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 October 16, 2012 

  City Environmental Quality Review 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT FULL FORM 
Please fill out, print and submit to the appropriate agency (see instructions) 

PART I: GENERAL INFORMATION 

PROJECT NAME 730 Broadway EAS 

1. Reference Numbers 
 CEQR REFERENCE NUMBER (To Be Assigned by Lead Agency) BSA REFERENCE NUMBER (If Applicable) 
 

 [TO COME] 
 ULURP REFERENCE NUMBER (If Applicable) OTHER REFERENCE NUMBER(S) (If Applicable) 

(e.g., Legislative Intro, CAPA, etc.) 
 

  
2a. Lead Agency Information 2b. Applicant Information 
 NAME OF LEAD AGENCY  NAME OF APPLICANT 
 

Board of Standards and Appeals 
 

Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP 
 NAME OF LEAD AGENCY CONTACT PERSON  NAME OF APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE OR CONTACT PERSON 
 

Jeff Mulligan, Executive Director 
 

Elise Wagner, Partner 
 ADDRESS 

40 Rector Street 
 ADDRESS 

1177 Avenue of the Americas 
 CITY 

New York 
STATE 

NY 
ZIP 

10006 
 CITY 

New York 
STATE 

NY 
ZIP 

10036 
 TELEPHONE 

212-788-8605 
FAX 

212-788-8769 
 TELEPHONE 

212-715-9189 
FAX 

212-715-8208 
 EMAIL ADDRESS 

jmulligan@bsa.nyc.gov 
 EMAIL ADDRESS 

EWagner@KRAMERLEVIN.com 
3. Action Classification and Type 
 SEQRA Classification 
  UNLISTED  TYPE I; SPECIFY CATEGORY (see 6 NYCRR 617.4 and 

NYC Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended): 
617.4(9) substantially contiguous to property listed on the S/NR (La 
Grange Terrace/Colonnade Row at 428-434 Lafayette Street) 

 Action Type (refer to Chapter 2, “Establishing the Analysis Framework” for guidance) 
  LOCALIZED ACTION, SITE SPECIFIC  LOCALIZED ACTION, SMALL AREA  GENERIC ACTION 

4. Project Description: 
 See Page 1a. 

4a. Project Location: Single Site (for a project at a single site, complete all the information below) 
 ADDRESS 

726-730 Broadway/418-426 Lafayette Street 
NEIGHBORHOOD NAME 

NoHo 
 TAX BLOCK AND LOT 

Block 545, Lot 15 
BOROUGH 

Manhattan 
COMMUNITY DISTRICT 

CB2 
 DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY BY BOUNDING OR CROSS STREETS 

Through-block building between East 4th Street and Astor Place, with the primary façade on Broadway and secondary façade on 
Lafayette Street. 

 EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT, INCLUDING SPECIAL ZONING DISTRICT DESIGNATION, IF ANY 
M1-5B 

ZONING SECTIONAL MAP NO: 
12c 

4b. Project Location: Multiple Sites (Provide a description of the size of the project area in both City Blocks and Lots. If the project would apply to the entire city or to areas that 
are so extensive that a site-specific description is not appropriate or practicable, describe the area of the project, including bounding streets, etc.) 

N/A 

5. REQUIRED ACTIONS OR APPROVALS (check all that apply) 
 City Planning Commission: YES  NO  Board of Standards and Appeals: YES  NO  
  CITY MAP AMENDMENT  ZONING CERTIFICATION  SPECIAL PERMIT 
  ZONING MAP AMENDMENT  ZONING AUTHORIZATION EXPIRATION DATE MONTH DAY YEAR 

  ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT  HOUSING PLAN & PROJECT     
  

UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW 
PROCEDURE (ULURP)  SITE SELECTION—PUBLIC FACILITY  

  CONCESSION  FRANCHISE  VARIANCE (USE) 
  UDAAP  DISPOSITION—REAL PROPERTY  

  REVOCABLE CONSENT    VARIANCE (BULK) 

