to the
former street locations. While it is unlikely that any of the iconic wooden water mains from
before 1842 (when the Croton Aqueduct system began operation) would be located under any of
these streets (as those mains were installed further south in Lower Manhattan), it is possible that
early water and sewer lines from the 1850s and 1860s could still exist under city streets, if they
were not removed during subsequent utility work.

Some of the historic streets had streetcar tracks. Those streets with tracks included portions of
Montgomery Street, Front Street, South Street, Corlears Street, and Grand Street. While
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subsequent disturbance to the streetbeds from utility replacement and construction of the East
River Drive and East River Park likely eliminated many of these tracks, it is possible that
segments could survive beneath these areas. It is also possible that former street pavements, such
as cobblestones or paving blocks, may be found beneath some areas.

Archaeological monitoring of utility work in streetbeds of Lower Manhattan has shown that
concentrations or pockets of discarded artifacts can be found beneath historic streets. It is not
possible to predict where such dumping grounds may be located, although archaeologists have
had some subsequent success tracing the provenance of certain artifact caches to neighboring
businesses.

Areas of the APE that correspond with the footprints of historic streets may be sensitive for the
varied types of resources described above if later disturbance has not affected them. Within the
upper 2 to 4 feet of the soil column, there is less likelihood of encountering buried utilities,
although it is possible that streetcar tracks, earlier street paving, and possible artifact dumps may
be present.

Former City Block Resources — Foundation Remains, Historic Shaft Features

Those portions of the APE that were formerly developed within city blocks historically
contained a variety of residential, commercial and industrial buildings and structures, as well as
waterfront-related shipyards, coal yards, lumber yards, and the like. Potential archaeological
resources on former city blocks could include former foundations or other components from
these buildings, as well as shaft features, such as privies, wells, and cisterns, from domestic and
commercial buildings that predate the introduction of municipal water and sewer lines in the
1850s and 1860s. Those locations that contained commercial yards such as shipyards, lumber
yards, coal yards, and lime yards, would not be expected to have a significant archaeological
footprint.

The likelihood of recovering yard remains depends on the level of disturbance, which varies by
location. Those former yards that had subsequent buildings with basements would have been
disturbed to the deepest extent, ranging from possibly 8-10 feet below grade. Some information
is available about which buildings had basements from Sanborn fire insurance maps, although it
is possible that not all basements were recorded. Building records for these former structures,
which might also offer confirmation of basements, are no longer extant, as it was common
practice to discard records of buildings after they were demolished. The remainders of the
former lots have likely been disturbed from episodes of construction and demolition on the
blocks and creation of East River Drive and East River Park. Although the depth of this
disturbance is harder to discern, it is probable that the upper few feet might have been affected in
most locations. Further, the construction of the Williamsburg Bridge included portions of
historic lots south of Delancey Street, which should be assumed to be significantly disturbed.

As currently proposed, nearly all components of the flood protection systems proposed for
Alternatives 2 through 5 in the APE between Montgomery and Rivington Streets are slated for
locations on the river side of the FDR Drive. The exceptions are several proposed floodwalls
along Montgomery and South Streets at the southern end of Project Area One and, under
Alternatives 3 and 4, the Delancey Street and East 10th Street bridges over the FDR Drive, and
under Alternative 4, the Corlears Hook bridge over the FDR Drive. Based on historic maps from
the 1850s, the Phase 1A report identifies locations on former city blocks that may be sensitive
for domestic, commercial, and/or industrial archaeological resources that were not later covered
by buildings with basements, focusing primarily on areas south and/or east of the FDR Drive.
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Summary

In summary, landfill retaining structures may exist throughout the APE (excepting the
approximate area where the current East River Park amphitheater is located) and other potential
archaeological resources may be situated in former streetbeds and historic city blocks. Figures
5.4-2a through 5.4-2f show the areas of potential archaeological sensitivity in the APE as
identified in the 2016 Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies. In letters dated February
23, 2016 and March 14, 2016, LPC and SHPO, respectively, concurred with the sensitivity
determinations in the Phase 1A report, and in letters dated March 18, 2019, SHPO and LPC
concurred with the findings of the Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study.
Further, in written communications from April and May 2016, representatives of the Delaware
Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans
determined that no religious or culturally significant sites of interest to their tribes are located
within the project area. In February 2019, additional consultation was undertaken with the
Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of
Mohicans regarding project refinements made since 2016. Responses are pending. See
Appendix E for correspondence.

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT — EAST 23RD STREET TO EAST 25TH STREET

The Phase IA Archaeological Documentary Study for the APE between East 23rd and East 25th
Streets determined that the entire APE was once under the water of the East River and was
landfilled at various times between the 1830s and the 1940s, with city streets created to separate
and define newly formed blocks. Both East 23rd Street and East 24th Street began as piers and
were later filled in to create streets. It is possible that remains of these piers, and possibly a
former ferry house at the intersection of East 23rd Street and Avenue A, may still exist beneath
the present streetbeds and sidewalks of these two streets. Based on previous archaeological
studies within and adjacent to the APE, the Phase 1A report identified broad categories of
potential historic-period archaeological resources that could be located in the APE. These
categories and the potential sensitivity of the APE to host them are discussed below.

River Bottom Remains

Since the entire APE was once under water, it is possible that archaeologically sensitive deposits
are present on the historic river bottom within the APE.

Landfill Retaining Structures and Landfill Deposits (Including Sunken Vessels)

Since the entire APE was once under water, there is potential for the presence of
archaeologically sensitive historic landfill retaining structures from the first half of the 19th
century along East 23rd Street and East 25th Street. The remainder of the APE was landfilled
after this period.

While it is possible that landfill retaining structures could be found within the upper reach of the
soil column (approximately 2 to 4 feet below the existing ground surface), previous
archaeological investigations at other locations along the East River suggest that most of these
types of resources are located at deeper depths.
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Historic Streetbed Resources — Utilities, Transportation Elements, Artifact Deposits

The APE contains portions of East 23rd, East 24th, and East 25th Streets. These street segments
began as piers, East 23rd and East 25th Streets in the late 1830s and East 24th Street in the 1870s,
and the streets were landfilled in stages during the course of the second half of the 19th century.

Each of the city streets has subsurface utilities. While it is unlikely that any of the iconic wooden
water mains from before 1842 (when the Croton Aqueduct system began operation) would be
located under any of these streets (as those mains were installed further south in Lower
Manhattan), it is possible that early water and sewer lines from the 1850s and 1860s could still
exist under city streets, if they were not removed during subsequent utility work.

East 23rd Street had streetcar tracks by the 1870s. While subsequent disturbance to the
streetbeds from utility replacement may have disturbed or eliminated these tracks, it is still
possible that segments could survive beneath the street. It is also possible that former street
pavements, such as cobblestones or paving blocks, may be found beneath some areas.

Archaeological monitoring of utility work in streetbeds of Lower Manhattan has shown that
concentrations or pockets of discarded artifacts can be found beneath historic streets. It is not
possible to predict where such dumping grounds may be located, although archaeologists have had
some subsequent success tracing the provenance of certain artifact caches to neighboring
businesses.

East 23rd Street may be sensitive for these varied types of resources if later disturbance has not
affected them. Within the upper 2 to 4 feet of the soil column, there is less likelihood of
encountering buried utilities, although it is possible that streetcar tracks, earlier street paving,
and possible artifact dumps may be present. These resources, however, would be more likely to
be found in the present streetbed than within the sidewalks.

Former City Block Resources — Foundation Remains, Historic Shaft Features

The only portion of the APE that includes the interior portion of a city block is the portion of
Asser Levy Playground between the former alignment of East 24th Street and East 25th Street.
This area was not landfilled until the 1890s, when it became a cement and concrete mixing
facility. It then became part of the public park in the late 1930s. Therefore, the Phase 1A report
concluded that there is no archaeological sensitivity within this portion of the block.

Summary

In summary, the Phase 1A report determined that the East 23rd and East 25th Street portions of the
APE may possess historic period archaeological sensitivity. Figure 5.4-2g shows the areas of
potential archaeological sensitivity in the APE. In letters dated February 29, 2016 and March 14,
2016, LPC and SHPO, respectively, concurred with the sensitivity determinations in the Phase 1A
report. Further, in written communications from April and May 2016, representatives of the
Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of
Mohicans determined that no religious or culturally significant sites of interest to their tribes are
located within the project area.

After LPC and SHPO review of the Phase 1A report, a small area at Asser Levy Playground that
extends into the former East 24th Street was added to the APE. In a letter dated April 3, 2017,
LPC noted that this area was included within the area assessed in the Phase 1A report and that
LPC had no archaeological concerns for this area in Asser Levy Playground.

5.4-15



5/11/2018

Asser Levy
Playground

Asser Levy
Recreation Center

Source: New York City Department of Finance, January 2016

— T

Archaeologically Sensitive Area (1+ Feet Below Grade)

Capital Project SANDRESM1
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY PROJECT

0 200 FEET
[ I ]

Area of Potential Effect -

East 23rd to East 25th Streets
Areas of Archaeological Sensitivity
Figure 5.4-2g



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS — UPLAND DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT COMPONENTS

The March 2019 Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study determined that a
large portion of the upland drainage area was once under the waters of the East River and that
locations within the upland drainage area were landfilled beginning at the end of the 18th
century. After landfilling, the specific locations of the proposed upland drainage management
improvements shown on Figure 5.4-3 were historically in roadways or locations developed with
buildings and a coal yard. A portion of the northernmost proposed parallel conveyance (at
Avenue C and East 23rd Street) was studied in 2016 as part of the APE between East 23rd and
East 25th Streets; that area is potentially sensitive for archaeological resources as described
above.

The Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study determined that the locations
of the proposed M22-M23 parallel conveyance and the South Interceptor Gate and Building may
be archaeologically sensitive. The portion of Water Street associated with the M22-M23 parallel
conveyance may have historic-period archaeological sensitivity given the use of the area during
the colonial and early American period and the uncertain degree of subsequent disturbance. The
portions of Gouverneur Slip West, Jackson Street, and the FDR Drive Service Road/Corlears
Hook Park associated with the M22-M23 parallel conveyance and the interceptor gate and
building may be archaeologically sensitive for landfill retaining structures and historic streetbed
resources. The Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study determined that the
other locations of the proposed upland drainage management improvements (that were not
studied in the 2016 Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies) do not possess any
archaeological sensitivity due to documented prior disturbance and the lack of potential
archaeological resources. In letters dated March 18, 2019, SHPO and LPC concurred with the
findings of the report.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

PRIMARY APE

There are 17 architectural resources in the Primary APE. These resources are shown on
Figure 5.4-1, listed in Table 5.4-1, and described below.

Project Area One
There are four architectural resources located within Project Area One.

(#1) Franklin Delano Roosevelt Drive, S/INR-eligible. The FDR Drive is 9.44 miles long,
beginning at the end of the Battery Park underpass and running north along the East River to the
125th Street/Triborough Bridge exit. Originally known as the East River Drive, the FDR Drive
meets National Register Criterion A in the fields of transportation and community/regional
planning as an important link in New York City’s transportation infrastructure. The FDR Drive,
the West Side Highway, the Henry Hudson Parkway, the Harlem River Drive, and the
Triborough Bridge approach form a crucial highway loop around Manhattan. Construction
began on the FDR Drive in 1934 under the direction of Robert Moses and was largely completed
by 1967. The section of the highway that runs through the project area was originally
constructed as a boulevard. Conversion of the boulevard to a controlled-access parkway
occurred in 1960. Though segments of the structure have undergone alterations through the
years, this linear resource has been determined to retain sufficient integrity overall to convey its
historic significance.
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Through most of Project Area One, the FDR Drive runs at grade, passing under bridges at
Corlears Hook Park, Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street and an overpass at
East Houston Street. It is a six-lane highway with a center guardrail and concrete walls along the
outer lanes (see Figure 5.4-4). In the southernmost portion of Project Area One, the FDR Drive
is an elevated viaduct between approximately Gouverneur Slip East and Montgomery Street. It
continues south as a viaduct to the Battery Park underpass.

Table 5.4-1
Primary APE—Architectural Resources
Map Ref. SINR- | NYCL-
Letter # Name/Type Address/Location NHL |S/NR]eligible|eligible] NYCL
Project Area One
1 FDR Drive Battery Park underpass to East 125th Street X
2 Williamsburg Bridge Across East River Park at Delancey Street X
3 East River Bulkhead Whitehall to Jackson Streets X
4 Engine Co. 66 Fireboat East River Park near Grand Street X
House
Project Area Two
1 | FDR Drive | Battery Park underpass to East 125th Street| [ [ x ]
400-Foot Study Area
5 Former Gouverneur 621 Water Street X
Hospital
6 Gouve'rneur Hospital 2 Gouverneur Slip East X
Dispensary
. S Bounded by East Houston, Essex, Allen,
7 Lower Eagitsf;r'igte Historic and Division Streets, with blocks on East X X
Broadway and Henry and Madison Streets
8 Henry Street Settlement 263-267 Henry Street and 281 East X X
Buildings Broadway
Bounded by FDR Drive, East Houston,
9 Baruch Houses Delancey, and Columbia Streets X
10 Public .SChOOI 97 (Bard 525 East Houston Street X
High School)
11 Lavanburg Homes 126 Baruch Place X
12 Asser Levy Public Baths 384 Asser Levy Place X X
13 East River Housing Bounded by FDR Drive, and Delancey, X
Cooperative Lewis, Jackson and Cherry Streets
14 Rivington Street Baths Located within Baruch Houses X X
" Bounded by FDR Drive, Avenue D, and
15 Jacob Riis Houses East 6th and East 14th Streets X
Bounded by First Avenue, East 14th and East
16 Stuyvesant Town 20th Streets, Avenue C, and FDR Drive X
) Bounded by First Avenue, East 20th and
17 Peter Cooper Village East 23rd Streets, and FDR Drive X
Notes:

NHL: National Historic Landmark

S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

NYCL: New York City Landmark

Heard: Application has been heard at the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission.

NYCL-eligible: Determined to appear eligible for designation as a NYCL.

Sources: New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Cultural Resource Information System
(CRIS), https://cris.parks.ny.gov/Login.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2f; NYCityMap, http://gis.nyc.gov/doitt/nycitymap/; Lower
Manhattan Development Corporation, East River Waterfront Esplanade and Piers Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS), May 18, 2007; NYCEDC, Seward Park Mixed-Use Development Project FEIS, August 10, 2012;
Field surveys, July 2015; SHPO letter dated April 25, 2016.

(#2) Williamsburg Bridge, S/NR-eligible. The Williamsburg Bridge was constructed in 1903
from plans by Leffert L. Buck with ornamental detailing added by Gustav Lindenthal. This steel
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suspension bridge spans the East River and connects Delancey Street on the Lower East Side of
Manhattan to Marcy Avenue in Williamsburg, Brooklyn. It is 7,308 feet long with a main span
of 1,600 feet and was the longest and heaviest suspension bridge in the world when it was built.
The bridge is designed with two towers located within the East River close to the Manhattan and
Brooklyn shorelines, and the span is suspended from four steel cables (see view 3 of Figure
5.4-5). On land, metal piers and granite abutments further support the span. Steel latticework
extends almost the entire distance of the bridge. The J/M/Z subway runs over the bridge.

Three metal, arched piers are located within Project Area One (see view 4 of Figure 5.4-5). The
two legs of each arched pier have an open framing system and sit on tall granite-faced footings
capped by concrete. A perimeter ring of security bollards encloses the piers within East River
Park. The piers of the Manhattan-side tower sit on granite-faced footings within the river. On the
west side of the FDR Drive, a massive granite abutment supports the span as it transitions to a
viaduct that meets grade at Clinton Street to the west.

(#3) East River Bulkhead, S/NR-eligible. The New York City Department of Docks, under the
leadership of George B. McClellan, began construction of the bulkhead along the East River
waterfront from Whitehall Street to Jackson Street in the early 1870s as part of a major seawall
construction campaign. Like the S/NR-eligible bulkhead along the Hudson River waterfront
between Battery Place and West 59th Street, which was part of the same construction initiative,
surviving portions of the original East River bulkhead structure are significant under Criterion C
for their engineering and architectural qualities.

Only the northernmost end of the bulkhead between Montgomery and Jackson Streets is located
within Project Area One. According to annual reports of the Department of Docks, this section
of the bulkhead north of Montgomery Street was likely reconstructed circa 1939 with the south
end of East River Park, which was built partly on landfill under the leadership of Robert Moses.
The section of the bulkhead immediately to the south between Pier 35 and Pier 42 (outside of
Project Area One but within the Primary APE) was constructed in 1910. The bulkhead is not
visible behind the platform and shed of Pier 42. However, the portion of the bulkhead east of
Pier 42 is exposed. The visible portion of the bulkhead closest to the Pier 42 piershed appears to
be concrete, followed to the east by a granite block section topped by replacement blocks of a
lighter color, and then there is another concrete section with broken blocks above.® The granite
seawall ends approximately 250 feet east of Pier 42. The bulkhead within Project Area One is in
overall fair condition, with some displaced stone, missing stones, and approximately 75 percent
mortar loss from the mean high water line to the mud line.*

(#4) Former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House, S/NR-eligible. Located on the waterfront in
the alignment of Grand Street, the former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House is a two-story
brick Moderne-style building constructed around 1941. At the northern end of the building, there
is a tall, square tower that was originally capped by a lantern, and a curved window bay is
located at the southern end. Recessed courses and concrete coping provide some ornamentation
(see Figure 5.4-6). Marine Engine Co. 66 was placed in service in 1898 with one fireboat, the
William L. Strong. Prior to the construction of East River Park, the marine engine company

32007, Lower Manhattan Development Corporation, East River Waterfront Esplanade and Piers FEIS;
Underwater Inspection and Condition Survey, Pier 42—Final Inspection Report conducted in December
2013 by McLaren Engineering Group.

4 Underwater Inspection and Condition Survey, Pier 42—Final Inspection Report conducted in December
2013 by McLaren Engineering Group.

5.4-18



2.5.19

Williamsburg Bridge (#2). View north within East River Park 3
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occupied a pier at the foot of Grand Street. The Fireboat House closed in the mid-1990s, at
which point NYC Parks assumed ownership. The building now houses the Lower East Side
Ecology Center. In a letter dated April 25, 2016, SHPO determined that the former Marine
Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House appears eligible under Criterion A in the area of community
planning and Criterion C in the area of architecture. Following that determination, SHPO
requested additional information on the Fireboat House, which was provided. In an evaluation
dated February 8, 2017, SHPO affirmed that the Fireboat House meets eligibility Criteria A and C.

Project Area Two

There is one architectural resource (the FDR Drive) located within Project Area Two, which is
also located in Project Area One. No potential architectural resources that appeared to meet the
eligibility criteria for S/NR listing and/or NYCL designation were identified in Project Area
Two.

(#1) Franklin Delano Roosevelt Drive, S/NR-eligible. As described above, the FDR Drive meets
Criterion A. Within Project Area Two, the FDR Drive becomes elevated just east of Avenue C
(see Figure 5.4-7). It continues as a viaduct north of the APE.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary APE

As shown on Figure 5.4-1 and listed in Table 5.4-1, there are 13 architectural resources located
within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE beyond the boundaries of the project area.

(#5) Gouverneur Hospital, S/NR. The former Gouverneur Hospital is a brick, five-story
Renaissance Revival-style structure occupying the full block between Water and South Streets
and Gouverneur Slips East and West. Its U-shaped design is composed of a central section on
Water Street and two projecting wings that terminate in curved ends with bracketed metal
balconies (see Figure 5.4-8). Ornamentation includes terra cotta window arches, keystones,
entablatures, and quoins. The Water Street entrance is set within a grand terra cotta arch with a
scrolled keystone and flanking roundels. This building is the second Gouverneur Hospital to
have stood on this site and was constructed around the still-functioning older building, which
was subsequently demolished. When it opened in 1901, the building was the most modern and
best-equipped hospital in the city. The architect John Rochester Thomas was noted for his
designs of public and institutional buildings in the eastern U.S. The hospital’s original hipped
roof of terra-cotta blocks covered with slate was replaced by a fifth story in 1930. In addition,
the original wing balconies were replaced with the current ones. Following its loss of
accreditation in 1961, the hospital was used as a school for the developmentally disabled under
the New York State Willowbrook Hospital system until 1978. Community Access acquired and
then renovated the building in the early 1990s. Since 1994, it has served as supportive housing
for individuals with mental illnesses or HIV/AIDS. The former Gouverneur Hospital meets
Criterion C in the area of architecture.

(#6) Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary, S/NR-eligible. The former Gouverneur Hospital
Dispensary is located at the northeast corner of Gouverneur Slip East and South Street. It was
designed by McKim, Mead & White and built in 1914-1917. The building was originally used
as a dispensary for patients of the nearby Gouverneur Hospital; it also contained residences for
nurses. The seven-story building is rectangular in form and clad in brick with stone ornament
(see view 10 of Figure 5.4-9). The rear of the building, facing Water Street, is unornamented
and surrounded by a chain link fence. In 1977, the building was converted to housing for
homeless individuals suffering from substance abuse. The former Gouverneur Hospital
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Gouverneur Hospital (#5). Water Street fagade 8
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Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6). Water Street fagade 10

Lower East Side Historic District (#7), Vladeck Houses. View south on Jackson Street from Madison Street 11
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Dispensary meets Criterion C in the area of architecture and Criterion A in the area of healthcare
and medicine for its association with Gouverneur Hospital.

(#7) Lower East Side Historic District and Extension, S/NR. The Lower East Side Historic
District and Extension comprises 38 blocks in the Lower East Side neighborhood, largely
beyond the boundaries of the APEs. The main portion of the roughly L-shaped district is
bounded by East Houston Street on the north, Essex Street on the east, Allen Street on the west,
and Division Street on the south. The district also includes several blocks along Henry and
Madison Streets and East Broadway and the Vladeck Houses on Madison Street between
Gouverneur and Jackson Streets. Residential structures with ground-floor commercial spaces
constitute the majority of the historic district. Most of these buildings are 19th-century, five- and
six-story, brick and stone-clad tenements with cornices. Other resources in the district include
Federal and Greek Revival-style row houses, industrial loft structures, cast-iron and brick
commercial buildings, Seward Park, and several synagogues and other institutional buildings.
The Lower East Side Historic District is historically significant for its association with
immigration in America between 1820 and 1940 and meets Criteria A and C in the areas of
architecture, ethnic history, social history, and religion.

The southeast portion of the historic district that falls within the Primary APE contains a portion
of the Vladeck Houses. Envisioned as a slum clearance and neighborhood revitalization project,
the Vladeck Houses occupy an approximately 15-acre site bounded by Henry, Madison, Jackson,
Cherry, Water, and Gouverneur Streets. They are named after labor activist Baruch Charney
Vladeck. Constructed in 1939-40, the complex consists of 24 six-story buildings designed by
William F.K. Ballard and Sylvan Bien under the supervision of R. H. Shreve of Shreve, Lamb
and Harmon, architects of the Empire State Building. The administration of Mayor Fiorello
LaGuardia developed the Vladeck Houses as the city’s first municipally sponsored housing
development, although most of the project ended up being financed by the federal government.
The buildings are arranged in a zig-zag pattern set at 45-degree angles to the street, and linear
parks and playgrounds occupy more than half of the grounds (see view 11 of Figure 5.4-9 and
view 12 of Figure 5.4-10).

(#8) Henry Street Settlement, 263-267 Henry Street and 281 East Broadway, S/INR, NYCL. This
collection of four brick buildings houses the Henry Street Settlement, which Lillian Wald
founded in 1893 to assist and Americanize the immigrant population of the Lower East Side (see
view 13 of Figure 5.4-10). The two Federal-style houses at 263 and 265 Henry Street date to
1827 with later alterations that include facade changes to 263 Henry Street. The Colonial
Revival building at 267 Henry Street is a 1900 update of an older Greek Revival house, and the
Federal-style row house at 281 East Broadway dates to around 1829. These four buildings are
also located within the Lower East Side Historic District.

Adjacent to the east at 269 Henry Street (within the Lower East Side Historic District) is a four-
story Romanesque Revival firehouse built in 1884 as Engine Company 15 and designed by
Napoleon LeBrun & Sons, prolific 19th-century designers of firehouses in Manhattan.

(#9) Bernard Baruch Houses, S/NR-eligible. SHPO has determined a number of NYCHA’s post-
World War Il housing complexes in New York City eligible for listing on the S/NR. Within the
Primary APE, these include the Bernard Baruch Houses (#9) and the Jacob Riis Houses (#14). In
an evaluation dated August 30, 2016, SHPO determined that the Bernard Baruch Houses meet
Criterion A in the areas of social history, politics/government, and community development and
Criterion C in the areas of architecture and community planning and development.
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The Bernard Baruch Houses are bounded by East Houston Street, the FDR Drive, Delancey
Street, and Columbia Street. Baruch Drive runs north-south through the complex, and the eastern
end of Rivington Street extends partially into the complex. Built between 1954 and 1959 by
NYCHA with federal assistance, the Bernard Baruch Houses occupy 27 acres and consist of 17
residential towers of heights between 7 and 14 stories set within landscaped grounds. Emery
Roth & Sons were the architects. The free-standing brick buildings have unornamented zig-
zagged facades, and they are set at varying angles to each other to provide river views for many
of the apartments (see view 14 of Figure 5.4-11). The complex also includes the large Baruch
Playground, which contains a small brick comfort station with a hipped roof, basketball and
handball courts, play equipment, and soccer fields. In addition, the complex includes a 23-story
senior center from 1977 and a modernist church at the northeast corner of Columbia and
Rivington Streets—the DeWitt Reformed Church, designed by Edgar Tafel and built in 1957
from salvaged bricks.

(#10) Public School 97, S/INR-eligible. Located at 525 East Houston Street within the Baruch
Houses, Public School 97 (now Bard High School Early College) dates to 1915. Although it has
an East Houston address, it fronts on a remnant of Mangin Street, a former north-south street
that ran through the area. It is a five-story brick, Collegiate Gothic building (see view 15 of
5.4-11). Public School 97 meets Criterion C in the area of architecture. It may also meet
Criterion A in the area of education.

(#11) Lavanburg Homes, S/NR-eligible. Located on the west side of Public School 97 at 126
Baruch Place, the Lavanburg Homes are model tenements built in 1927 by the Lavanburg
Foundation, a low-income non-profit housing corporation established by industrialist and
philanthropist Fred L. Lavanburg. The 6-story model tenement has an E-plan with two street-
facing courtyards (see view 16 of Figure 5.4-12). Decorative brickwork and stone trim provides
some ornamentation. Sommerfeld and Sass were the architects. The Lavanburg Homes meet
Criteria A and C in the areas of social history and architecture.

(#12) Asser Levy Public Baths, S/NR, NYCL. The Asser Levy Public Baths are located within the
Asser Levy Playground on the former Asser Levy Place and East 23rd Street, near the FDR
Drive. Constructed in 1904-06 to the designs of Brunner & Aiken, the Asser Levy Public Baths
were the largest free public baths built under the 1895 State law that provided for the
establishment of free public baths throughout New York State. Although it is a small one-story
building with a cruciform footprint, its main (west) facade on Asser Levy Place has the
monumental fagade of a Roman Bath—raised above the street with two flights of stairs, with
three arched openings, paired stone columns supporting a heavy stone entablature and cornice,
and a balustraded parapet with massive stone urns (see view 17 of Figure 5.4-12 and view 18 of
Figure 5.4-13). The south fagade on East 23rd Street is primarily faced in brick; there are stone
water and drip courses and recessed and arched windows set within recessed square openings. A
simple stone cornice encircles the building, and there is a tall brick stack above the building’s
eastern end. The building is set back from East 23rd Street behind a planted area enclosed by a
metal fence. An outdoor swimming pool from the 1960s is located at the southeast corner of the
building. A plain brick wall and metal fence enclose the pool. A playground is located on the
north side of the pool. The Asser Levy Public Baths continue to function as a City-owned public
recreation and pool facility. It meets Criterion A in the area of social/humanitarian history and
Criterion C in the area of architecture.

(#13) East River Housing Cooperative, S/NR-eligible. The East River Housing Cooperative
consists of four residential buildings and one commercial building on a 12-acre site bounded by
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Delancey Street, the FDR Drive, and Cherry, Lewis, and Jackson Streets. Grand Street bisects
the complex. Constructed between 1953 and 1955, the East River Housing Cooperative was the
first middle-income residential development undertaken in New York City under Title 1 of the
National Housing Act of 1949, which provided for federal assistance to local communities in
slum clearance and to private enterprise in residential development projects. The cooperative
development was largely financed through a low-interest mortgage loan by the International
Ladies Garment Workers Union (ILGWU). The ILGWU also provided low-interest loans to
union members for shares in the cooperative, although there were no restrictions on non-union
membership or on race and religion. ILGWU president David Dubinsky, Eleanor Roosevelt,
Mayor Robert F. Wagner, and other politicians attended the dedication ceremony in October
1955.

The four residential buildings are nearly identical in footprint and massing, although two are 20
stories and two are 21 stories. Herman Jessor was the architect; he also designed other
cooperative residential developments throughout the city that were sponsored by unions, like the
Seward Park Cooperative at Grand and Essex Streets (1959) and Co-Op City in the Bronx
(1965-1970). Each modernist brick building is arranged into three parallel apartment blocks
connected by a central, perpendicular core that contains apartments and the elevators for each
section; this massing creates eight bays and four large light courts (see view 19 of Figure 5.4-13).
The corner apartments of each bay have recessed balconies, and there are larger balconies on the
top three floors. Landscaped lawns with mature trees and playgrounds surround the residential
buildings. The two-story commercial building occupies a triangular parcel occupied by Grand,
Madison, and Jackson Streets. An auditorium (now occupied by a dance company) is located at
the western end of the building on the second floor. The complex also includes two parking lots
(one on Delancey Street and one on Cherry Street) and a power plant at the corner of Lewis and
Delancey Streets. In a letter dated April 25, 2016, SHPO determined that the East River Housing
Cooperative appears eligible under Criterion A in the areas of social history,
politics/government, and community development and possibly under Criterion C in the areas of
architecture and community planning and development.

(#14) Rivington Street Bath, S/NR-eligible. The vacant three-story brick building located within
the Bernard Baruch Houses is the former Rivington Street Bath. Built in 1901, it was the first
municipally funded public bath in New York City and was originally located at 326 Rivington
Street. When the Baruch Houses were constructed, the public bath building was converted into a
recreational facility. In 1892, the State Legislature approved a bill that authorized municipalities
to establish public bathing facilities; in 1895, a new law made the establishment of public
bathing facilities mandatory in cities above a certain size. The Rivington Street Bath (renamed
the Baruch Public Bath in 1917 after Dr. Simon Baruch, an advocate of public baths and the
father of Bernard Baruch) opened with 91 showers for men and women and both indoor and
outdoor bathing pools. The brick bath building has a Renaissance Revival-style design detailed
with arched openings, rustication, quoins, and a bracketed cornice (see view 20 of Figure 5.4-14).
The door and window openings have been infilled with masonry. A modern mural is painted on
the east facade. In a letter dated April 25, 2016, SHPO determined that the Rivington Street Bath
appears eligible under Criterion A in the areas of community planning and social/humanitarian
history and Criterion C in the area of architecture. The Rivington Street Bath is located at the
southern end of the Baruch Playground.

(#15) Jacob Riis Houses, S/NR-eligible. The Jacob Riis Houses consist of 19 buildings, ranging
in height from six to 14 stories, completed in 1949 on a site bounded by East 6th Street, the FDR
Drive, East 14th Street, and Avenue D. The brick buildings have either modified H-plans or X-
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plans, and the fagades rise without setbacks and with unornamented facades (see view 21 of
Figure 5.4-14). James Mackenzie and the firm of Walker & Gillette were the architects. The
freestanding buildings are set within landscaped grounds. East 10th Street bisects the
development; a landscaped traffic circle is located in the middle of the street. The north and
south sections of the Jacob Riis Houses each have a landscaped mall oriented north-south. In
1965, landscape architect M. Paul Friedberg redesigned a central lawn into these malls, which
create an interior open area and provide playgrounds, a basketball court, benches, and an
amphitheater. The amphitheater is original to the 1965 design. In an evaluation dated December
6, 2016, SHPO determined that the Jacob Riis Houses may meet Criterion A in the areas of
social history, politics/government, and community development and Criterion C in the areas of
architecture and community planning and development.

(#16) Stuyvesant Town, S/NR-eligible. After the New York State Legislature made amendments
to the Urban Redevelopment Companies Law that encouraged private firms to undertake slum
clearance projects, the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company developed Stuyvesant Town in
1943-1947—the company’s second large-scale residential development, following Parkchester
in the Bronx (from 1942). Approximately 600 buildings on 18 blocks were razed to make way
for the massive development on a superblock bounded by East 14th and East 20th Streets, the
FDR Drive, Avenue C, and First Avenue. The architects Irwin Clavan and Gilmore Clark
planned the development with 35 freestanding, brick buildings of 13 and 14 stories arranged
around a central oval. The residential buildings have rectilinear footprints of multiple bays and
unornamented fagades. Playgrounds and lawns are interspersed throughout the development. On
the perimeter, the buildings are set to the street grid, and commercial spaces are located along
portions of the First Avenue and East 14th and East 20th Street frontages (see view 22 of Figure
5.4-15). Entrances to a below-grade parking garage are located on Avenue C. Originally, only
white families were allowed to rent apartments, but after significant public outcry, the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company changed the rental restrictions in 1950. Recently,
alterations to ground-floor spaces throughout the complex have been made to create more
transparent residential amenities. In a letter dated April 25, 2016, SHPO determined that
Stuyvesant Town appears eligible under Criterion A in the areas of social history and
community planning/development and Criterion C in the areas of architecture and landscape
design.

(#17) Peter Cooper Village, S/NR-eligible. The Metropolitan Life Insurance Company also
developed Peter Cooper Village across East 20th Street from Stuyvesant Town in 1947-1949.
Unlike that development, Peter Cooper Village was constructed without land assembly by the
City and without tax exemptions. Similar to Stuyvesant Town and designed by the same
architect, Irwin Clavan, Peter Cooper Village consists of 21 buildings ranging in height from 12
to 15 stories on a superblock bounded by East 20th and East 23rd Streets, the FDR Drive, and
First Avenue. The buildings of Peter Cooper Village have slab forms and are set at an angle to
the street grid, with some buildings set at opposing diagonals to each other (see view 23 of
Figure 5.4-15). Lawns and recreation areas are located throughout the grounds. In a letter dated
April 25, 2016, SHPO determined that Peter Cooper Village appears eligible under Criterion A
in the areas of social history and community planning/development and Criterion C in the areas
of architecture and landscape design.

SECONDARY AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (PROTECTED AREA)

There are 42 architectural resources located within the Secondary APE beyond the boundaries of
the project area. These resources are shown on Figure 5.4-1 and listed in Table 5.4-2. These
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resources comprise two historic districts, schools, churches, synagogues, row houses, libraries,
banks, and other building types.