   
 ZONING SPECIAL PERMIT, SPECIFY TYPE SPECIFY AFFECTED SECTION(S) OF THE ZONING RESOLUTION See page 1a 

  MODIFICATION OF   
  RENEWAL OF  
  OTHER 
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
New York University (NYU) proposes to convert floors two through ten of the ten-story 
building at 726-730 Broadway/418-426 Lafayette Street (“730 Broadway”), which is owned by 
the university, from its current office uses (Use Group 6) to college or university uses (Use 
Group 3). NYU expects to convert the fifth through tenth floors to academic space, including 
scientific research facilities and the second floor would also be converted to academic space, 
including teaching laboratories and support spaces for other uses in the building. NYU expects 
to retain the student health service offices on the third and fourth floors. Though the existing 
office use of floors two through ten of the building is permitted as Use Group 6 offices, it would 
more appropriately be characterized as a Use Group 3 college or university use because of the 
university functions and populations that are served. In the future, NYU may use the building’s 
second through tenth floors for other academic uses (not including dormitories). The building’s 
ground floor would continue to be used as for a Use Group 6 retail store and Use Group 17 
shipping. The proposed project would result in the elimination of office uses (Use Group 6) on 
the project site, and replacement with college or university uses, specifically scientific research 
facilities, possibly including wet labs. The conversion of portions of the existing building to 
accommodate academic space, including scientific research facilities, would require additional 
mechanical systems and new rooftop mechanical equipment. 

BACKGROUND 

The project site is a through-block lot (Block 545, Lot 15) at 730 Broadway. It is located within 
an M1-5B light manufacturing, high performance zoning district. Permitted uses within the M1-
5B zoning district include doctor’s offices, houses of worship, and several other community 
facility uses in Use Groups 3 and 4, commercial uses in Use Groups 5 through 14 and 16, also 
subject to certain limiting criteria; and Use Group 17 manufacturing uses, including, under 
certain specified circumstances, joint living-work quarters for artists (JLWQA). Use Group 3 
college or university uses are not permitted on the project site on an as-of-right basis.  

The building’s Certificate of Occupancy (CofO), dated August 11, 2011, permits the existing 
uses on the project site, including a Use Group 6 retail store and Use Group 17 shipping on the 
ground floor and Use Group 6 offices on the second through tenth floors. The building’s ground 
floor is currently used by NYU as a bookstore; the second through tenth floors are occupied by 
administrative spaces on the second and fifth through eighth floors, student health services on 
the third and fourth floors, NYU financial services on the ninth floor, and offices for the School 
of Nursing on the tenth floor.  

Prior to NYU’s ownership, the project site was the subject of a February 5, 1980 Board of 
Standards and Appeals (BSA) variance which waived certain bulk regulations to allow a three-
story enlargement to the existing manufacturing building. During the 1980s, the building was 
converted to office use (other than the ground floor). NYU purchased the building in 2008. In 
2009, BSA issued a letter of substantial compliance approving revised plans reflecting Use 
Group 6 retail use on the ground floor and Use Group 6 office use on floors two through ten, as 
well as a consolidation of the loading berths and related spaces.  

The project site is also within the boundaries of the NoHo Historic District, a New York City 
Historic District (NYCHD). New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) 
approval is required for exterior alterations to buildings within the historic district. 
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B. PURPOSE AND NEED 
The conversion of the 730 Broadway building’s second through tenth floors to Use Group 3 
college or university uses would provide NYU with needed academic space, in particular 
additional scientific research laboratory space, in close proximity to NYU’s existing science 
facilities at the university’s main campus near Washington Square.  

NYU was founded in 1831 and is currently the largest private university in the United States. It 
is also a vital and stable economic source in New York City. NYU comprises 14 schools, 
colleges, and divisions, with five major centers in Manhattan and branch campuses and research 
programs elsewhere in the United States and abroad. The center of NYU’s campus is in 
Greenwich Village, in the area around Washington Square, the “Washington Square Core.”  

One of NYU’s goals is to locate facilities for its undergraduate and certain professional schools 
in the Washington Square Core area, which is the area generally bounded by Waverly Place and 
West 8th Street to the north, Broadway and Mercer Street to the east, West 3rd and Houston 
Streets to the south, and LaGuardia Place and the midblock between MacDougal Street and 
Avenue of the Americas to the west. 