Table 5.4-2
Secondary APE—Architectural Resources
Map Ref. SINR- NYCL-
Letter # Name/Type Address NHL S/INR | eligible [ NYCL eligible
18 St. Augustine’s Chapel 333 Madison Street X X
19 Row houses 511-513 Grand Street X X
20 Public School 110 285 Delancey Street X
21 Neighborhood Playhouse 466 Grand Street X X
22 Bialystoker Synagogue 7 Bialystoker Place X
Former intersection of
Broome and Sheriff
23 Lamppost 84 Streets X
Junior High School 22 and
NYPL, Hamilton Fish Park
24 Branch 111 Columbia Street X Xt
25 Hamilton Fish Play Center 130 Pitt Street X
103 Pitt Street, 213-215
Our Lady of Sorrows Church, | Stanton Street, and 221
26 Rectory, and School Stanton Street X Xt
27 Orthodox Home 320 East 3rd Street X2 Xt
28 Row house 314 East 3rd Street Xt
San Ysidora Y San Leandro
Orthodox Catholic Church of
29 the Hispanic Rite 345-347 East 4th Street X2
Congregation Beth
Hamedrash Hagadol Anshe
30 Ungam 242 East 7th Street X X
31 Row houses 258-266 East 7th Street X X3
32 Row house 268 East 7th Street X3
33 Row house 269 East 7th Street X2
34 Row house 271 East 7th Street X
35 Row house 275 East 7th Street X2
Public National Bank of New
36 York 106 Avenue C X
37 Wheatsworth Factory 444 East 10th Street X
38 Sixth Street Industrial School 630 East 6th Street X
United Brethren Mission and
Congregation Ahawath
39 Yeshurun Shara Torah 636-638 East 6th Street X
St. Brigid’s Roman Catholic
40 Church 119 Avenue B X
Tompkins Square Lodging
House for Boys and Industrial
41 School 296 East 8th Street X
42 Christodora House 147 Avenue B X
43 Charlie Parker Residence 151 Avenue B X X
44 Public School 64 605-615 East 9th Street X X
East 10th Street Historic East 10th Street between
45 District Avenues A and B X X
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Table 5.4-2 (cont’d)
Secondary APE—Architectural Resources

Map Ref. SINR- NYCL-
Letter # Name/Type Address NHL SINR | eligible | NYCL eligible
NYPL, Tompkins Square
46 Branch 331 East 10th Street X X
47 11th Street Public Bath 538 East 11th Street X
48 Father's Heart Ministry Center| 543-547 East 11th Street X X
St. Nicholas of Myra Orthodox
49 Church 288 East 10th Street X? X
Church of the Most Holy
50 Redeemer 161-173 East Third Street X
51 Nazareth House 206-212 East 4th Street X
Roman Catholic Church of the
52 Immaculate Conception 406-414 East 14th Street X X
Former Stuyvesant High
53 School 331 East 15th Street X X
Bounded by East 18th,
East 17, and East 15th
Stuyvesant Square Historic Streets, N.D. Periman
54 District Place, and Third Avenue X X
55 Row houses 306-310 East 15th Street X
Hebrew Technical School for
56 Girls 238-246 Second Avenue X
Mechanics and Metals
57 National Bank 230 Second Avenue X
58 Row houses 326-330 East 18th Street X X
59 Public School 40 319 East 19th Street X
Notes:

NHL: National Historic Landmark

S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

NYCL: New York City Landmark

Heard: Application has been heard at the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission.

NYCL-eligible: Determined to appear eligible for designation as a NYCL.

1 LPC determined that this property appears eligible for NYCL designation in the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

2 | PC determined that this property appears S/NR eligible in the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning FEIS.

3 LPC determined that the row houses at 258-266 East 7th Street, along with the row house at 268 East 7th Street, appear
to be an LPC-eligible historic district in the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning FEIS.

Sources:

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation CRIS,
https://cris.parks.ny.gov/Login.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2f; NYCityMap, http://gis.nyc.gov/doitt/nycitymap/; NYC Department
of City Planning, East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning FEIS (September 26, 2008).

F. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A detailed description of the alternatives analyzed in this chapter is presented in Chapter 2.0,
“Project Alternatives.”

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

The No Action Alternative is the future condition without the proposed project and assumes that
no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the proposed project area.
However, as described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” there are a number of projects
planned or under construction in the Primary and Secondary APEs that are expected to be
complete by the build year for the proposed project, 2025. Note that although the superstructure
of the shared-use flyover bridge for the proposed project would be completed in 2025, the flood
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protection and enhanced park and access features under Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative)
would be completed in 2023.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Area of Potential Effect — Montgomery Street to Rivington Street

Construction of two planned projects could potentially affect archaeological resources that could
potentially be present in the APE—construction of an exterior entrance ramp to the former
Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House at Grand Street and a capital project to upgrade the
existing composting operations in the area that is currently operated by the Lower East Side
Ecology Center.

Area of Potential Effect — East 23rd Street to East 25th Street

There are no planned projects that could potentially affect archaeological resources that could
potentially be present in the APE.

Area of Potential Effect — Upland Drainage Management Improvements

There are no planned projects that could potentially affect archaeological resources that could
potentially be present in the APE.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Overview

In the future without the proposed project, the status of architectural resources could change.
S/NR-eligible resources could be listed on the Registers, NYCL-eligible properties could be
calendared for a designation hearing, and properties pending designation as Landmarks could be
designated. It is also possible, given the proposed project’s completion year of 2025, that
additional sites could be identified as architectural resources and/or potential architectural
resources in this time frame.

In the future without the proposed project, changes to architectural resources or to their settings
could occur. For instance, indirect effects from future projects could include: a change in scale,
visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, or object or landscape feature;
screening or elimination of publicly accessible views; or introduction of significant new
shadows or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on a historic landscape or
on a historic structure if the features that make the resource significant depend on sunlight. It is
also possible that some architectural resources in the APE could deteriorate or experience direct
effects through alteration or demolition, while others could be restored.

Architectural resources that are listed on the S/NR or that have been found eligible for listing are
given a measure of protection under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act from
the effects of projects sponsored, assisted, or approved by federal agencies. Although
preservation is not mandated, federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse effects on such
resources through a notice, review, and consultation process. Properties listed on the Registers
are similarly protected against effects resulting from projects sponsored, assisted, or approved by
State agencies under the State Historic Preservation Act. However, private owners of properties
eligible for, or even listed on, the Registers using private funds can alter or demolish their
properties without such a review process. Privately owned properties that are NYCLSs, in New
York City Historic Districts, or pending designation as NYCLs are protected under the New
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York City Landmarks Law, which requires LPC review and approval before any alteration or
demolition can occur, regardless of whether the project is publicly or privately funded. Publicly
owned resources are also subject to review by LPC before the start of a project; however, LPC’s
role in projects sponsored by other city or state agencies generally is advisory only.

The 2014 New York City Building Code, in Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property,
provides protection measures for all properties against accidental damage from adjacent
construction by requiring that all buildings, lots, and service facilities adjacent to foundation and
earthwork areas be protected and supported. Further, Section BC 3309.4.4 requires that “historic
structures that are contiguous to or within a lateral distance of 90 feet...from the edge of the lot
where an excavation is occurring” be monitored during the course of excavation work. In
addition, the New York City Department of Buildings TPPN #10/88 applies to NYCLs,
properties within New York City Historic Districts, and NR-listed properties. TPPN #10/88
supplements the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code by requiring a
monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and
NR-listed properties (within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so
that construction procedures can be changed.

Non-Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area One. Under the No Action Alternative, no new comprehensive coastal flood
protection systems will be implemented in Project Area One.

There are, however, several projects planned or under construction in Project Area One, as
described more fully in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives.” Two projects that could affect
architectural resources in the No Action Alternative are described below.

One of the planned projects within Project Area One that could affect architectural resources is a
NYC Parks project to improve facilities within East River Park. NYC Parks is proposing to
construct an exterior entrance ramp to the former Marine Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4,
S/NR-eligible) that complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act. In addition, NYC Parks
plans interior renovations to the building. As the former Fireboat House has undergone previous
interior renovations to house the Lower East Side Ecology Center and to provide public
restrooms, it is not expected that the planned interior renovations would result in an adverse
effect on the Fireboat House. However, depending on the plans for the exterior ramp, this project
could adversely affect the integrity of the building’s materials, design, and/or setting. This
adjacent architectural resource would be offered some protection from accidental damage
through Building Code Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property.

A portion of the S/NR-eligible East River Bulkhead (#3) lies within the Pier 42 project site. In
accordance with a Programmatic Agreement between SHPO, LMDC, and ACHP, signed on
August 3, 2007, for the East River Waterfront Esplanade and Piers Project, LMDC and the City
are consulting with SHPO regarding the design of the Pier 42 project on or around the historic,
granite portions of the East River Bulkhead. Further, the Pier 42 project will repair the portion of
the bulkhead within the Pier 42 project site by grout replacement and by replacement of
deteriorated modern concrete caps. Therefore, the Pier 42 project will not adversely affect the
East River Bulkhead.

Project Area Two. There are no projects planned or under construction in Project Area Two that
could affect architectural resources.
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400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect. There are several projects planned or
under construction in the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE. Three of these projects could
affect architectural resources in the No Action Alternative; they are described below.

NYC Parks plans to reconstruct the comfort station of the Baruch Playground located within the
grounds of the Bernard Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible). The playground is an original
feature of the Bernard Baruch Houses, but it has been renovated twice, in 1975 and 2000. While
the Baruch Playground project could affect the integrity of the comfort station’s materials,
design, and/or setting, it is not expected that this project would affect the overall integrity of the
Bernard Baruch Houses. Therefore, it would not result in any direct or indirect effects to the
development. Building Code Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property would offer the
adjacent Rivington Street Bath (#13, S/NR-eligible) some protection from accidental
construction-related damage that could potentially result from the Baruch Playground project.

Hurricane Sandy damaged the Bernard Baruch (#9, S/NR-eligible) and Jacob Riis Houses (#14,
S/NR-eligible). To prevent any further damages to these complexes from flooding, NYCHA is
proposing resiliency measures for them. At the Bernard Baruch Houses, NYCHA proposes to
install a floodwall along the west side of Baruch Drive, individually floodproof the buildings
east of Baruch Drive, construct an electrical annex to each building east of Baruch Drive, and
construct a new boiler plant in the center of the development. At the Jacob Riis Houses,
NYCHA proposes to floodproof each building and construct an electrical annex to each
building. Site restoration would also be undertaken at each development. These projects are
undergoing environmental review pursuant to NEPA, and NYCHA is consulting with SHPO
regarding the potential for these resiliency projects to result in adverse effects to the Bernard
Baruch and Jacob Riis Houses.

NYC Parks is planning to reconstruct the roofing systems of the Asser Levy Playground. As the
Asser Levy Public Baths (#11) portion of the Asser Levy Playground is a NYCL (and also listed
on the Registers), this project will be coordinated with LPC so that there will be no adverse
effects to this architectural resource.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
There are a number of projects under construction or planned or projected for development
within the Secondary APE. Some of these projects could result in direct or indirect effects to
architectural resources.

Storm Conditions

In the absence of the construction of comprehensive coastal flood protection systems within the
project area, architectural resources located throughout the APEs would remain at risk of future
flooding effects. However, the Bernard Baruch and Jacob Riis Houses would be protected, as
described above.

REFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Area of Potential Effect — Montgomery Street to Rivington Street

Construction of the floodwalls and closure structures under the Preferred Alternative would
involve excavation to depths of 2 to 4 feet below the current grade to install the upper
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components, and for pile caps. Impacts below these depths would be by sheet piles, which would
be mechanically driven into the ground to depths of around 40 feet and would not afford
visibility of any underlying soils. The Preferred Alternative would also include the installation of
new sewers within East River Park, and the installation of the new sewers would involve the
excavation of trenches to depths of between 15 and 20 feet below existing grade. Therefore,
additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during construction as will
be stipulated in the PA.

Area of Potential Effect — East 23rd Street to East 25th Street

The Phase 1A report identified historic-period archaeological sensitivity for the East 23rd and
East 25th Street portions of the APE. The different types of potential archaeological resources
within the sensitive areas may be found below the existing and former street and sidewalk
pavement layers and bedding, which generally extend at least one foot below the present grade.
Therefore, potential resources may be located beginning at one foot below grade. Most project
effects of the Preferred Alternative would consist of excavation to depths of 2 to 4 feet below the
current grade to install the upper components of floodwalls and closure structures, and for pile
caps. Disturbance below these depths would be by sheet piles, which would be mechanically
driven into the ground and will not afford visibility of any underlying soils. Areas where deeper
and wider impacts may occur are where existing utilities could be encased or relocated.
Therefore, additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during
construction.

Area of Potential Effect — Upland Drainage Management Improvements

The Supplemental Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study identified historic-period
archaeological sensitivity for the locations of the proposed M22-M23 parallel conveyance and
the South Interceptor Gate and Building. The interceptor gate would be installed at a depth of at
least 36 feet below existing grade to connect with the existing interceptor. The new parallel
conveyance would be installed between approximately 10 and 28 feet below grade. Therefore,
additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during construction.

Additional Archaeological Investigation

A scope of work for the additional investigation will be prepared in consultation with LPC and
SHPO in accordance with Section 106 regulations, and the City will complete any further phase
of archaeological work per the guidance in the CEQR Technical Manual and in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106
Archaeological Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural
Resource Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections. This further phase of
archaeological work will be stipulated in the PA and would include testing and/or monitoring
conducted in consultation with LPC and SHPO. The testing and/or monitoring would not be
done during the EIS process but would occur before and/or during project construction. The
scope of work for additional archaeology would include: a sampling strategy that will select
specific areas of the APE to be further investigated; identification of those areas that are believed
to be most sensitive for recovering landfill retaining structures across the overall APE; a
description of the basis for the proposed sampling design, including a tabulation of the various
archaeological contexts within the APE and a quantification of the sample fraction for each
context; and an unanticipated discoveries protocol. If significant archaeological resources are
identified during testing and/or monitoring, further archaeology and/or mitigation would be
completed in accordance with Section 106 regulations and the guidance in the CEQR Technical
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Manual. In written communications dated April and May 2016, representatives of the Delaware
Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohicans
requested, in the case of an unanticipated discovery of an archaeological site or artifacts, that
worked be halted until the tribe is notified and the artifact can be evaluated by an archaeologist.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Non-Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect

Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects through Demolition or Alteration. In Project Area
One, the Preferred Alternative would directly affect the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) through
the construction of closure structures across the highway in the vicinity of Montgomery Street
and East 13th Street. However, it is not expected that this work would have adverse effects on
the FDR Drive. The highway has been modified over time through conversion from a boulevard
to a controlled-access parkway, which involved the construction of exit ramps and overpasses
and the installation of concrete barrier walls and medians, and the proposed construction of the
closure structures would not affect the overall historical integrity of the highway, which runs
from the Battery Park underpass to the 125th Street/Triborough Bridge exit. Construction
affecting the FDR Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected
during construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Construction of the
Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the following three S/NR-eligible
architectural resources located within Project Area One: the FDR Drive (#1); Williamsburg
Bridge (#2); and Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4) (see Figure 5.4-16). (For a more detailed
discussion of project construction within 90 feet of these architectural resources, see Chapter
6.0, “Construction Overview.”) Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in
consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs for these three
architectural resources to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment. The plans
would be expected to follow the guidelines of TPPN #10/88, which “requires a monitoring
program to reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent historic structures and to
detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction procedures can be
changed.” It is expected that the CPPs will also be prepared in accordance with LPC’s guidance
document Protection Programs for Landmarked Buildings and the National Park Service’s
Preservation Tech Notes, Temporary Protection #3: Protecting a Historic Structure during
Adjacent Construction. With the CPPs in place, construction would not be expected to result in
adverse effects to these three S/NR-eligible architectural resources. Further, construction
adjacent to the FDR Drive and the Williamsburg Bridge would be coordinated with NYCDOT to
ensure that they are protected during construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Project Area One — Potential Contextual Effects. It is not expected that the Preferred Alternative
would result in any contextual effects on architectural resources located in Project Area One. As
described in the CEQR Technical Manual, contextual effects can include a change in scale,
visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, object, or landscape feature;
screening or elimination of publicly accessible views; or introduction of significant new
shadows or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on an historic landscape
or an historic structure if the features that make the structure significant depend on sunlight. The
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Preferred Alternative would not result in any of these types of effects to architectural resources
in Project Area One.

The proposed floodwalls, raised park, new bridges at Corlears Hook Park and Delancey and East
10th Streets, and the interceptor gate building at Corlears Hook Park would not result in a
change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of any of the architectural resources
located in Project Area One. The Preferred Alternative would not affect the visual context of
these resources, as it would not result in any land use changes, and East River Park would retain
the character of a landscaped, waterfront park. Under the Preferred Alternative, raised areas
would be constructed around the Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/NR-eligible). These
raised areas would block limited eastward views of the fireboat house from Grand Street west of
the FDR Drive, but this architectural resource is not considered a visual resource, these views
are not significant, and this resource would continue to be visually prominent from within East
River Park. The planted, raised areas would also change the immediate setting of the fireboat
house, but its setting would remain that of a waterfront park, and there would not be an adverse
contextual effect to the architectural resource. As none of the proposed design features would be
greater than 50 feet tall, the Preferred Alternative would not have the potential to result in
shadow effects on architectural resources. For a more thorough discussion of visual resources
and views, see Chapter 5.5, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.”

Project Area Two — Potential Direct Effects through Demolition or Alteration. In Project Area
Two, the Preferred Alternative would directly affect the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) through
the construction of closure structures across the highway at Avenue C. As with the construction
in Project Area One that would directly affect the highway, it is not expected that construction of
these closure structures would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive. As described above, the
highway has been modified over time, and the installation of closure structures at Avenue C
(considered individually and cumulatively with the work performed in Project Area One) would
not affect the overall historical integrity of the highway. Construction affecting the FDR Drive
would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during construction of the
Preferred Alternative.

Project Area Two — Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Construction of the
Preferred Alternative would occur within 90 feet of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) (see
Figure 5.4-17). (For a more detailed discussion of project construction within 90 feet of this
architectural resource, see Chapter 6.0, “Construction Overview.”) Therefore, as will be
stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and
implement a CPP to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage from ground-borne
vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or construction equipment to the
FDR Drive. The plan would be expected to follow the guidance documents noted above. With
the CPP in place, construction would not be expected to result in adverse effects to the FDR
Drive (#1, SINR-eligible). Further, construction adjacent to the FDR Drive would be coordinated
with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Project Area Two — Potential Contextual Effects. It is not expected that the Preferred Alternative
would result in any contextual effects on the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible), the only
architectural resource located within Project Area Two.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect
Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Construction of the Preferred Alternative
would occur within 90 feet of the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, SINR, NYCL) and a small
portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible) (see Figures 5.4-16 and 5.4-17). (For a
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more detailed discussion of project construction within 90 feet of these architectural resources,
see Chapter 6.0, “Construction Overview.”) In addition, construction of the drainage
management components would occur within 90 feet of Gouverneur Hospital (#5, S/NR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, SINR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-
eligible); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/INR-eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town
(#16, S/INR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17, S/INR-eligible). Therefore, as
will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and
implement CPPs for these architectural resources to avoid inadvertent construction-period
damage from ground-borne vibrations, falling debris, collapse, dewatering, subsidence, or
construction equipment. The CPPS would be expected to follow the guidance documents noted
above and, with their implementation, construction would not be expected to result in adverse
effects to these resources.

Potential Contextual Effects. It is not expected that the Preferred Alternative would result in any
contextual effects on architectural resources in the 400-foot portion of the APE. In general, the
Preferred Alternative would not result in a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context
of any building, structure, object, or landscape feature; screening or elimination of publicly
accessible views; or introduction of significant new shadows or significant lengthening of the
duration of existing shadows on an historic landscape or an historic structure if the features that
make the structure significant depend on sunlight. (For a more thorough discussion of visual
resources and views, see Chapter 5.5, “Urban Design and Visual Resources.”)

The proposed combination of floodwalls, raised park, new bridges at Corlears Hook Park and
Delancey and East 10th Streets, and the interceptor gate buildings would not result in a change
in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of any of the architectural resources located in the
400-foot portion of the APE. East River Park and Stuyvesant Cove Park would continue to
provide a waterfront open space visual context and the floodwalls along Montgomery Street, the
FDR Drive, and between East 23rd and East 25th Streets would be new streetscape features in a
densely developed urban environment where the FDR Drive runs on elevated segments, the Con
Ed East River Generating Facility between East 13th and East 15th Streets is enclosed by walls
and fences, and the large residential housing developments along the FDR Drive are set back
from the street behind fences. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not adversely affect the
visual context of any architectural resource in the 400-foot portion of the APE.

The new bridge at Delancey Street would have an access ramp, in the same general location as
the existing ramp to the existing bridge, that extends along Delancey Street adjacent to the
parking lot of the East River Housing Cooperative (#13, S/INR-eligible) north parcel that is
located between Grand and Delancey Streets. In addition, the new span over the FDR Drive
would be located approximately 150 feet south of the existing span. However, this new bridge
would not cause a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of the East River
Housing Cooperative, as the existing bridge is located adjacent to the north of the parking lot
that is part of the large residential development. The reconstructed bridge would not be a new
feature in the immediate context of the architectural resource. Similarly, the new East 10th Street
bridge would not cause a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of the Jacob Riis
Houses (#15, S/INR-eligible). The new bridge would be located approximately 50 feet south of
the existing bridge and would, therefore, not change the context or views of the surrounding
buildings.
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In addition, the proposed floodwalls and raised park would, for the most part, have limited
effects on views of architectural resources in the 400-foot portion of the APE. From within East
River Park, raising the majority of the park would likely affect the views of the Baruch Houses
(#9, S/NR-eligible), Public High School 97 (#10, S/INR-eligible), the Lavanburg Homes (#11,
S/NR-eligible), the East River Housing Cooperative (#13, S/NR-eligible), the Rivington Street
Baths (#14, SINR-eligible), and the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible), but these resources
would still be prominently visible from within the park, and they would continue to be visible
from other locations within the APE.

On East 20th Street near Avenue C, an interceptor gate would be constructed as part of the
drainage management improvements. The interceptor gate would include an above-grade
building located in the median of East 20th Street near the building at the northeast corner of
Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible). The interceptor gate building would be approximately 10
feet tall, 50 feet long, and 10 feet wide. Therefore, this relatively small structure in East 20th
Street would not affect the visual prominence of the large Stuyvesant Town complex.

At the northern end of the project area, floodwalls and closure structures would be constructed
along the east and north sides of the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL), adjacent to
the outdoor swimming pool from the 1960s, which is currently enclosed by a plain brick wall
and metal fence. The southern fagcade and the monumental west fagade that fronts onto the
former Asser Levy Place would remain visually prominent under this alternative. Further, as will
be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design these walls—in terms of proportions
and finishes—so that they are compatible with the historic public baths building, and the design
would be coordinated with LPC.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
The Preferred Alternative would not have any direct or indirect effects on architectural resources
located in the Secondary APE. Architectural resources in the Secondary APE are too far from
the project area to be affected by this alternative.

Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area. In a future storm condition, the following two S/NR-eligible architectural
resources could experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding: the
Williamsburg Bridge (#2) and East River Bulkhead (#3. The Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4,
S/NR-eligible) would not be raised with the rest of the park, but measures, such as the
construction of raised areas around its perimeter, would serve to avoid or lessen effects to the
architectural resource from storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition.

The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) that runs through Project Area One would be
located on the landward side of the flood protection system that would be constructed under the
Preferred Alternative. It would, therefore, be protected from damage that could result from storm
surge and flooding in a future storm condition.

The portion of the FDR Drive (#1, SINR-eligible) that runs through Project Area Two would not
be similarly protected. Due to the physical constraints of Project Area Two, the flood protection
system proposed in this area under the Preferred Alternative would be constructed on the
western side of the FDR Drive. Therefore, in a future storm condition, the portion of the FDR
Drive that runs through Project Area Two could experience adverse direct effects from storm
surge and flooding.
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400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect. The architectural resources located
within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE are landward of the flood protection system that
would be constructed under the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, unlike with the No Action
Alternative, they would be protected from damage that could result from storm surge and
flooding in a future storm condition.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
All of the architectural resources located within the Secondary APE are landward of the flood
protection systems that would be constructed under the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, unlike
with the No Action Alternative, they would be protected from damage that could result from
storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTIONS SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As described above, additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during
construction as will be stipulated in the PA. A scope of work will be prepared in consultation
with LPC and SHPO, and the City will complete any further phase of archaeological work per
the guidance in the CEQR Technical Manual and in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological
Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource
Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collection. See the archaeology discussion above
for the Preferred Alternative for more information.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Non-Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects through Demolition or Alteration. This alternative,
like the Preferred Alternative, would directly affect the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-
eligible) in Project Area One, but it is not expected that this work would have adverse effects on
the FDR Drive. In addition, construction affecting the FDR Drive would be coordinated with
NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during construction of Alternative 2.

Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Construction of
Alternative 2 would occur within 90 feet of the following three S/NR-eligible architectural
resources located within Project Area One: the FDR Drive (#1); Williamsburg Bridge (#2); and
Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4) (see Figure 5.4-18). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the
PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs for these
three architectural resources as under the Preferred Alternative. Further, construction adjacent to
the FDR Drive and the Williamsburg Bridge would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that
they are protected during construction of this alternative.

Project Area One — Potential Contextual Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative, it is not
expected that Alternative 2 would result in any contextual effects on architectural resources from
a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual context of any building, structure, object, or
landscape feature; screening or elimination of publicly accessible views; or introduction of
significant new shadows or significant lengthening of the duration of existing shadows on an
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historic landscape or an historic structure if the features that make the structure significant
depend on sunlight.

Project Area Two — Potential Direct Effects through Demolition or Alteration. Like the
Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2 would directly affect the portion of the FDR Drive (#1,
S/NR-eligible) in Project Area, but it is not expected that construction of these closure structures
would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive. Construction affecting the FDR Drive would be
coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected during construction of Alternative 3.

Project Area Two — Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. As under the Preferred
Alternative, the City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement a CPP
for the FDR Drive (#1, SINR-eligible). (For a more detailed discussion of project construction
within 90 feet of this architectural resource, see Chapter 6.0, “Construction Overview.”) Further,
construction adjacent to the FDR Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is
protected during construction of Alternative 3.

Project Area Two — Potential Contextual Effects. As with the Preferred Alternative, it is not
expected that Alternative 2 would result in any contextual effects on the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-
eligible), which is the only architectural resource located in Project Area Two.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect

Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Within the 400-foot portion of the Primary
APE, construction under Alternative 2—Iike construction under the Preferred Alternative—
would occur within 90 feet of Gouverneur Hospital (#5, S/INR); Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary
(#6, S/NR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck Houses within the Lower East Side Historic
District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/INR-eligible); Asser Levy Public
Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible); a portion of
Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/INR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17, S/NR-
eligible). Therefore, as will be stipulated in the PA, the City, in consultation with LPC and
SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs and, with these CPPs in place, construction would
not be expected to result in adverse effects to these architectural resources (see Figures 5.4-18
and 5.4-19).

Potential Contextual Effects. It is not expected that Alternative 2 would result in any contextual
effects on architectural resources in the 400-foot portion of the APE. This alternative—like the
Preferred Alternative—would not result in a change in scale, visual prominence, or visual
context of any building, structure, object, or landscape feature; screening or elimination of
publicly accessible views; or introduction of significant new shadows or significant lengthening
of the duration of existing shadows on an historic landscape or an historic structure if the
features that make the structure significant depend on sunlight.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
Alternative 2 (like the Preferred Alternative) would not have any direct or indirect effects on
architectural resources located in the Secondary APE. Architectural resources in the Secondary
APE are too far from the project area to be affected by this alternative.

Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Under Alternative 2, like under the Preferred Alternative, the Williamsburg Bridge (#2, S/INR-
eligible) and East River Bulkhead (#3, S/NR-eligible) could still experience adverse direct
effects from storm surge and flooding. In addition, the Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/INR-
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eligible) would be on the waterside of the flood protection system that would be constructed
under Alternative 2 and could also experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and
flooding.

As under the Preferred Alternative, the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) that runs
through Project Area One would be protected from damage that could result from storm surge
and flooding in a future storm condition. The portion of the FDR Drive that runs through Project
Area Two would not be similarly protected, as under the Preferred Alternative.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect.
The architectural resources located within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE would be
protected under Alternative 2 from damage that could result from storm surge and flooding in a
future storm condition.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
All of the architectural resources located within the Secondary APE are landward of the flood
protection systems that would be constructed under Alternative 2. Therefore, like with the
Preferred Alternative, they would be protected from damage that could result from storm surge
and flooding in a future storm condition.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As described above, additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during
construction as will be stipulated in the PA. A scope of work will be prepared in consultation
with LPC and SHPO, and the City will complete any further phase of archaeological work per
the guidance in the CEQR Technical Manual and in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological
Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource
Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collection. See the archaeology discussion above
for the Preferred Alternative for more information.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Non-Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2,
Alternative 3 would directly affect the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) in Project
Area One through the construction of closure structures. As under Alternative 2, it is not
expected that this work would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive. In addition, construction
affecting the FDR Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to ensure that it is protected
during construction of Alternative 3.

The potential direct effects to architectural resources from adjacent construction under
Alternative 3 would be similar to what is described under the Preferred Alternative.

Project Area One — Potential Contextual Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative, it is not
expected that Alternative 3 would result in any contextual effects on architectural resources.
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Project Area Two — Potential Direct Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3 would
directly affect the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) in Project Area Two and could
result in the same potential direct effects to architectural resources from adjacent construction.

Project Area Two — Potential Contextual Effects. As with Alternative 2, it is not expected that
Alternative 3 would result in any contextual effects on the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible),
which is the only architectural resource located in Project Area Two.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect

Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. As with construction of the Preferred
Alternative, construction of Alternative 3 would occur within 90 feet of Gouverneur Hospital
(#5, S/NR); Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/NR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck
Houses within the Lower East Side Historic District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses
(#9, S/INR-eligible); the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob
Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible); and a
portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17, SINR-eligible) (see Figures 5.4-20 and 5.4-21).

Potential Contextual Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative, it is not expected that Alternative 3
would result in any contextual effects on architectural resources in the 400-foot portion of the
APE.

The proposed floodwalls and levees of Alternative 3 would, for the most part, have limited
effects on views of architectural resources in the 400-foot portion of the APE. From within East
River Park, the proposed floodwalls and levees would partially obstruct views of the lower
floors of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible), Public High School 97 (#10, S/NR-eligible),
the Lavanburg Homes (#11, S/NR-eligible), the East River Housing Cooperative (#13, S/INR-
eligible), the Rivington Street Baths (#14, S/NR-eligible), and the Jacob Riis Houses (#15,
S/NR-eligible), but these resources would still be prominently visible from within the park, and
they would continue to be visible from other locations within the APE.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
Alternative 3 (like the Preferred Alternative) would not have any direct or indirect effects on
architectural resources located in the Secondary APE. Architectural resources in the Secondary
APE are too far from the project area to be affected by this alternative.

Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area. In a future storm condition, the following three S/NR-eligible architectural
resources could experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding as under
Alternative 2: the Williamsburg Bridge (#2); East River Bulkhead (#3); and Engine Co. 66
Fireboat House (#4). Under the Preferred Alternative, design measures would serve to avoid or
lessen effects to the Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/INR-eligible) from storm surge and
flooding in a future storm condition.

As under the Preferred Alternative, the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) that runs
through Project Area One would be protected from damage that could result from storm surge
and flooding in a future storm condition, but the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible)
that runs through Project Area Two would not be similarly protected and could experience
adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding as under Alternative 2.
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400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect. The architectural resources located
within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE would be protected under Alternative 3 from
damage that could result from storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
All of the architectural resources located within the Secondary APE are landward of the flood
protection system that would be constructed under Alternative 3. Therefore, like with the
Preferred Alternative, they would be protected from damage that could result from storm surge
and flooding in a future storm condition.

ALTERNATIVE 5-FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST OF FDR DRIVE

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As described above, additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior to or during
construction as will be stipulated in the PA. A scope of work will be prepared in consultation
with LPC and SHPO, and the City will complete any further phase of archaeological work per
the guidance in the CEQR Technical Manual and in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology, ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological
Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s Standards for Cultural Resource
Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collection. See the archaeology discussion above
for the Preferred Alternative for more information.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

Non-Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
Project Area One — Potential Direct Effects. This alternative, like the Preferred Alternative and
Alternatives 2 and 3, would directly affect the portion of the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible) in
Project Area One. In addition, construction of Alternative 5 would occur within 90 feet of the
following three S/NR-eligible architectural resources located within Project Area One: the FDR
Drive (#1); Williamsburg Bridge (#2); and Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4).

Project Area One — Potential Contextual Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives
2 and 3, it is not expected that this alternative would result in any contextual effects on
architectural resources.

Project Area Two. Unlike the Preferred Alternative, this alternative would reconstruct the
section of the FDR Drive (#1, S/NR-eligible) between approximately East 13th and East 18th
Streets. However, it is not expected that this work would have adverse effects on the FDR Drive,
as only an approximately 5-block section of the 9.44-mile-long FDR Drive would be
reconstructed. Further, because the FDR Drive currently has elevated sections, raising the
northbound lanes within a portion of Project Area Two would not affect the overall appearance
of the highway, and it would still convey its historic significance. Also, the FDR Drive has been
altered over time. Construction affecting the FDR Drive would be coordinated with NYCDOT to
ensure that it is protected during construction Alternative 5.

With a CPP in place for work north of East 18th Street, adjacent construction would not be
expected to result in adverse effects to the FDR Drive.
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400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect

Potential Direct Effects from Adjacent Construction. Within the 400-foot portion of the Primary
APE, construction under Alternative 5—Ilike under the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2
and 3—would occur within 90 feet of Gouverneur Hospital (#5, S/INR); Gouverneur Hospital
Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the Vladeck Houses within the Lower East Side
Historic District (#7, S/INR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-eligible); Asser Levy
Public Baths (#12, S/INR, NYCL); a portion of the Jacob Riis Houses (#15, S/NR-eligible); a
portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/INR-eligible); and a portion of Peter Cooper Village (#17,
S/INR-eligible).

Potential Contextual Effects. Like the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, it is not
expected that Alternative 5 would result in any contextual effects on architectural resources in
the 400-foot portion of the APE.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
Alternative 5 (like the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3) would not have any direct
or indirect effects on architectural resources located in the Secondary APE. Architectural
resources in the Secondary APE are too far from the project area to be affected by this
alternative.

Storm Conditions

Primary Area of Potential Effect
In a future storm condition, the following three S/NR-eligible architectural resources could
experience adverse direct effects from storm surge and flooding under Alternative 5: the
Williamsburg Bridge (#2); East River Bulkhead (#3); and Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4).
Under the Preferred Alternative, design measures would serve to avoid or lessen effects to the
Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House (#4, S/INR-eligible) from storm surge and flooding in a future
storm condition.

As under the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, the portion of the FDR Drive (#1,
S/NR-eligible) that runs through Project Area One would be protected from damage that could
result from storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition. Unlike those other three
alternatives, Alternative 5 would also protect the portion of the FDR Drive that runs through
Project Area Two from storm surge and flooding.

400-Foot Portion of the Primary Area of Potential Effect.
The architectural resources located within the 400-foot portion of the Primary APE would be
protected under Alternative 5 from damage that could result from storm surge and flooding in a
future storm condition.