Over the past decade, NYU has invested heavily by way of its “Partners Plan” in its Faculty of 
Arts and Science. Although such investments have allowed many of NYU’s departments to rank 
among the best in the nation, NYU’s science facilities have not similarly kept pace with those of 
competing educational institutions. This is due in large part to NYU’s urban setting and, more 
specifically, to the difficulty in finding sufficiently large spaces for research facilities in or near 
the Washington Square Core. Regardless of this limitation, NYU is committed to improving the 
amount and quality of its science research facilities.   

A 2007 study conducted by NYU projected that the University’s science programs will grow by 
between 55 and 72 percent over the next ten years. This growth translates to a need for 
approximately 275,000 gross square feet (gsf) of additional space dedicated to science and 
scientific research. Current standards for science facilities include locating facilities in buildings 
with large floorplates, high ceilings, heavy load capacity, and wide column spacing.   

Further, science facilities must be located in or near the Washington Square Core to allow for 
physical proximity to, and functional connections with, the university’s existing science facilities, 
including the Center for Brain Imaging, Center for Soft Matter Research, and The Molecular 
Design Institute. NYU’s objective is to locate core and cross-disciplinary science programs that 
serve or allow collaboration with the undergraduate population in or near the Core. The 
consolidation of science facilities in the Core area would support efficient collaboration among 
disciplines, the sharing of limited resources, and improved opportunities for networking.  

In the past, NYU has been able to meet its physical needs by connecting existing buildings to form 
new complexes with sufficiently large floorplates. Recently NYU accommodated its Center for 
Genomics (the University’s largest investment in science over the past six years) by redeveloping the 
existing buildings at 12-16 Waverly Place by retaining the buildings’ facades while adding an entirely 
new structure with floors that accommodate modern uses and spatial needs. Even with these recent 
projects, the University continues to have a growing need for additional science facilities, with the 
opportunities to satisfy this need within the Washington Square Core remaining extremely limited.   

THE 730 BROADWAY BUILDING 

NYU selected the 730 Broadway building for the proposed academic space because of its location, 
physical dimensions, and structural qualities. The building is located immediately adjacent to the 
Washington Square Core—in effect representing an extension of the Core—and within close 
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proximity to the university’s existing classrooms and science facilities. The 730 Broadway building 
has large floorplates of 32,000 gsf and has high ceilings, substantial load capacity, and wide column 
spacing. Few buildings in or near the project site, and no others owned by the university, have such 
large floorplates. The proposed project would provide approximately 190,000 gsf of interconnected 
space dedicated to academic space, primarily for science and scientific research. This amount of 
square footage is more than what is available in any other Arts and Sciences building in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site, including the Warren Weaver Building at 251 Mercer Street (158,591 gsf) 
and the Center for Genomics at 12 Waverly Place (75,869 gsf).   

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project requires a BSA variance to facilitate the conversion of 730 Broadway’s 
second through tenth floors to a Use Group 3 college or university use, a use which is not 
permitted as-of-right in M1-5B zoning districts. With the proposed variance, NYU expects to 
convert the fifth through tenth floors to academic space, including scientific research facilities, 
and to convert the second floor to academic space, including teaching laboratories and support 
spaces for other uses in the building. The university expects to retain the student health services 
offices on the third and fourth floors. Though this office use is permitted as Use Group 6 offices, 
it would more appropriately be characterized as a Use Group 3 college or university use because 
of the university functions and populations that it serves. The 730 Broadway building’s ground 
floor, which would not be directly affected by the proposed project, would continue to be used 
as a Use Group 6 retail store and Use Group 17 shipping. 

The employee and user population changes anticipated with the proposed action, as shown in 
Table 1, would result in a decrease in population as compared to the existing and no action 
conditions. In the existing and no action conditions, the population includes employees (i.e., 
office workers), faculty, graduate students, researchers, and undergraduate students comprised of 
both part-time and full-time users. The population also includes visitors to the student health 
services center on the third and fourth floors; the population on the third and fourth floors would 
not change with the proposed project. For the purposes of this analysis and to account for a 
reasonable worst case scenario, although some employees are part-time, it is assumed that the 
overall user population is full-time. With the proposed project, the user population would 
decrease since the number of employees and faculty to be relocated to other NYU properties 
would exceed the number of new researchers and students.   