Secondary Area of Potential Effect (Protected Area)
All of the architectural resources located within the Secondary APE are landward of the flood
protection systems that would be constructed Alternative 5. Therefore, like with the Preferred
Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3, they would be protected from damage that could result
from storm surge and flooding in a future storm condition.
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MITIGATION

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As will be stipulated in the PA, additional archaeological investigation will be performed prior
to or during construction in accordance with Section 106 regulations. A scope of work will be
prepared in consultation with LPC and SHPO, and this further phase of archaeological work
would include testing and/or monitoring conducted in consultation with LPC and SHPO and in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology,
ACHP’s Section 106 Archaeological Guidance, and the New York Archaeological Council’s
Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and Curation of Archaeological Collections. The
testing and/or monitoring would not be done during the EIS process but would occur before
and/or during project construction. The scope of work for additional archaeology would include:
a sampling strategy that will select specific areas of the APE to be further investigated;
identification of those areas that are believed to be most sensitive for recovering landfill
retaining structures across the overall APE; a description of the basis for the proposed sampling
design, including a tabulation of the various archaeological contexts within the APE and a
guantification of the sample fraction for each context; and an unanticipated discoveries protocol.
If significant archaeological resources are identified during testing and/or monitoring, further
archaeology and/or mitigation would be completed in accordance with Section 106 regulations
and the guidance in the CEQR Technical Manual. In written communications dated April and
May 2016, representatives of the Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and Stockbridge-
Munsee Community Band of Mohicans requested, in the case of an unanticipated discovery of
an archaeological site or artifacts, that worked be halted until the tribe is notified and the artifact
can be evaluated by an archaeologist.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

The City, in consultation with LPC and SHPO, would develop and implement CPPs for the
following architectural resources, or portions of multi-building resources, located within 90 feet
of project construction: the FDR Drive (#1, S/INR-eligible); Gouverneur Hospital (#5, SINR);
Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary (#6, S/INR-eligible); a portion of the VIadeck Houses within the
Lower East Side Historic District (#7, SINR); a portion of the Baruch Houses (#9, S/NR-
eligible); the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, SINR, NYCL); a portion the Jacob Riis Houses
(#15, S/NR-eligible); a portion of Stuyvesant Town (#16, S/NR-eligible); and a portion of Peter
Cooper Village (#17, S/INR-eligible) to avoid inadvertent construction-period damage to these
architectural resources. The development and implementation of the CPPs will be stipulated in
the PA. In addition, as will be stipulated in the PA, an effort would be made to design the
floodwalls that would be located adjacent to the Asser Levy Public Baths (#12, NYCL, S/NR)
under the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2, 3, and 5, so that they are compatible with the
architectural resource, and the design of the floodwalls would be coordinated with LPC. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the potential of the proposed project to affect urban design and visual
resources. It has been prepared in accordance with the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR) Technical Manual methodologies that define urban design as the totality of components
that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space, and visual resources as the connection
from the public realm to significant natural or built features, including views of the waterfront,
public parks, landmark structures or districts, or otherwise distinct buildings, and natural
resources. This chapter has also been prepared in compliance with the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Assessing and Mitigating Visual
Impacts policy memorandum (DEP-00-2, issued 7/31/00) on assessing and mitigating effects on
visual and aesthetic resources.

B. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1)

Under the No Action Alternative, the future condition without the proposed project assumes that
no new comprehensive coastal protection system is installed in the project area. However, as
described in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” there are a number of projects planned,
projected, or under construction in the project area and 400-foot study area (see Figure 5.5-1)
that are expected to be complete by 2025. Projects to be built by 2025 within the project area,
including the proposed project, aim to enhance recreational resources and access to East River
Park, Pier 42, and Stuyvesant Cove Park. Projects within the 400-foot study area include
resiliency projects at New York City Housing Authority complexes. The resiliency projects are
not likely to change the visual character of the area. Other expected development activity in the
No Action condition includes the continuing redevelopment of the Lower East Side with mixed-
used development, which is expected to change the visual character of the area by continuing an
existing trend of new residential and mixed-use development adding to the area’s mix of low and
high-rise structures. The full range of planned and potential development projects and proposed
actions are provided in Appendix Al.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 4): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM
WITH A RAISED EAST RIVER PARK

URBAN DESIGN

It is not expected that the floodwalls and closure structures installed under Alternative 4 would
have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One, Project Area Two, or
the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area.
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In general, the floodwalls, closure structures, and interceptor gate buildings would be new
features to the public realm, but they would be installed in locations where there are existing
fences and walls and where the Franklin Delano Roosevelt East River Drive (FDR Drive) runs
on a viaduct.

Under this alternative, East River Park would be raised and completely reconstructed. While it
would have a new design, the park would maintain the visual character of a landscaped,
recreational waterfront park with paths, lawns, and athletic fields, and it would add improved
entrances to the park from Corlears Hook Park and at Delancey Street, East Houston Street, and
East 10th Street.

This alternative would result in a temporary adverse effect from the removal of existing trees in
East River Park, and with this alternative 784 of the existing trees in the park would be removed.
To lessen that adverse effect, the design of the alternative includes the planting of new trees and
the potential transplantation of some existing trees into the raised and reconstructed park. Over
time, the new tree canopy, comprised of diverse and resilient species, would fill in and would
represent an improved habitat over the existing conditions.

Although Stuyvesant Cove Park would be reconstructed, which would involve the removal of 45
existing trees, the new design would reference the design of the existing park and would include
new trees and multiple planting elements, and there would not be an adverse effect.

While the flyover bridge would be a new urban design feature, it would have beneficial urban
design effects by elevating pedestrians and bicyclists above the Con Edison pier and the FDR
Drive. In this area, pedestrians and bicyclists would no longer be immediately adjacent to
vehicular traffic on the FDR Drive, but would be above it. Further, the flyover bridge would
enhance pedestrian and bicyclist safety by bypassing the narrowed walkway.

VIEWS, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, AND VIEWER GROUPS

The Preferred Alternative would maintain the visual connectivity between the waterfront and the
adjacent upland neighborhoods. In Project Area One, the design of East River Park to slope
down to the level of the FDR Drive would maintain views of East River Park from the adjacent
neighborhoods. However, by raising East River Park, this alternative would potentially block
some views of the East River. On Grand Street, views of the East River would be blocked,
resulting in a significant adverse impact, but these eastward views would be of East River Park
with Brooklyn in the distance. The raised park would block waterfront views in the East 6th
Street and East 10th Street view corridors and from within the Bernard Baruch, Lillian Wald,
and Jacob Riis Houses compared to existing views, but these views would be of a landscaped
waterfront park and there would be no potential significant adverse effects to these views. At
East 6th and East 10th Streets, views to the waterfront would continue to be of East River Park.
From the portions of the FDR Drive and FDR Drive service road that run through Project Area
One, views would be of East River Park, similar to existing views, although occasional views of
the East River would no longer be available. There are no view corridors to the waterfront
between East 13th and East 18th Streets and, therefore, the flyover bridge would not block any
views from the study area.
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OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - BASELINE

URBAN DESIGN

As under the Preferred Alternative, it is not expected that the flood protection components of
Alternative 2 would have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One
and the surrounding portion of the 400-foot study area, or in Project Area Two and the
surrounding portion of the study area.

Alternative 2 would maintain large portions of East River Park, as would the No Action
Alternative, and would install a combination of floodwalls and levees generally along the west
edge of the park, creating a hard, visually impermeable edge. However, these resiliency
measures would not affect the experience of most users within the park, and it is not expected
that this alternative would have overall adverse effects on the visual character of East River
Park. Unlike under the Preferred Alternative, the existing Corlears Hook, Delancey Street, and
East 10th Street bridges would remain in their existing condition under Alternative 2 and access
to the park at those points would not be improved.

VIEWS, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, AND VIEWER GROUPS

Overall, Alternative 2 would result in a lengthy and monolithic floodwall between the waterfront
and the adjacent, upland neighborhoods, reducing the visual connectivity between those
neighborhoods and the waterfront and diminishing visual quality. In comparison, the Preferred
Alternative would maintain the visual connections between the upland neighborhoods and East
River Park. In addition, the levees, floodwalls, and closure structures constructed under this
alternative would likely block existing waterfront and East River views in the Cherry Street,
Grand Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street view corridors and from within the Bernard
Baruch, Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses, potentially resulting in significant adverse effects.
This alternative would also potentially result in significant adverse effects to waterfront and river
views seen from the portions of the FDR Drive and FDR Drive Service Road that run through
Project Area One. As with the Preferred Alternative, the flood protection measures constructed
in Project Area Two are not expected to result in significant adverse visual effects.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 3): FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM ON
THE WEST SIDE OF EAST RIVER PARK - ENHANCED PARK AND ACCESS

URBAN DESIGN

Under Alternative 3, the flood protection systems installed at the southern end of Project Area
One and in Project Area Two would be similar to those that would be installed under the
Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, and it is not expected that the floodwalls and closure
structures would have adverse urban design effects to the southern end of Project Area One,
Project Area Two, or the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area.

With the exception of the removal of 590 trees, it is not expected that Alternative 3 would have
overall significant adverse effects on the visual character of East River Park, as the alternative
would maintain the park’s visual character as a landscaped, waterfront park with paths and
recreational facilities, and it would add improved entrances to the park at Delancey, East
Houston, and East 10th Streets.
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Removal or alteration of certain existing park features would not result in adverse effects to its
visual character. Throughout the park, where athletic fields would be moved and, reoriented,
they would be replaced, with the exception of Ball Fields Nos. 7 and 8, which will be reoriented
and transformed into one multi-use field. At Grand Street, the play area with the multiple seal
statues would be replaced with a new water and nature exploration play area. At the northern end
of the park, as under the Preferred Alternative, the existing barbecue and picnic area would be
removed for the new park-side landing of the reconstructed East 10th Street Bridge and a
grassed amphitheater, but a replacement barbecue and picnic area would be located in the
immediate vicinity. More trees would be removed throughout East River Park under Alternative
3 than under Alternative 2, and this alternative, like the Preferred Alternative, would result in a
temporary adverse effect, but the landscape plan for this alternative includes the planting of new
trees to lessen this effect. Over time, the new tree canopy, comprised of diverse and resilient
species, would fill in and would represent an improved habitat over the existing conditions.
Views through the park would be altered by this alternative, but the park would retain its overall
character of a recreational, waterfront park with paths, lawns, and athletic fields.

VIEWS, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, AND VIEWER GROUPS

Views to the waterfront would be largely the same with this alternative as with Alternative 2,
with reduced visual connectivity between the waterfront and the adjacent, upland
neighborhoods, and there would potentially be significant adverse effects from blocked views of
the East River on Cherry and Grand Streets; blocked waterfront views in the East 6th Street and
East 10th Street view corridors; blocked waterfront views from within the Bernard Baruch,
Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses; and blocked waterfront and river views seen from the
portions of the FDR Drive and FDR Drive Service Road that run through Project Area One. On
Grand Street, views to the river would be blocked; views would instead be of the redesigned
park, which would lessen the impact on this view corridor. As with the Preferred Alternative and
Alternative 2, the floodwalls and closure structures constructed in Project Area Two are not
expected to result in significant adverse visual effects.

ALTERNATIVE 5-FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM EAST OF FDR DRIVE

URBAN DESIGN

The flood protection measures provided in Project Area One under this alternative would be the
same as provided under the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in the
same adverse urban design effects to East River Park as the Preferred Alternative and
Alternative 3 from the removal of existing trees. Over time, the new tree canopy, comprised of
diverse and resilient species, would fill in and would represent an improved habitat over the
existing conditions.

In general, it is not expected that Alternative 5 would have adverse urban design effects in
Project Area Two or on the surrounding portions of the 400-foot study area. The section of the
northbound FDR that would be elevated is a short 6-block-long section primarily adjacent to the
Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Con Edison) East River Generating Facility, a
portion of the study area where pedestrians are confined to the existing walkway along the Con
Edison pier and to Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk. The raised FDR Drive would not adversely
affect the pedestrian experience of those users, because they would be elevated above it on the
new flyover bridge between East River Park and East 16th Street. Between East 16th and East
18th Streets where users of Captain Patrick J. Brown walk would be adjacent to the elevated
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northbound FDR Drive, the raised platform and floodwall would create a buffer between
vehicular traffic on the FDR Drive and users of Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, resulting in
beneficial effects to the pedestrian experience. North of the proposed raised platform, the
floodwalls and closure structures would be installed in locations where there are existing fences
and walls, and where the FDR Drive is elevated on a viaduct.

VIEWS, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, AND VIEWER GROUPS

In Project Area One, views to the waterfront would be the same with this alternative as with the
Preferred Alternative. In Project Area Two, the proposed floodwall along the east side of the
raised portion of the FDR Drive would obscure views of the waterfront as seen from the FDR
Drive.

MITIGATION

As described above, the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 could potentially
result in significant adverse visual effects by blocking views to the waterfront and East River
from multiple locations within the study area. These potential significant adverse effects would
not be visually mitigated, resulting in unavoidable significant adverse effects. Lowering the
floodwalls, levees and/or vegetated slopes under Alternatives 2 and 3 or not raising East River
Park under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 to allow continued views to the
waterfront and East River would impair the ability of the proposed project to provide adequate
flood protection to the surrounding communities and would not meet the project goals. Although
views to East River Park would be blocked under Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 3 would
provide enhanced and more direct connections to the park, improving accessibility and the
pedestrian experience. The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 would maintain views to East
River Park, because the park would slope down to the grade of the FDR Drive and there would
be no floodwalls along the park’s western edge; these alternatives would also improve
accessibility to the park. While the finishes of floodwalls would not mitigate the significant
adverse effects of blocked views to the East River in Project Area One under Alternatives 2 and
3 or in Project Area Two under Alternative 5, the aesthetics of the finishes would affect the
experience of pedestrians, residents, motorists, and bicyclists. Therefore, floodwalls are expected
to be finished with board form concrete to create alternating smooth and textured surfaces to
provide visual interest and relieve the monotony of an untextured blank wall. In addition,
planting and landscape treatment can be used to mitigate the visual impact of floodwalls.

C. REGULATORY CONTEXT

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the consideration of visual resources
when analyzing the potential effects of a proposed project. In response to NEPA, several Federal
agencies have created guidelines for assessing visual resources specific to their projects.
However, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has not created
specific visual assessment guidelines. Therefore, the NYSDEC guidelines, as detailed below, are
being followed for this analysis of visual and aesthetic resources. In addition, the CEQR
Technical Manual methodology for urban design and visual resources was followed. Therefore,
this analysis has been prepared in accordance with NEPA and the State Environmental Quality
Review Act (SEQRA), and in consideration of CEQR guidance.
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CEQR TECHNICAL MANUAL GUIDELINES

As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, urban design is the totality of components that may
affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. These components include the following:

e Streets—the arrangement and orientation of streets define location, flow of activity, street
views, and create blocks on which buildings and open spaces are arranged. Other elements,
including sidewalks, plantings, street lights, curb cuts, and street furniture, also contribute to
an area’s streetscape.

o Buildings—a building’s size, shape, setbacks, pedestrian and vehicular entrances, lot
coverage, and orientation to the street are important urban design components that define the
appearance of the built environment.

e Visual Resources—visual resources include significant natural or built features, including
important views corridors, public parks, landmarks structures or districts, or otherwise
distinct buildings.

e Open Space—open space includes public and private areas that do not include structures,
including parks and other landscaped areas, cemeteries, and parking lots.

o Natural Features—natural features include vegetation, and geologic and aquatic features that
are natural to the area.

Wind conditions also affect the pedestrian experience of a given area. According to the CEQR
Technical Manual, the construction of large buildings at locations that experience high wind
conditions, such as along the waterfront, may result in an exacerbation of wind conditions due to
“channelization” or “downwash” effects that may affect pedestrian safety. Although the proposed
project would be constructed along the East River waterfront, it would not involve the construction
of tall buildings; therefore, an analysis of pedestrian wind conditions is not warranted.

The CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a preliminary assessment of urban design is needed
when a project may have an effect on one or more of the elements that contribute to the
pedestrian experience described above.

NYSDEC GUIDELINES

NYSDEC has developed a methodology for assessing and mitigating visual effects (DEP-00-2).!
This policy was developed for NYSDEC review of actions and defines visual and aesthetic
effects, describes when a visual assessment is necessary and how to review a visual effect
assessment, differentiates state and local concerns, and defines avoidance, mitigation and offset
measures that eliminate, reduce or compensate for negative visual effects. The methodology and
effect assessment criteria established by the policy are comprehensive and can be used by other
state and local agencies to assess potential effects.

According to DEP-00-2, certain variables can affect a viewer’s perception of an object or project
and the visibility of that object or project in the overall viewshed; these variables include the
character of the landscape (existing vegetation, buildings, and topography), size perspective
(reduction of apparent size of objects as distance increases), and atmospheric perspective.?

! DEP-00-2, “Assessing and Mitigating Visual Impacts,” July 31, 2000. Accessible at
www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visual2000.pdf.

2 DEP-00-2 describes atmospheric perspective as the “reduction in intensity of colors and the contrast
between light and dark as the distance of the objects from the observer increases.” This phenomenon is a
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Consequently, according to the NYSDEC guidance, an “impact” would occur when there is a
detrimental effect on an aesthetic resource that interferes with or reduces the public’s enjoyment
of a resource and when the mitigating® effects of perspective, such as vegetation, distance, and
atmospheric perspective or other designed mitigation, do not reduce the visibility of a project to
insignificant levels. However, it is also noted that visibility of a project, even startling visibility,
would not necessarily result in a visual impact.