Table 1 
Population 

Type Existing No Action Proposed Net Increment 
Employees1 1,010 1,010 2242 -786 
Faculty 493 493 120 -373 
Graduate Students 21 21 300 279 
Researchers 123 123 180 57 
Undergraduate Students 0 0 90 90 
Total 1,647 1,647 914 -733 
Notes: 
1 Employee population counts do not include the ground floor because it would not be directly affected by the proposed 

project. 
2     Existing population to remain (third and fourth floor population). 
Source: Existing and proposed user and employee populations were provided by NYU.  

 
Because the project site is within the NoHo Historic District, the proposed rooftop mechanical 
equipment is subject to LPC’s review and approval.  

Absent the proposed action, the 730 Broadway building will continue to be used for conforming 
Use Group 6 office uses that support the university. 
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 Department of Environmental Protection: YES  NO  
 Other City Approvals: YES  NO  
  LEGISLATION  RULEMAKING 

  FUNDING OF CONSTRUCTION; SPECIFY  CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES 

  POLICY OR PLAN; SPECIFY  FUNDING OR PROGRAMS; SPECIFY 

  LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION APPROVAL (not subject to CEQR)  PERMITS; SPECIFY 

  384(B)(4) APPROVAL  OTHER; EXPLAIN 

  PERMITS FROM DOT’S OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION AND COORDINATION (OCMD) (not subject to CEQR) 

6. State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding: YES  NO  IF “YES,” IDENTIFY 

  

7. Site Description: Except where otherwise indicated, provide the following information with regard to the directly affected area. The directly affected area consists of the project site and 
the area subject to any change in regulatory controls. 

 GRAPHICS The following graphics must be attached and each box must be checked off before the EAS is complete. Each map must clearly depict the boundaries of the directly affected 
area or areas, and indicate a 400-foot radius drawn from the outer boundaries of the project site. Maps may not exceed 11x17 inches in size and must be folded to 8.5x11 
inches for submission. 

  Site location map  Zoning map  Photographs of the project site taken within 6 months of EAS submission and keyed to the site location map 

  Sanborn or other land use map  Tax map  For large areas or multiple sites, a GIS shape file that defines the project sites 

       See EAS Figures 1 through 4. 
 PHYSICAL SETTING (both developed and undeveloped areas) 
 Total directly affected area (sq. ft.): 

±35,140 gsf  
Type of waterbody and surface area (sq. ft.): 
N/A 

Roads, building and other paved surfaces (sq. ft.): 
N/A 

          
 Other, describe (sq. ft.): 34,578 gsf (ground floor—not part of the directly affected area) 
8. Physical Dimensions and Scale of Project (if the project affects multiple sites, provide the total development below facilitated by the action) 
 Size of project to be developed: 

±293,739 gsf*  
*Floors 2-10 of the 730 Broadway building (gross sq. ft.) 

 Does the proposed project involve changes in zoning on one or more sites? YES  NO  
 If ‘Yes,’ identify the total square feet owned or controlled by the applicant:  Total square feet of non-applicant owned development:  
 Does the proposed project involve in-ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility lines, or grading? YES  NO  
 If ‘Yes,’ indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface disturbance (if known):  
 Area: N/A sq. ft. (width x length)  Volume: N/A cubic feet (width x length x depth) 

 Does the proposed project increase the population of residents and/or on-site workers? YES  NO  
Number of additional 
residents? N/A Number of 

additional workers? -733 
 Provide a brief explanation of how these numbers were determined: 

 It is assumed that the user and employee populations on the third and fourth floors would remain in the With Action condition. The 
user and employee population in the ground floor bookstore and café are not accounted for as the ground floor is not part of the 
directly affected area of the project site. 