Therefore, while the construction of the proposed project may be visible, that alone is not a
threshold of significance. A determination of significance depends on several factors: presence
of designated historic or scenic resources within the viewshed of the project, distance, general
characteristics of the surrounding landscape, and the extent to which the visibility of the project
interferes with the public’s enjoyment or appreciation of the resource. A significant adverse
visual effect would only occur when the effects of design, distance, and intervening topography
and vegetation do not minimize the visibility of an object and the visibility significantly detracts
from the public’s enjoyment of a resource (e.g., a cooling tower plume blocks a view from a
State Park overlook, resulting in a diminishment of the public enjoyment and appreciation of the
State Park or an impairment of the character or quality of such a place).*

AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCE INVENTORY

The NYSDEC guidance provides a list of 15 categories of state aesthetic and visual resources
that should be evaluated. In addition, the guidance discusses evaluation of local resources.
Following the NYSDEC guidance, an inventory of sensitive aesthetic and visual resources was
prepared, and the following aesthetic and visual resources have been identified and analyzed to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project:

State/National Register of Historic Places

Four properties listed on the State and/or National Register of Historic Places® and 13 properties
determined eligible for such listing were identified in the study area. Chapter 5.4, “Historic and
Cultural Resources,” provides a description of these resources:

o FDR Drive, Battery Park underpass to East 125th Street;

o Williamsburg Bridge, across East River Park at Delancey Street;

e East River Bulkhead, Whitehall to Jackson Streets;

e Engine Co. 66 Fireboat House;

e Gouverneur Hospital, 621 Water Street;

e Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary, 2 Gouverneur Slip East;

product of the natural particles within the atmosphere that scatter light and minimize the significance of
the project in the overall viewshed as one moves further away from the project.

3 DEP-00-2 uses the term “mitigating” or “mitigation” to refer to design parameters that avoid or reduce
potential visibility of a project. This should not be confused with the use of the term “mitigation” with
respect to mitigation of significant adverse environmental impacts as required by NEPA, SEQRA, and
CEQR.

4 DEP-00-2, “Assessing and Mitigating Visual Impacts,” July 31, 2000, page 9. Accessible at
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visual2000.pdf

5 (S/NR)(16 USC § 470a et seq., Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law § 14.07)
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o Lower East Side Historic District, bounded by East Houston, Essex, Allen, and Division
Streets, with blocks on East Broadway and Henry and Madison Streets;

e Henry Street Settlement, 263-267 Henry Street and 281 East Broadway;

e Baruch Houses, bounded by FDR Drive and East Houston, Delancey and Columbia Streets;
e Public School 97 (Bard High School Early College), 525 East Houston Street;

e Lavanburg Homes, 126 Baruch Place;

e East River Housing Cooperative, bounded by FDR Drive, and Delancey, Lewis, Jackson and
Cherry Streets;

¢ Rivington Street Baths, located within the Baruch Houses;
e Jacob Riis Houses, bounded FDR Drive, Avenue D, and East 6th and East 14th Streets;

e Stuyvesant Town, bounded by First Avenue, East 14th and East 20th Streets, Avenue C, and
FDR Drive;

e Peter Cooper Village, bounded by First Avenue, East 20th and East 23rd Streets, and FDR
Drive; and

e Asser Levy Recreation Center (Asser Levy Public Baths), 384 Asser Levy Place.

Of these resources, the proposed project would have the potential to affect the viewshed of the
FDR Drive, Fireboat House, Williamsburg Bridge, Gouverneur Hospital, Gouverneur Hospital
Dispensary, Public School 97, East River Housing Cooperative, Baruch Houses, Jacob Riis
Houses, Stuyvesant Town, Peter Cooper Village, and Asser Levy Recreation Center. There are
no views of the State and National Register-eligible portion of the East River Bulkhead from
within the study area, and it is not assessed as an aesthetic and visual resource.

New York State Parks

There are no State Parks as defined by New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law § 3.09 identified within the study area.

Heritage Areas

No Heritage Areas, as defined by Article 35, New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law, are located within the study area.

New York State Forest Preserve

All lands within the State Forest Preserve (New York State Constitution Article XIV) are located
within the boundaries of the Adirondack and Catskill Parks. Thus, there are no State Forest
Preserve lands within the study area.

National Wildlife Refuges

National Wildlife Refuges are defined by the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration
Act 16 USC 668dd-668ee and amended by P.L. 105-57. There are no National Wildlife Refuges
located within the study area.

State Game Refuges and State Wildlife Management Areas

State Game Refuges and State Wildlife Management Areas are defined by Environmental
Conservation Law (ECL) § 11-2105. There are no State Game Refuges or Wildlife Management
Areas within the study area.
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National Natural Landmarks

There are no National Natural Landmarks (defined by 36 CFR Part 62) located within the study
area.

National Park System Recreation Areas, Seashores, Forests

No National Parks (as defined by 16 USC § 1c) are located within the study area.

Rivers Designated as National or State Wild, Scenic, or Recreational

There are no National Wild, Scenic, or Recreational (16 USC Chapter 28) rivers within the study
area. Rivers designated by New York State as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational are listed in ECL 8§
15-2713 through 15-2715. There are no State-designated Wild, Scenic, or Recreational rivers
within the study area.

Sites, Areas, Lakes, Reservoirs, or Highways Designated or Eligible for Designation as Scenic

Resources identified in Article 49 of the ECL include Scenic Byways (under the purview of New
York State Department of Transportation), parkways (designated by the New York Office of
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation), and other areas designated by NYSDEC. No
designated scenic roads are location within the study area.

Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance

In July 1993, the New York State Department of State designated six Scenic Areas of Statewide
Significance in the Hudson River Valley as part of its implementation of the State’s Coastal
Management Program. There are no Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance in the study area.
State or Federally Designated Trails

There are no state or federally designated trails (as defined by 16 USC Chapter 27) located
within the study area.

State Nature and Historic Preservation Areas

There are no State Nature or Historic Preservation Areas (as designated by Section 4 of Article
XIV of the New York State Constitution) located within the study area.

Palisades Park

Palisades Park in New Jersey is not located within the study area.

Bond Act Properties Purchased Under Exceptional Scenic Beauty or Open Space Category

No Bond Act properties purchased under the exceptional scenic beauty or open space category
were identified in the study area.

Locally Significant Resources

The following resources within the study area have been identified as locally significant:

New York City Landmarks and New York City Landmark-Eligible Properties
e Henry Street Settlement, 263-267 Henry Street and 281 East Broadway

e Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary, 2 Gouverneur Slip East
o Asser Levy Recreation Center, 384 Asser Levy Place
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Public Parks
e East River Park

e Stuyvesant Cove Park

D. METHODOLOGY

Based on CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the following analysis considers a 400-foot study
area around the project area where the proposed project would be most likely to be visible and
affect the pedestrian experience and the viewsheds of aesthetic and visual resources (see Figure
5.5-1). Due to the dense urban environment, the project area is generally not visible from longer
distances. However, this analysis does consider longer views to the project area from within the
surrounding inland neighborhoods, the Williamsburg Bridge, and three waterfront parks in
Brooklyn—Grand Ferry Park, Bushwick Inlet Park, and WNYC Transmitter Park. This analysis
addresses the urban design and visual resources of the study area for existing conditions, the
future without the proposed project, and the future with the proposed project for the 2025
analysis year, when the proposed project is expected to be completed. To prepare this analysis,
information was collected through field visits, visually sensitive locations and viewer groups
were identified, and duration of views assessed to determine any potential effects.

In compliance with NYSDEC guidelines, aesthetic resources were identified and a visual
assessment conducted. Utilizing visual modeling techniques, the conditions that would be
present for the proposed project were assessed as to their relative visual effects from specific
viewpoints and distances. This modeling was conducted to provide some indication as to
whether any specific viewpoint might be associated with obvious positive or negative visual
effects.

Viewer groups are defined as viewers from the project area (e.g., users of East River Park,
Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, and Stuyvesant Cove Park and motorists on the FDR Drive) or
viewers of the project area (e.g., residents, pedestrians and bicyclists on local streets, motorists
on local streets, and boaters on the East River). Viewers are considered in terms of their
sensitivity and view duration, with residents considered among the most sensitive viewers,
because they may view the proposed visual change from a stationary viewpoint for the most
prolonged periods of time. Motorists on the FDR Drive and local streets, on the other hand,
could be less sensitive because they may only experience the proposed visual change for a short
duration. Also considered in the analysis is the distance of the observer from the visual change;
as the distance increases, the ability of the viewer to see the details of an object decreases. This
analysis provides the following:

e A description of the visual character of the project area and study area;
¢ Identification of key views for the visual assessment;

o Identification of aesthetic/visual resources and viewer groups;

e Evaluation of the visibility of the project area in the study area;

e A description of visible components of the proposed project; and

e Assessment of the visual effects of the proposed project.
Following the methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual, urban design impacts are
determined “by considering the degree to which a project would result in a change to a built

environment’s arrangement, appearance, or functionality such that the change would negatively
affect a pedestrian’s experience of the area.” In assessing the significance of a visual resource
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impact, key considerations include “whether the project obstructs important visual resources and
whether such obstruction would be permanent, seasonal, or temporary; how many viewers
would be affected; whether the view is unique or do similar views exist; or whether it can be
seen from many other locations.”

E. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

URBAN DESIGN

The urban design of the project area and study area is described in detail below.

PROJECT AREA

As described in further detail in Chapter 2.0, “Project Alternatives,” the proposed project area
was divided into two project areas and 16 design reaches (see Figure 2.0-1). Project Area One
comprises 10 design reaches and extends from Montgomery Street on the south to the north end
of East River Park (or about East 13th Street). The southerly reaches include City streets such as
Montgomery and South Streets, as well as a segment under the elevated FDR Drive; however,
the majority of Project Area One is within East River Park. Project Area One also includes four
existing pedestrian bridges across the FDR Drive to East River Park (the Corlears Hook,
Delancey Street, East 6th Street, and East 10th Street Bridges) and the East Houston Street
overpass. Project Area Two comprises seven design reaches (Reach J spans both Project Areas
One and Two) and extends north and east from Project Area One, from East 13th Street to East
25th Street. In addition to the FDR Drive right-of-way, Project Area Two includes the Con
Edison East 13th Street Substation and the East River Generating Station. Murphy Brothers
Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, street segments along and under the FDR Drive, Asser Levy
Playground, Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk, and in-street segments along East 25th Street (see
Figure 5.5-1 for the urban design analysis study area that extends 400 feet from the project
area).

RESOURCES WITHIN PROJECT AREA ONE

FDR Drive

The FDR Drive, a multi-lane highway, traverses the full extent of Project Area One through its
western edge. South of the project area, the FDR Drive runs on an elevated viaduct. The
structure’s footings extend down as two rows of regularly spaced columns, and its underside is
characterized by steel beams and columns with heavily riveted joints. There is vehicle storage
beneath the viaduct. Within Project Area One, the FDR Drive crosses above Montgomery Street,
(this provides access to Pier 42 and the southern end of East River Park), and then returns to
grade at approximately Gouverneur Slip East. The FDR Drive is then at grade from Gouverneur
Slip East through the remainder of Project Area One. Cobrahead lampposts illuminate the
roadway, concrete walls and jersey barriers enclose the roadway, and a concrete median with a
steel railing divides the north- and south-bound lanes (see Figure 5.5-2 for photographs of the
FDR Drive).

Within Project Area One, there is an overpass and four pedestrian bridges over the FDR Drive,
all of which provide access to East River Park from the inland neighborhoods. At Cherry Street,
a wide bridge designed to accommodate vehicles connects Corlears Hook Park to East River
Park. This bridge does not use any stairs for access; it instead connects to the two parks as a
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FDR Drive. View east adjacent to Pier 42 1

FDR Drive. View northeast to Corlears Hook Park bridge 2
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ramp over the FDR Drive. Three concrete columns support the bridge from the center median in
the FDR Drive, and there are brick piers and abutments within the two parks (see view 2 of
Figure 5.5-2 and view 3 of Figure 5.5-3 for photographs of the Corlears Hook Park pedestrian
bridge). Moving northward, the next pedestrian crossing is at Delancey Street. This narrow,
concrete and steel bridge connects to the Delancey Street sidewalk on the west side of the FDR
Drive with a long ramp and to East River Park with a ramp that doubles back on itself, as well as
with a steep stairway (see view 4 of Figure 5.5-3). At East Houston Street, there is a vehicular
overpass and interchange between the FDR Drive entrance and exit ramps and East Houston
Street. Columns in the FDR median support the wide overpass; inclined, concrete retaining walls
frame the entrance and exit ramps. Pedestrians access East River Park via crosswalks on the
overpass and ramps down to East River Park (see view 5 of Figure 5.5-4). Concrete bulb-outs
and a traffic island are located on the overpass. The remaining two pedestrian access points to
East River Park are bridges over the FDR Drive at East 6th Street and East 10th Street. These
two bridges are similar to the one at Delancey Street. They are narrow, concrete and steel
bridges with long ramps to sidewalk grade (see view 6 of Figure 5.5-4 and view 7 of Figure
5.5-5).

Montgomery Street and Pier 42

The section of Montgomery Street between Cherry Street and Pier 42 is located within Project
Area One. Montgomery Street runs north-south between Henry Street and South Street. South
Street runs east-west parallel to and underneath the FDR Drive from the Battery (beyond the
project area) to around Gouverneur Slip East. Montgomery Street has wide sidewalks and a
central, landscaped median, and it passes under the FDR Drive to intersect with South Street,
entrance and exit ramps to the FDR Drive, and the entrance to Pier 42 (see view 8 of Figure
5.5-5). At this location, there are pedestrian crosswalks to Pier 42 and the East River Park
service road. Adjacent to Project Area One, two 21-story towers of the Gouverneur Gardens
residential complex are located on the east side of Montgomery Street. These brick towers have
square footprints and are set back from the street within landscaped grounds. They are
ornamented, but some facades have recessed areas that contain balconies. The four-story brick,
modernist P.S. 184M Shuang Wen school is located on the west side of Montgomery Street at
Cherry Street. The school’s paved playground and recreation area lies between the school and
South Street. The large outdoor area is enclosed with a tall chain-link fence set on a low concrete
wall.

Pier 42 is a former industrial pier abutting the southern end of East River Park that formerly
contained a pier shed over the water (see view 9 of Figure 5.5-6). The paved upland area north
of the former pier shed site is currently under construction for the build-out of Phase One of Pier
42 park. The site is currently surrounded by a chain-link fence.

Also in this portion of Project Area One is the East River Bikeway, which runs along the
waterfront between Pier 42 and the FDR Drive. Adjacent to Pier 42, the bikeway is a paved road
that continues as a service road into East River Park. South of Project Area One, the bikeway is
a striped path beneath the FDR Drive.

East River Park

East River Park is a 45.88-acre park on the east side of the FDR Drive between Jackson Street
and East 13th Street. Beginning alongside Pier 42, a service road (that is also the East River
Bikeway) runs the full length of East River Park along its western edge adjacent to the FDR
Drive. The road is paved and varies in width between 18 and 22 feet. It is edged with concrete
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Corlears Hook Park bridge. View northwest to Corlears Hook Park 3

Delancey Street pedestrian bridge, view north 4
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East Houston Street overpass, view north 5

East 6th Street pedestrian bridge, view north 6
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East 10th Street pedestrian bridge, view north 7

View south on Montgomery Street to Pier 42 8
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Pier 42, view east 9

View northeast along esplanade from east of Pier 42 10
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curbs, and a mix of paved and grassy areas—some containing trees—Iline the west side of the
service road creating a buffer against the FDR Drive. A low concrete wall capped with a
decorative metal fence ornamented with the silhouettes of marine animals encloses East River
Park along its frontage with the FDR Drive (for photographs of the service road, see view 4 of
Figures 5.5-3 and 5.5-4).

A wide esplanade with decorative pavers, benches, and fixed tables and chairs runs along the
eastern edge of East River Park for its full extent (see view 10 of Figure 5.5-6 for a photograph
of the esplanade at the southernmost end of East River Park). At approximately Rivington Street
and at approximately East 5th Street, the esplanade runs inland around small embayments, which
are crossed by bridges with grated surfaces. Throughout East River Park, the esplanade provides
expansive views north and south on the East River and across to the Brooklyn and Queens
waterfronts.

Between the service road and the esplanade, East River Park is laid out with athletic fields and
tennis courts, paths with hard and soft surfaces, ornamental lampposts, water fountains, play
areas, lawns and flower beds, and picnic areas. Though some trees damaged by Hurricane Sandy
have been removed, the park retains extensive tree coverage and mature canopy. Additional built
features in the park include an amphitheater and bandshell in the vicinity of Cherry Street, a
former Fireboat House at Grand Street (now a comfort station and space occupied by the Lower
East Side Ecology Center), comfort stations, and the landings for the pedestrian bridges over the
FDR Drive.

The southernmost end of East River Park adjacent to the Pier 42 site is largely paved and
currently used for New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) vehicle
storage and staging for park maintenance. It is surrounded by a chain-link fence. The area
adjacent to the north is largely surfaced in dirt and used as a composting facility by the Lower
East Side Ecology Center; this area contains compost bins and large dirt piles. It is also
surrounded by a chain-link fence (see view 11 of Figure 5.5-7). On the East River Park
esplanade adjacent to the site of the composting facility is a new Citywide Ferry Service ferry
landing. The landing design features a barge, barge mooring piles, shelter structure, and
gangway. The landing includes a canopy that rises approximately 12 to 15 feet above the barge
platform to provide shelter for ferry riders waiting on the barge. The ferry landing infrastructure
obstructs the views from East River Park of the Manhattan and Brooklyn Bridges and the Statue
of Liberty that are only obtainable within the park from the immediate vicinity of the proposed
ferry landing—the portion of the esplanade south of the amphitheater and just north of Pier 42.

Immediately to the north is the East River Park amphitheater. A pedestrian bridge connects the
amphitheater to Corlears Hook Park on the west side of the FDR Drive. The amphitheater is
built into a slope and is designed with concrete risers and walls and wooden benches (see view
12 of Figure 5.5-7). At the performance level, there is a raised stage and concrete bandshell (see
view 13 of Figure 5.5-8). Paths and grassy lawns with mature trees surround the amphitheater.