 Does the project create new open space? YES  NO  If Yes: N/A (sq. ft) 

 Using Table 14-1, estimate the project’s projected operation solid waste generation, if applicable: 2,9121 (pounds per week) 

  
 Using energy modeling or Table 15-1, estimate the project’s projected energy use: 82,309 million1 (annual BTUs) 

 
9. Analysis Year CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 2 
 ANTICIPATED BUILD YEAR (DATE THE PROJECT WOULD BE COMPLETED AND OPERATIONAL): 

2013* 
ANTICIPATED PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION IN MONTHS: 
12 months  

 WOULD THE PROJECT BE IMPLEMENTED IN A SINGLE PHASE? YES  NO  IF MULTIPLE PHASES, HOW MANY PHASES:  
      * By 2013, the Certificate of Occupancy (CofO) would be changed to Use Group 3 college or university use and 2 floors would be occupied by   
teaching laboratories and laboratory support space. 
 BRIEFLY DESCRIBE PHASES AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:  
10. What is the Predominant Land Use in Vicinity of Project? (Check all that apply) 
  RESIDENTIAL 

 
 

MANUFACTURING* 
 

COMMERCIAL 
 

PARK/FOREST/OPEN SPACE 
 

OTHER, Describe: 
Institutional/ 
College and 
University 

       *Joint Living-Work Quarters for Artists (JLWQ), 
 

                                                      
1 For informational purposes, the With-Action solid waste and energy generation figures are provided. As the proposed project would result in an 

incremental decrease in population on the project site, and no overall change in floor area, the incremental solid waste and energy generation 
associated with the proposed project would be negative and zero, respectively. 
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
The information requested in this table applies to the directly affected area. The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to 
any change in regulatory control. The increment is the difference between the No-Action and the With-Action conditions. 

 
EXISTING  

CONDITION 
NO-ACTION  
CONDITION 

WITH-ACTION 
CONDITION INCREMENT 

Land Use 
Residential Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, specify the following     
No. of dwelling units     
No. of low- to moderate-income units     
No. of stories     
Gross Floor Area (sq. ft.)     
Describe Type of Residential Structures     

Commercial Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No **  

If yes, specify the following:     

Describe type (retail, office, other) University-affiliated office 
uses* No change 

**Converted to 
community facility  

college or university 
uses. See below.  

No. of bldgs 1 building No change No change No change 
GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.) 328,317 gsf No change No change No change 

*The ground floor is not part of directly affected area; no changes would occur on the ground floor. 
Manufacturing/Industrial Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   
If yes, specify the following:     

Type of use     
No. of bldgs     
GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.)     
No. of stories of each bldg.     
Height of each bldg     
Open storage area (sq. ft.)     
If any unenclosed activities, specify     

Community Facility Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, specify the following     
Type   

College or university 
uses*   

No. of bldgs   1—No change No change 
GFA of each bldg (sq. ft.)   

328,317 gsf—No 
change No change 

No. of stories of each bldg   10 stories—No change No change 
Height of each bldg   ±157’—No change No change 

*The ground floor is not part of directly affected area; no changes would occur on the ground floor. 
Vacant Land Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, describe     
Publicly Accessible Open Space Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   
If yes, specify type (mapped City, State, or Federal 
Parkland, wetland—mapped or otherwise known, 
other)     
Other Land Use Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, describe     
Parking 
Garages Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, specify the following:     
No. of public spaces     
No. of accessory spaces     
Operating hours     
Attended or non-attended     
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EXISTING  

CONDITION 
NO-ACTION  
CONDITION 

WITH-ACTION 
CONDITION INCREMENT 

Parking (continued) 
Lots Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, specify the following:     
No. of public spaces     
No. of accessory spaces     
Operating hours     

Other (includes street parking) Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, describe     
Storage Tanks 
Storage Tanks Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes, specify the following:     
Gas/Service stations: Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

Oil storage facility: Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

Other; identify: Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If yes to any of the above, describe:     
Number of tanks 1 No change No change N/A 
Size of tanks 10,000-gallon No change No change N/A 
Location of tanks Ground floor vault No change No change N/A 
Depth of tanks N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Most recent FDNY inspection date 2011    

Population 
Residents Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If any, specify number     
Briefly explain how the number of residents was 
calculated  
Businesses Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No   

If any, specify the following:     
No. and type 1*—University-affiliated No change No change No change 
No. and type of workers by business 1,010 No change 224** -733 
No. and type of non-residents who are not 
workers 637 No change 690 53 

Briefly explain how the number of businesses was 
calculated 

*The ground floor is not part of the directly affected area. It contains a university-affiliated bookstore 
and café. 
**Existing third and fourth floor worker population to remain. 

Zoning* 
Zoning classification M1-5B No change No change No change 
Maximum amount of floor area that can be developed 
(in terms of bulk) 

±35,140 x 5.0 (commercial 
and manufacturing) = 

±175,700 zoning square 
feet (zsf); ±35,140 x 6.5 
(community facilities) = 

±228,410 zsf 

No change No change No change 

Predominant land use and zoning classification within 
a 0.25-radius of proposed project 

Land uses include: 
commercial and office 

buildings, residential with 
ground floor commercial, 
institutional (educational), 
joint living/work quarters 
for artists, and parking 

facilities. Zoning 
classifications include: 
M1-5B, C6-1, C6-2, C6-3, 

C6-4, and R7-2.  

No change No change No change 

Attach any additional information as may be needed to describe the project. 
 
If your project involves changes in regulatory controls that affect one or more sites not associated with a specific development, it is generally appropriate to include the total development projections in the 
above table and attach separate tables outlining the reasonable development scenarios for each site. 
 
*This section should be completed for all projects, except for such projects that would apply to the entire city or to areas that are so extensive that site-specific zoning information is not appropriate or 
practicable. 



EAS FULL FORM PAGE 5 

PART II: TECHNICAL ANALYSES 

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the analysis categories listed in this section, assess the proposed project’s impacts based on the thresholds and criteria 
presented in the CEQR Technical Manual. Check each box that applies. 

 If the proposed project can be demonstrated not to meet or exceed the threshold, check the ‘NO’ box. 

 If the proposed project will meet or exceed the threshold, or if this cannot be determined, check the ‘YES’ box. 

 For each ‘Yes’ response, answer the subsequent questions for that technical area and consult the relevant chapter of the CEQR Technical Manual for 
guidance on providing additional analyses (and attach supporting information, if needed) to determine whether the potential for significant impacts 
exists. Please note that a ‘Yes’ answer does not mean that EIS must be prepared—it often only means that more information is required for the lead 
agency to make a determination of significance. 

 The lead agency, upon reviewing Part II, may require an applicant to either provide additional information to support the Full EAS Form. For example, 
if a question is answered ‘No,’ an agency may request a short explanation for this response. 

 YES NO 

1. LAND USE, ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 4  See Attachment A, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy.” 

(a) Would the proposed project result in a change in land use or zoning that is different from surrounding land uses and/or zoning? Is there 
the potential to affect an applicable public policy? If ’Yes,’ complete a preliminary assessment and attach.   

(b) Is the project a large, publicly sponsored project? If ‘Yes,’ complete a PlaNYC assessment and attach.   
(c) Is any part of the directly affected area within the City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program boundaries?  

If ‘Yes,’ complete the Consistency Assessment Form.   
2. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 5  See EAS “Socioeconomic Conditions” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project: 

 • Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units?   
 • Generate a net increase of 200,000 or more square feet of commercial space?   
 • Directly displace more than 500 residents?   
 • Directly displace more than 100 employees?  

*733 existing employees would be relocated to other buildings controlled by NYU.  * 
 • Affect conditions in a specific industry?   
(b) If ‘Yes’ to any of the above, attach supporting information to answer the following questions, as appropriate. If ‘No’ was checked for 

each category above, the remaining questions in this technical area do not need to be answered.   
(1) Direct Residential Displacement 

 If more than 500 residents would be displaced, would these displaced represent more than 5% of the primary study area population?   
 If ‘Yes,’ is the average income of the directly displaced population markedly lower than the average income of the rest of the study area 

population?   
(2) Indirect Residential Displacement 

 Would the expected average incomes of the new population exceed the average incomes of the study area populations?   
 If ‘Yes,’ would the population increase represent more than 5% of the primary study area population or otherwise potentially affect real 

estate market conditions?   
 If ‘Yes,’ would the study area have a significant number of unprotected rental units?   
 Would more than 10 percent of all the housing units be renter-occupied and unprotected?   
 Or, would more than 5 percent of all the housing units be renter-occupied and unprotected where no readily observable trend toward 

increasing rents and new market rate development exists within the study area?   
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 YES NO 
(3) Direct Business Displacement 

 Do any of the displaced businesses provide goods or service that otherwise could not be found within the trade area, either under 
existing conditions or in the future with the proposed project?   