A large soccer field and two baseball fields are located between the amphitheater and Grand
Street to the north. These athletic fields are enclosed with tall chain-link fences and surrounded
by planted areas (see view 14 of Figure 5.5-8). Trees border the athletic fields along the service
road (see view 15 of Figure 5.5-9). At Grand Street, on the north side of the athletic fields, is a
water play area and the former Fireboat House occupied by the Lower East Side ecology center
(see view 16 of Figure 5.5-9). Paved promenades with benches flank the play area and connect
the service road with the esplanade. Located on the waterfront in the alignment of Grand Street,
the former Fireboat House is a two-story brick Moderne-style building. A metal fence encloses
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Lower East Side Ecology Center site, view southwest 1

Amphitheater, view north 12
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Amphitheater bandshell 13

Athletic fields north of amphitheater, view north 14
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View north on service road adjacent to athletic fields 15

Former fireboat house, view east 16
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the Fireboat House, and the grounds contain planted areas and picnic tables at the water’s edge.
The wide, paved play area contains multiple sprinkler jets set in the ground, rocks that create
pool areas, and multiple bronze sculptures of seals at play, crabs, and turtles. The benches have
the form of nautical cleats. The westernmost seal, which is freestanding in a small lawn, is
visible from Grand Street, as is the water spray from the sprinklers in season (see view 17 of
Figure 5.5-10). There are also landscaped areas and trees in this location.

Immediately to the north of the water play area are a large lawn encircled with soft-surfaced
paths (see view 18 of Figure 5.5-10) and a soccer field with artificial turf. Enclosed with a tall
chain-link fence, the soccer field is located along the service road (see view 19 of Figure 5.5-11).
In the vicinity of the Delancey Street pedestrian bridge, an east-west promenade on the north
side of the lawn and soccer field connects the service road with the esplanade. There is a
decorative metal gate at the entrance to the promenade, which is surfaced with decorative pavers
and lined with picnic benches and flower beds (see view 20 of Figure 5.5-11). Hurricane Sandy
damaged and killed numerous trees in this location that were subsequently removed. Paved
basketball courts enclosed with a tall chain-link fence and additional lawns are located between
the promenade and the Williamsburg Bridge (see view 21 of Figure 5.5-12).

The Williamsburg Bridge is a steel suspension bridge that traverses East River Park at Delancey
Street and spans the East River, connecting Delancey Street on the Lower East Side of
Manhattan to Marcy Avenue in Williamsburg, Brooklyn. The bridge is designed with two towers
located within the East River close to the Manhattan and Brooklyn shorelines, and the span is
suspended from four steel cables. On land, metal piers and granite abutments further support the
span. Three metal, arched piers are located within Project Area One. The two legs of each arched
pier have an open framing system and sit on tall granite-faced footings capped by concrete. A
perimeter ring of security bollards encloses the piers within East River Park. The piers of the
Manhattan-side tower sit on granite-faced footings within the river. On the west side of the FDR
Drive, a granite abutment supports the span as it transitions to a viaduct that meets grade at
Clinton Street to the west (for photographs of the Williamsburg Bridge see Figure 5.5-12, view
4 of Figure 5.5-3, and view 14 of Figure 5.5-8).

A tennis center with 12 tennis courts enclosed with a tall chain-link fence is on the north side of
the Williamsburg Bride (see Figure 5.5-13). Benches and fixed tables are located on the
esplanade (east) side of the tennis center, and a one-story Moderne-style comfort station is
located on the north side. Two lawns flank the comfort station, and two circular, paved plazas
are located to the north (see Figure 5.5-14). Benches and trees are found around the plazas. The
larger of the two plazas is sunken and painted with a labyrinth, and there is a lawn and rose
garden on the plaza’s north side. One of the two embayments discussed above is located on the
east side of the larger plaza (see view 27 of Figure 5.5-15).

Between the embayment located in the vicinity of Rivington Street and the embayment located
in the vicinity of East 5th Street are four baseball fields and a soccer field (see view 28 of Figure
5.5-15 and view 29 of Figure 5.5-16). A tall chain-link fence encloses the athletic fields. The
East Houston Street overpass connects to East River Park adjacent to this complex. Trees border
the athletic fields along the service road. Located to the northeast, the embayment in the vicinity
of East 5th Street is similar to the southern one (see view 30 of Figure 5.5-16), and it is linked to
the service road by a paved promenade (see view 31 of Figure 5.5-17). This promenade contains
benches and lawns and has dense tree coverage. A small adult fitness yard with fixed equipment
is on the north side at the service road.
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Grand Street water play area, view west 17

Lawn adjacent to water play area, view north 18
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Soccer field on south side of promenade, view north 19

Promenade and picnic area near Delancey Street, view east 20
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Basketball court at Delancey Street, view north 21

Williamsburg Bridge footings, view northwest from esplanade 22
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Tennis courts, view northwest from esplanade 23

Tennis courts, view south on park service road 24
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Lawn north of tennis courts, view north on park service road 25

Labyrinth plaza, view east from park service road 26
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Cove and bridge adjacent to labyrinth plaza, view north 27

Baseball field at East Houston Street, view northeast from park service road 28
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Ballfield south of East Houston Street, view northwest from esplanade 29

Cove and bridge in vicinity of East 6th Street pedestrian bridge, view north 30
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Promenade, seating areas, and exercise yard near East 6th Street bridge, view west 31

Athletic fields at East 6th Street, view west from esplanade 32
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A soccer field and running track enclosed by a tall chain-link fence is to the north between
approximately East 5th and East 8th Streets (see view 32 of Figure 5.5-17). There is a grove of
trees on the south side of the soccer field (see view 33 of Figure 5.5-18), and a Moderne-style
maintenance building and comfort station fronts on the service road near the landing of the East
6th Street pedestrian bridge over the FDR Drive (see view 34 of Figure 5.5-18). In this area,
there are numerous trees along the service road, continuing to the East 10th Street pedestrian
bridge (see view 35 of Figure 5.5-19).

In the vicinity of the East 10th Street pedestrian bridge, there are two baseball fields, lawns, and
a paved promenade between the service road and the esplanade. Tall chain-link fences enclose
the baseball fields; concrete bleachers site outside the fences (see view 36 of Figure 5.5-19 and
view 37 of Figure 5.5-20). The promenade and lawns have dense tree coverage and contain
benches and fixed tables (see view 38 of Figure 5.5-20). In contrast, the esplanade adjacent to
the baseball fields has little vegetation (see view 39 of Figure 5.5-21).

The northernmost end of East River Park between approximately East 10th and East 13th Streets
contains a comfort station, playground, a barbecue and picnic area, a basketball court, and a
seating area. Metal fences enclose the paved playground, which contains play equipment, a
sprinkler, and benches (see view 40 of Figure 5.5-21). The area immediately to the north
contains fixed barbecues, picnic tables, landscaped beds and trees, and a basketball court (see
view 41 of Figure 5.5-22). At the northern end of the park, where the esplanade transitions to a
narrow path alongside the Con Edison East River Generating Facility, there are trees and a
grassy area with benches and fixed tables (see view 42 of Figure 5.5-22 and Figure 5.5-23).

RESOURCES WITHIN PROJECT AREA TWO

The FDR Drive continues through Project Area Two. It runs at grade to east of Avenue C where
it rises to run on a viaduct (see Figure 5.5-24). It then declines to East 25th Street where it runs
at grade to the north. Entrance and exit ramps to the FDR Drive are located at Avenue C and at
East 23rd Street. Both the at-grade and elevated portions of the FDR Drive are similar to the at-
grade and elevated portions in Project Area One described above. East of Avenue C, a tall chain-
link fence with solid netting encloses the space beneath the FDR Drive viaduct. Between
approximately East 13th and East 15th Streets, Project Area Two also contains a Con Edison
pier that is part of the East River Generating Facility located on the west side of the FDR Drive
and a narrow walkway and combined East River Bikeway sandwiched between the Con Edison
pier and the FDR Drive. The walkway is widest at its southern end but is bordered on the east by
a tall metal fence that encloses the Con Edison pier (see view 44 of Figure 5.5-24). As the
walkway runs northward past Con Edison buildings and equipment, it narrows substantially (see
Figure 5.5-25).

To the north of the Con Edison pier, the walkway opens up to become the Captain Patrick J.
Brown Walk (see view 48 of Figure 5.5-26). This esplanade along the shoreline, which also
serves as the East River Bikeway, has a surface of decorative pavers and contains benches and
an ornamental fence along the FDR Drive (see view 49 of Figure 5.5-26). The concrete wall
supporting the fence is decorated with a band of colorful tiles. The Captain Patrick J. Brown
Walk provides expansive river views that include the Queens waterfront, Roosevelt Island and
the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, and Midtown Manhattan, including views of the United
Nations Secretariat and the Empire State Building. The Captain Patrick J. Brown Walk ends
around East 20th Street at Stuyvesant Cove Park (see view 50 of Figure 5.5-27).
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Athletic fields at East 6th Street, view north from adjacent promenade 33

View north on park service road at East 6th Street pedestrian bridge 34
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View north on park service road to East 10th Street pedestrian bridge 35

Ballfields south of East 10th Street, view north 36
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Ballfields south of East 10th Street, view northeast 37

Seating area adjacent to the south of the ballfields, view west from esplanade 38
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View north on esplanade adjacent to ballfields south of East 10th Street 39

Playground at East 10th Street, view north 40
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Grill and picnic area at East 10th Street, view north on esplanade 411

Northern end of East River Park, view north on esplanade 42
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Northern end of East River Park, view south on park service road 43
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Walkway adjacent to Con Ed facility, view north 44

FDR Drive, view north at Avenue C 45
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Walkway adjacent to Con Ed facility and pier, view north 46

Con Ed pier near East 14th Street 47
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Captain Patrick J. Brown walk, view north near East 15th Street 48

Captain Patrick J. Brown walk, view northwest 49
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Southern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park, view north 50

Entrance to southern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park at Avenue C 51
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Stuyvesant Cove Park is a small and narrow waterfront park located on the east side of the
elevated FDR Drive between East 20th and East 23rd Streets. Pedestrian entrances to the park
from inland are via crosswalks at East 20th and East 23rd Streets across Avenue C and
underneath the elevated FDR Drive (see view 51 of Figure 5.5-27). There is public vehicular
parking under the viaduct (see view 52 of Figure 5.5-28). The East River Bikeway runs along
the western side of Stuyvesant Cove Park, where it becomes a dedicated, striped path (see view
53 of Figure 5.5-28). Stuyvesant Cove Park is designed with a waterfront esplanade and a
landscaped interior section with winding, soft-surfaced paths (see view 50 of Figure 5.5-27 and
Figure 5.5-29). The park contains benches and fixed tables, vegetation, trees, and pergolas
adjacent to the bikeway. The northern end of the park consists of a large paved area with a small
building used by Solar One (an environmental education group) for performances and
educational programs (see view 56 of Figure 5.5-30). Stuyvesant Cove Park includes a recently
constructed Citywide Ferry Service landing that features a barge, barge mooring piles, shelter
structure with canopy, gangway, and a docked boat. From the immediate vicinity on the
esplanade, the ferry landing obscures some views across the East River.

The northern end of Project Area Two also includes the segment of East 23rd Street between the
FDR Drive and First Avenue. At the waterfront, a gas station is located adjacent to the north of
Stuyvesant Cove Park (see view 57 of Figure 5.5-30). On the west side of the FDR Drive at East
23rd Street, there is a Greenstreets median landscaped with boulders, shrubs, and trees (see view
58 of Figure 5.5-31). Beneath the FDR Drive viaduct, there is public vehicular parking (see
view 59 of Figure 5.5-31).

At the foot of East 23rd Street, adjacent to Project Area Two, is the Marine and Aviation
Building. This concrete and metal-clad pier structure contains a four-level parking garage, a
landing base for seaplanes, and berthing spots for pleasure boats (see view 60 of Figure 5.5-32).
On the west facade, “Department of Marine and Aviation City of New York” is written in neon
signage. Large boulders are set in the paved area in front of the building and the adjacent gas
station.

Between the FDR Drive and First Avenue, East 23rd Street is lined on the north by the Asser
Levy Playground and the VA Medical Center New York and on the south by the Peter Cooper
Village residential complex (see view 61 of Figure 5.5-32). Asser Levy Playground contains the
Asser Levy Recreation Center (the Asser Levy Public Baths), an outdoor intermediate pool, an
outdoor wading pool, and a playground. Although it is a small one-story building with a
cruciform footprint, the main (west) facade of the Asser Levy Recreation Center has the
monumental facade of a Roman Bath—raised above the street with two flights of stairs, the
facade has three arched openings, paired stone columns supporting a heavy stone entablature and
cornice, and a balustraded parapet with massive stone urns. The south fagade on East 23rd Street
is primarily faced in brick with stone trim. There is a tall brick stack above the building’s eastern
end. The building is set back from East 23rd Street behind a planted area enclosed by a metal
fence. The outdoor swimming pool is located at the southeast corner of the building. An
approximately 5- to 6-foot-tall plain brick wall capped with a metal fence encloses the pool (see
Figure 5.5-33 for photographs of the Asser Levy Recreation Center). The wall and fence have a
total height of approximately 8 feet. The former Asser Levy Place portion of the park includes
trees, a concrete ping-pong table, a water fountain, benches and picnic tables, a track, and a
playing field at the north end. The playground is located on the north side of the recreation
building. It contains play equipment, benches, and trees, and it is enclosed by a tall metal fence.
The FDR Drive viaduct, which declines on a ramp between East 23rd and East 25th Streets,
blocks views to the waterfront from within the playground. From the outdoor pool, there are
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View north under FDR Drive adjacent to Stuyvesant Cove Park 52

Stuyvesant Cove Park bikeway. View north 53
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Stuyvesant Cove Park esplanade, view north 54

Stuyvesant Core Park landscaped path, view north 55
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Northern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park, view north 56

Northern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park and adjacent gas station, view north 57
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Greenstreets adjacent to northern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park, view south 58

FDR Drive at East 23rd Street, view east 59
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Department of Marine and Aviation Pier, view east 60

View east on East 23rd Street from First Avenue 61
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Asser Levy Public Baths, view west at FDR Drive and East 23rd Street 62

Asser Levy Public Baths, view northeast at Asser Levy Place 63
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limited views to the waterfront beyond the gas station at East 23rd Street and the paved northern
end of Stuyvesant Cove Park.

The VA Medical Center New York occupies a large site between the former Asser Levy Place,
First Avenue, East 23rd Street, and East 25th Street. Set back from the street behind a series of
fences and walls, the medical center consists of several freestanding and connected buildings
that range in height from 2 to 19 stories. The medical center is faced in brick and terra cotta. The
central portion of the medical center has a V-shaped footprint and is set back from and above the
street behind a raised sloping lawn and a vehicular drop-off. The bordering wall in this location
is a tall brick floodwall with concrete coping. The tall floodwall continues along the medical
center’s eastern perimeter. The openings in the floodwall are protected by crest gates.

As described in more detail below, Peter Cooper Village consists of 21 buildings ranging in
height from 12 to 15 stories on a superblock bounded by East 20th and East 23rd Streets, the
FDR Drive, and First Avenue. Along East 23rd Street, the buildings are set back from, and
angled to, the street, affording views into the complex. Lining the wide sidewalk along East 23rd
Street are narrow strips paved with stone blocks and planted with trees. Metal fences border the
Peter Cooper Village complex.

RESOURCES WITHIN 400-FOOT STUDY AREA

In general, the 400-foot study area is defined by the East River, a natural feature that forms the
project area’s eastern boundary, and by large mid-20th century residential developments. These
residential developments create a wall of tall brick, modernist buildings along the FDR Drive
between Cherry and East 13th Streets. The FDR Drive, which runs throughout the project area,
creates a physical, and in some cases visual, barrier between the waterfront and the bordering
residential developments and surrounding inland neighborhoods. The Williamsburg Bridge and
the Con Edison East River Generating Facility are also defining features of the study area. Due
to the residential developments and the Con Edison facility, many of east-west streets do not run
through the study area. The topography of the study area is relatively flat, although the southern
portion of the study area is at a higher elevation than the FDR Drive and East River waterfront;
both Grand and Jackson Streets slope down to the FDR Drive. The study area is described below
in detail from south to north.

The southernmost portion of the study area includes Montgomery Street north to Henry Street.
Like the segment within Project Area One, this segment of Montgomery Street has wide
sidewalks and a central, planted median (see view 64 of Figure 5.5-34). Between Cherry Street
and Henry Street are two more towers of Gouverneur Gardens. They, like the two towers to the
south on Montgomery Street, are 21-story brick towers with square footprints, little
ornamentation, and recessed balconies on some fagades. To the east of Gouverneur Gardens is
University Neighborhood High School, located at the southwest corner of Monroe and
Gouverneur Streets. It is five stories in height, rectangular in form, and designed in a
Renaissance Revival style. On the west side of Montgomery Street between Cherry and Madison
Streets is the eastern portion of the LaGuardia Houses. Only the eastern block, which contains 4
of 10 buildings, is located within the study area. Laid out in a “tower-in-a-park” plan common to
mid-20th century public housing developments, the freestanding brick buildings have
unornamented facades and X-shaped footprints surrounded by landscaped grounds. The four
buildings on the eastern block are 20 stories. The four-story, brick-clad New York City Center
for Space Science Education is located on the west side of Montgomery Street between Madison
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View south on Montgomery Street from Madison Street 64

View east on South Street from Gouverneur Slip East 65

Urban Design

Capital Project SANDRESMH Study Area
EAST SIDE COASTAL RESILIENCY Figure 5.5-34



East Side Coastal Resiliency Project EIS

and Henry Streets. A paved outdoor recreation area enclosed by a tall chain-link fence is located
on the south side of the school.