 Do any of the displaced businesses provide goods or services that otherwise could not be found within the trade area, either under 
existing conditions or in the future with the proposed project?   

 Or is any category of business to be displaced the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or 
otherwise protect it?   

(4) Indirect Business Displacement 

 Would the project potentially introduce trends that make it difficult for businesses to remain in the area?   
 Would the project capture the retail sales in a particular category of goods to the extent that the market for such goods would become 

saturated as a result, potential resulting in vacancies and disinvestment on neighborhood commercial streets?   
(5) Effects on Industry 

 Would the project significantly affect business conditions in any industry or any category of businesses within or outside the study area?   
 Would the project indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability in the industry or category of businesses?   
3. COMMUNITY FACILITIES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 6  See EAS “Community Facilities” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the project directly eliminate, displace, or alter public or publicly funded community facilities such as educational facilities, 

libraries, hospitals and other health care facilities, day care centers, police stations, or fire stations?   
(b) Would the project exceed any of the thresholds outlines in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6?   
(c) If ‘No’ was checked above, the remaining questions in this technical area do not need to be answered.  

If ‘Yes’ was checked, attach supporting information to answer the following, if applicable.   
(1) Child Care Centers 

 Would the project result in a collected utilization rate of the group child care/Head Start centers in the study area that is greater than 100 
percent?   

 If ‘Yes,’ would the project increase the collective utilization rate by 5 percent from the No-Action scenario?   
(2) Libraries 

 Would the project increase the study area population by 5 percent from the No-Action levels?   
 If ‘Yes,’ would the additional population impair the delivery of library services in the study area?   
(3) Public Schools 

 Would the project result in a collective utilization rate of the elementary and/or intermediate schools in the study area that is equal to or 
greater than 105 percent?   

 If ‘Yes,’ would the project increase this collective utilization rate by 5 percent from the No-Action scenario?   
(4) Health Care Facilities 

 Would the project affect the operation of health care facilities in the area?   
(5) Fire and Police Protection 

 Would the project affect the operation of fire or police protection in the area?   
4. OPEN SPACE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 7  See EAS “Open Space” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the project change or eliminate existing open space?   
(b) Is the project located within an underserved area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or Staten Island?   
(c) If ‘Yes,’ would the proposed project generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees?     
(d) Is the project located within a well-served area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or Staten Island?   
(e) If ‘Yes,’ would the project generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees?   
(f) If the project is not located within an underserved or well-served area, would it generate more than 200 additional residents or 500 

additional employees?   
(g) If ‘Yes’ to any of the above questions, attach supporting information to answer the following: 

 Does the project result in a decrease in the open space ratio of more than 5%?   
  If the project site is within an underserved area, is the decrease in open space between 1% and 5%?   
  If ‘Yes,’ are there qualitative considerations, such as the quality of open space, that need to be considered?   
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 YES NO 
5. SHADOWS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 8.  See EAS “Shadows” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project result in a net height increase of any structure of 50 feet or more?   
(b) Would the proposed project result in any increase in structure height and be located adjacent to or across the street from a sunlight-

sensitive resource?   
(c) If ‘Yes’ to either of the above questions, attach supporting information explaining whether the project’s shadow reach any sunlight-

sensitive resource at any time of the year.   
6. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 9  See Attachment B, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” 

(a) 

Does the proposed project site or an adjacent site contain any architectural and/or archaeological resource that is eligible for, or has 
been designated (or is calendared for consideration) as a New York City Landmark, Interior Landmark or Scenic Landmark; is listed or 
eligible for listing on the New York State or National Register of Historic Places; or is within a designated or eligible New York City, New 
York State, or National Register Historic District? 
If “Yes,” list the resources and attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources.   

7. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 10  See EAS “Urban Design and Visual Resources” 
screening analysis. 

(a) Would the proposed project introduce a new building, a new building height, or result in any substantial physical alteration to the 
streetscape or public space in the vicinity of the proposed project that is not currently allowed by existing zoning? *  

*The new, approximately 35-foot-tall mechanical equipment that would be added to the building’s roof would be subject to review and approval by LPC.  