Within the study area, South Street between Clinton and Jackson Streets is lined on the north by
two more Gouverneur Gardens towers and three community facility buildings. Of those
buildings, two are architecturally notable—the former Gouverneur Hospital and Gouverneur
Hospital Dispensary (see view 65 of Figure 5.5-34). The former Gouverneur Hospital is a brick,
five-story Renaissance Revival-style structure occupying the full block between Water and
South Streets and Gouverneur Slips East and West. Its U-shaped design is composed of a central
section on Water Street and two projecting wings that terminate in curved ends with bracketed
metal balconies on South Street. The former Gouverneur Hospital Dispensary is located at the
northeast corner of Gouverneur Slips East and South Street. The seven-story building is
rectangular in form and clad in brick with stone ornamentation. The two Gouverneur Gardens
towers are located to the east of the former hospital and dispensary and are identical to the
Gouverneur Gardens towers described above; they are set back from South Street behind grassy
strips, and a paved plaza with benches and playground equipment is located between the two
buildings. Chain-link fencing surrounds the Gouverneur Gardens property. At the northwest
corner of South Street and Jackson Street is the six-story St. Rose’s Home nursing facility. This
modernist building is clad in brick and terra cotta and has a painting of St. Rose on its south
facade. A tall brick wall and a chain-link fence enclose a parking lot and rear yard between St.
Rose’s Home and the easternmost of the two Gouverneur Gardens towers.

North of Water Street, which runs parallel to South Street between Montgomery and Jackson
Streets, is a portion of the Vladeck Houses. Occupying an approximately 15-acre site bounded
by Henry, Madison, Jackson, Cherry, Water, and Gouverneur Streets, the Vladeck Houses
consist of 24 six-story buildings arranged in a zig-zag pattern set at 45 degree angles to the
street. Linear parks and playgrounds occupy more than half of the grounds (see Figure 5.5-35).
Numerous trees are located throughout the Vladeck Houses.

East of Jackson Street and across the FDR Drive from the East River Park amphitheater is
Corlears Hook Park. Cherry Street forms the park’s northern boundary. As described above, a
wide pedestrian bridge connects the two parks. Corlears Hook Park is wedge shaped, and its
topography slopes upward from the FDR Drive. Along the FDR Drive frontage are a path lined
by trees, athletic fields enclosed by a tall metal fence, a paved playground enclosed by a lower
chain-link fence, and sloping lawns. The portion of the park at grade with Cherry Street contains
two wide promenades lined by trees and benches, lawns, a small comfort station, a dog run, and
a circular flower bed with a tall flagpole (see Figure 5.5-36). Low metal fences surround the
park along Jackson and Cherry Streets. Although Corlears Hook Park contains many mature
trees, it lost a number of trees from Hurricane Sandy. The sidewalk along the south side of
Cherry Street is lined by tall trees.

Between Corlears Hook Park and the Williamsburg Bridge at Delancey Street is the East River
Housing Cooperative. This residential development consists of four tall residential buildings and
one low-rise commercial building on a 12-acre site bounded by Delancey Street, the FDR Drive,
and Cherry, Lewis, and Jackson Streets (see view 70 of Figure 5.5-37). Grand Street—a wide
two-way street with striped bicycle paths and wide sidewalks—Dbisects the complex. At the
eastern end of Grand Street, there are bus shelters on both the north and south sides of Grand
Street. The two-story commercial building of the East River Housing Cooperative occupies a
triangular parcel occupied by Grand, Madison, and Jackson Streets. The complex also includes
two parking lots (one on Delancey Street and one on Cherry Street) and a power plant at the
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Vladeck Houses, view southwest on Jackson Street 66

View south from within Vladeck Houses 67
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View east along Cherry Street adjacent to Corlears Hook Park 68

View south from within Corlears Hook Park 69
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East River Housing Cooperative, view southwest from East River Park 70

Baruch Houses, view west from East River Park near tennis courts A
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corner of Lewis and Delancey Streets. The four residential buildings are nearly identical in
footprint and massing, although two are 20 stories and two are 21 stories. Each brick building is
arranged into three parallel apartment blocks connected by a central, perpendicular core that
contains apartments and the elevators for each section; this massing creates eight bays and four
large light courts. The corner apartments of each bay have recessed balconies, and there are
larger balconies on the top three floors. Landscaped lawns with mature trees and playgrounds
surround the residential buildings. Each parcel of two buildings has a front lawn facing the FDR
Drive. Bordered by low metal fences and hedgerows, these lawns contain flower beds and
mature trees. The building entrances are set well back behind the lawns and the FDR Drive
service road that borders the complex.

The southbound FDR Drive service road runs along the west side of the FDR Drive between
Cherry and East 10th Streets. At East Houston Street and at Grand Street, it provides access to
and from the FDR Drive. A concrete wall of Jersey barriers separates the service road from the
FDR Drive proper, and the service road has a sidewalk along its western edge. On the north side
of the East River Park Housing Cooperative is the Delancey Street pedestrian bridge to East
River Park. The western landing is in the sidewalk adjacent to the housing complex’s Delancey
Street parking lot, which is surrounded by a tall chain-link fence.

As described above, the Williamsburg Bridge connects Delancey Street to Brooklyn. Delancey
Street is divided into a one-way eastbound section on the south side of the bridge and a one-way
westbound section on the north side of the bridge. Sidewalks line both sections. At the base of
the massive, granite bridge abutment on the west side of the FDR Drive, there is some street
parking and a small remnant of Mangin Street, which used to run north-south through the study
area. To the west of the abutment, the bridge roadway is supported by groups of tall columns,
the outermost of which are located in the sidewalk on the north side of the section of Delancey
Street that runs on the south side of the bridge and in the sidewalk on the south side of the
section of Delancey Street that runs on the north side of the bridge. Beneath the bridge between
the two sections of Delancey Street are municipal parking and storage areas. Tall chain-link
fences capped by barbed wire enclose these large parking lots.

North of the Williamsburg Bridge, there are three large public housing complexes between
Delancey Street and East 13th Street. Immediately to the north, the Bernard Baruch Houses are
bounded by Delancey Street, the FDR Drive, East Houston Street, and Columbia Street. Baruch
Drive runs north-south through the complex, and the eastern end of Rivington Street extends
partially into the complex. The Bernard Baruch Houses occupy 27 acres and consist of 17
residential towers of heights between 7 and 14 stories set within landscaped grounds (see view
71 of Figure 5.5-37). The free-standing brick buildings have unornamented zig-zagged facades,
and they are set back from the surrounding streets and at varying angles to each other. The
complex also includes a 23-story senior center and a modernist church at the northeast corner of
Columbia and Rivington Streets. In addition, there is an athletic field complex, a vacant former
public bath building, and Bard High School Early College, a five-story brick, Collegiate Gothic
building, located within the grounds of the Bernard Baruch Houses. The high school and the
vacant Renaissance Revival-style public bath building are visible from the FDR Drive service
road. Along the complex’s FDR Drive service road frontage, there are landscaped lawns
surrounded by low metal fences, a playground, and a vehicular drive and pedestrian paths that
lead into the complex.

Continuing the wall of tall residential buildings along the FDR Drive between Cherry and East
13th Streets are the Lillian Wald Houses. This development consists of sixteen 14-story
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residential buildings on a site bounded by East Houston Street, the FDR Drive, East 6th Street,
and Avenue D. The brick buildings have irregular footprints of five bays, and the facades rise
without setbacks and with unornamented facades (see view 72 of Figure 5.5-38). The
freestanding buildings are set within landscaped grounds. Along the FDR Drive service road
frontage, there are landscaped lawns surrounded by low metal fences and pedestrian paths, and
the easternmost buildings of the complex are located relatively close to the road, more so than
the buildings of the Bernard Baruch Houses. The East 6th Street pedestrian bridge to East River
Park is located adjacent to the northeast corner of the Lillian Wald Houses. This bridge is
accessed by a long ramp within the sidewalk of the FDR Drive service road.

Located across East 6th Street—a narrow, two-way street lined by wide sidewalks—from the
Lillian Wald Houses, the Jacob Riis Houses consist of nineteen buildings, ranging in height from
six to 14 stories, on a site bounded by East 6th Street, the FDR Drive, East 14th Street, and
Avenue D. The brick buildings have either modified H-plans or X-plans, and the facades rise
without setbacks and with unornamented facades (see view 73 of Figure 5.5-38). The
freestanding buildings are set within landscaped grounds. These buildings are set close to the
FDR Drive service road, and along that frontage there are landscaped lawns surrounded by low
metal fences and pedestrian paths and paved plazas. East 10th Street bisects the complex; a
landscaped traffic circle is located in the middle of the street. The East 10th Street pedestrian
bridge is located on the north side of the street, and it is accessed by a ramp within the sidewalk
of the FDR Drive service road. The north and south sections of the Jacob Riis Houses each have
a landscaped mall oriented north-south. The Avenue D Pump Station (a New York City
Department of Environmental Protection facility) is located is adjacent to the Jacob Riis Houses
at the southeast corner of Avenue D and East 13th Street. It is a large, brick-clad building with a
sloping roofline; a concrete silo-shaped structure is located at the building’s southeast corner.

The Con Edison East River Generating facility is a large complex on a site bounded by East 13th
and East 16th Streets, the FDR Drive, and Avenue C. As described above, the facility also
includes a pier on the east side of the FDR Drive. Facing the FDR Drive on East 14th Street are
two approximately seven-story brick buildings connected by skybridges (see view 74 of Figure
5.5-39). Three tall stacks rise above the northern building. A tall brick wall lines the facility
along the FDR Drive between East 13th and East 14th Streets, but the building north of East
14th Street directly abuts the FDR Drive. The eastern end of East 14th Street is enclosed by a
chain-link fence capped by razor wire. In the vicinity of East 15th Street at the FDR Drive are a
parking lot enclosed by chain-link fence capped by razor wire and a curved glass office building
set back from the FDR Drive behind Jersey barriers and fencing. A large, paved parking lot
enclosed by tall fencing occupies the northern portion of the facility site between the FDR Drive
and Avenue C. Additional buildings and parking lots and equipment sealed off with tall brick
walls and fences line Avenue C between East 13th and East 15th Streets. The western end of
East 14th Street is enclosed by a tall fence and gate. Con Ed recently implemented resiliency
measures at the East River Generating facility that included walls along East 13th and East 14th
Streets, raised critical electrical equipment, and increased storm surge and drainage capacities.

Where Avenue C intersects with the FDR Drive, there is a park on the north side of the Con
Edison East River Generating facility—Murphy Brothers Playground. Enclosed by a tall, metal
fence, this park contains paved areas with seating and playground equipment, trees, and a small
athletic field surfaced in grass. The FDR Drive again becomes elevated adjacent to this park. In
addition, there is an access ramp to the southbound FDR Drive from Avenue C. Running along
the north side of Murphy Brothers Playground, it has solid concrete walls that border the north
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Lillian Wald Houses, view northwest from East River Park 72

Jacob Riis Houses, view northwest from East River Park 73
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Con Ed facility, view north from East River Park 74

Stuyvesant Town, view west from Captain Patrick J. Brown walk 75
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side of the park. There are no views to the waterfront from within Murphy Brothers Playground,
because of the ramp and the fenced area beneath the FDR Drive viaduct at Avenue C.

Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village dominate the northernmost portion of the study area
(see view 75 of Figure 5.5-39). Stuyvesant Town occupies a superblock bounded by East 14th
and East 20th Streets, the FDR Drive, Avenue C, and First Avenue. The development consists of
35 freestanding, brick buildings of 13 and 14 stories arranged around a central oval. The
residential buildings have rectilinear footprints of multiple bays and unornamented fagades.
Playgrounds and lawns are interspersed throughout the development. On the perimeter, the
buildings are set to the street grid, and commercial spaces are located along portions of the First
Avenue and East 14th and East 20th Street frontages. On Avenue C, which runs along the west
side of the FDR Drive between approximately East 18th and East 23rd Streets, Stuyvesant Town
presents a mostly continuous brick wall to the street, except at East 16th and East 18th Streets
where there is a U-shaped street with sidewalks that loops through the complex. At the
intersections of this street with Avenue C, there are fenced, corner grassy areas with trees and
guard kiosks at East 14th and East 18th Streets. Along most of Stuyvesant Town’s frontage on
Avenue C, there are loading docks and entrances to below-grade parking garages (see view 76 of
Figure 5.5-40). At this location, Avenue C has a central paved median and a sidewalk with
street trees along the frontage with Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village. Peter Cooper
Village consists of 21 buildings ranging in height from 12 to 15 stories on a superblock bounded
by East 20th and East 23rd Streets, the FDR Drive, and First Avenue. The buildings of Peter
Cooper Village have slab forms and are set at an angle to the street grid, with some buildings set
at opposing diagonals to each other. Lawns and recreation areas are located throughout the
grounds (see view 77 of Figure 5.5-40).

VIEWS, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, AND VIEWER GROUPS

The section below first describes views to the waterfront and project area from within the study
area and then discusses the study area’s aesthetic and visual resources and viewer groups.

VIEWS TO THE WATERFRONT

Following CEQR criteria, views to the waterfront are considered visual resources. In the study
area, views to the waterfront and East River Park are variable due to distance and to intervening
buildings, the elevated portions of the FDR Drive, and the pedestrian bridges over the FDR
Drive to East River Park that screen views. In the southern portion of the study area, views
toward the waterfront from Montgomery Street, South Street, Gouverneur Slips East and West,
and through the linear parks of the Vladeck Houses are screened by the FDR Drive. In the
remainder of the study area, there are no waterfront views on Delancey Street, East Houston
Street, East 14th Street, and Avenue C from south of East 18th Street. Views east on Delancey
Street are primarily of the Williamsburg Bridge abutment and piers and the Delancey Street
pedestrian bridge. East Houston Street does not provide waterfront views, because it slopes
upward toward the waterfront to form an overpass and interchange with the at-grade FDR Drive.
The Con Edison East River Generating Facility blocks eastward views on East 14th Street, and
the elevated FDR Drive blocks northward views on Avenue C from south of approximately East
18th Street, although the Queensboro Bridge is visible in the distance beyond the elevated FDR
Drive. The locations within the study area that provide waterfront views are described below.

The best views of the East River and the waterfront are found in the southeastern portion of the
study area around Corlears Hook Park and on Grand Street, because this area is slightly elevated
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Stuyvesant Town, view northwest on Avenue C 76

Peter Cooper Village, view northwest at FDR Drive and East 20th Street 77
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compared with the FDR Drive and the waterfront. In the Jackson Street view corridor, there are
clear views of the East River and of Brooklyn in the distance (see Figure 5.5-41). Cherry Street,
adjacent to Corlears Hook Park, provides views across East River Park to the river, Brooklyn,
and the Williamsburg Bridge (see view 80 of Figure 5.5-42 and view 68 of Figure 5.5-36). The
East River is visible in multiple directions from Corlears Hook Park, a large part of which has a
higher elevation than East River Park (see view 81 of Figure 5.5-42 and view 69 of Figure
5.5-36).

From as far west as Henry Street, the wide Grand Street view corridor provides views to the East
River. From Henry Street, these views are predominantly of East River Park and Brooklyn, but
they also include glimpses of water (see view 82 of Figure 5.5-43). Views of the river expand as
the viewer moves east along Grand Street and closer to the waterfront (see view 83 of Figure
5.5-43 and view 84 of Figure 5.5-44). At the FDR Drive, views from the foot of Grand Street
are expansive, taking in the fireboat house in East River Park, the river, Brooklyn, and the
Williamsburg Bridge (see view 85 of Figure 5.5-44).

There are some limited ground-level views to the waterfront through and from within the
Bernard Baruch, Lillian Wald, and Jacob Riis Houses. From Columbia Street, there are no views
to the waterfront through the Bernard Baruch Houses, but the segment of Mangin Street that
connects to East Houston Street (on which Bard High School Early College is located) provides
views of East River Park and the Williamsburg Bridge. From Avenue D, East 6th Street and the
approximate alignments of East 5th and East 8th Streets provide view corridors to the waterfront
through the Lillian Wald and Jacob Riis Houses. The narrow alignment of East 5th Street, which
follows a paved drive and parking lot through the Lillian Wald Houses, provides limited views
of East River Park (see view 86 of Figure 5.5-45). East 6th Street, which runs between the
Lillian Wald and Jacob Riis Houses as a mapped street, provides better views that include the
river, and the foot of East 6th Street where the pedestrian bridge is located provides more
expansive views of East River Park and of Brooklyn (see view 87 of Figure 5.5-45 and view 88
of Figure 5.5-46). The alignment of East 8th Street follows a wide paved path through the Jacob
Riis Houses and provides limited East River Park and river views (see view 89 of Figure 5.5-46).

East 10th Street, which runs through the Jacob Riis Houses as a mapped street, provides
waterfront and Brooklyn views from Avenue D (see view 90 of Figure 5.5-47). These views
become more expansive closer to the FDR Drive where the pedestrian bridge is located (see
view 91 of Figure 5.5-47). Views of the river itself, however, are limited in the East 10th Street
view corridor. From Avenue D, the alignment of East 12th Street provides narrow, limited views
of East River Park (see view 92 of Figure 5.5-48).

At the northern end of the study area, the wide view corridors along East 20th and East 23rd
Streets provide views of Stuyvesant Cove Park and Brooklyn, but these views are partially
obscured by the elevated FDR Drive and only East 20th Street provides limited views of the East
River (see view 93 of Figure 5.5-48, Figure 5.5-49, and view 96 of Figure 5.5-50). Further, the
view east on East 23rd Street is of the paved northern end of Stuyvesant Cove Park and includes
the adjacent gas station. The FDR Drive and Avenue C between East 18th and East 23rd Streets
provide views of Stuyvesant Cove Park. There are no views to the waterfront from Murphy
Brothers Playground. From Asser Levy Playground, there are only limited views to the
waterfront from the outdoor pool.

The FDR Drive provides expansive views of East River Park, the East River, the Williamsburg
Bridge, and the Brooklyn and Queens waterfronts, but these views are limited to motorists,
whose views are passing and of short duration. As it runs alongside the at-grade portion of the

5.5-22



View south on Jackson Street from Madison 