(b) Would the proposed project result in obstruction of publicly accessible views to visual resources that is not currently allowed by existing 
zoning?   

(c) If “Yes” to either of the questions above, please provide the information requested in Chapter 10.   
8. NATURAL RESOURCES: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 11  See EAS “Natural Resources” screening analysis. 
(a) Is any part of the directly affected area within the Jamaica Bay Watershed? If “Yes,” complete the Jamaica Bay Watershed Form.   
(b) Does the proposed project site or a site adjacent to the project contain natural resources as defined in Section 100 of Chapter 11? If 

“Yes,” list the resources: Attach supporting information on whether the proposed project would affect any of these resources.   
9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 12  See EAS “Hazardous Materials” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project allow commercial or residential use in an area that is currently, or was historically, a manufacturing area 

that involved hazardous materials?   
(b) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to 

hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?   
(c) Does the project require soil disturbance in a manufacturing zone or any development on or near a manufacturing zone or 

existing/historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)?   
(d) Does the project result in the development of a site where there is reason to suspect the presence of hazardous materials, 

contamination, illegal dumping or fill, or fill material or unknown origin?   
(e) Does the project result in development where underground and/or aboveground storage tanks (e.g., gas stations) are or were on or 

near the site?   

(f) 
Does the project result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with potential compromised air quality, vapor intrusion from on-
site or off-site sources, asbestos, PCBs or lead-based paint?  Asbestos, PCBs, and/or lead-based paint may be present in project 
site building.   

(g) Does the project result in development on or near a government-listed voluntary cleanup/brownfield site, current or former power 
generation/transmission facilities, municipal incinerators, coal gasification or gas storage sites, or railroad tracks and rights-of-way?   

(h) 
Has a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment been performed for the site?  
If ‘Yes,’ were RECs identified? Briefly identify: Identified RECs include: historic building uses (a garage, auto repair, and carpet 
cleaning); historic gasoline and fuel oil storage; and an existing 10,000-gallon No. 2 fuel oil aboveground storage tank.   

(i) Based on a Phase I Assessment, is a Phase II Assessment needed?   
10. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 13  See EAS “Water and Sewer Infrastructure” screening 

analysis. 
(a) Would the project result in water demand of more than one million gallons per day?   

(b) 
Is the proposed project located in a combined sewer area and result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000 sq. ft. or more of 
commercial space in Manhattan or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 sq. ft. or more of commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn, 
Staten Island or Queens?   

(c) Is the proposed project located in a separately sewered area and result in the same or greater development than that listed in Table 
13-1 in Chapter 13?   

(d) Does the proposed project involve development on a site five acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase?   

(e) 
Would the proposed project involve development on a site one acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase 
and is located within the Jamaica Bay Watershed or in certain specific drainage areas including: Bronx River, Coney Island Creek, 
Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek, or Westchester Creek?   

(f) Would the proposed project be located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered?   
(g) Is the project proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a WWTP and/or generate 

contaminated stormwater in a separate storm sewer system?   
(h) Would the project involve construction of a new stormwater outfall that requires federal and/or state permits?   
(i) If “Yes” to any of the above, conduct the appropriate preliminary analyses and attached supporting documentation.   
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 YES NO 
11. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 14  See EAS “Solid Waste and Sanitation” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project have the potential to generate 100,000 pounds (50 tons) or more of solid waste per week?   
(b) Would the proposed project involve a reduction in capacity at a solid waste management facility used for refuse or recyclables 

generated within the City?   
12. ENERGY: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 15  See EAS “Energy” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project affect the transmission or generation of energy?   
13. TRANSPORTATION: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 16  See EAS “Transportation” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project exceed any threshold identified in Table 16-1 in Chapter 16?   
(b) If “Yes,” conduct the screening analyses, attach appropriate back up data as needed for each stage, and answer the following 

questions:   

 
(1) Would the proposed project result in 50 or more Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) per project peak hour? 

If “Yes,” would the proposed project result in 50 or more vehicle trips per project peak hour at any given intersection? 
**It should be noted that the lead agency may require further analysis of intersections of concern even when a project 
generates fewer than 50 vehicles in the peak hour. See Subsection 313 in Chapter 16 for more information.   

 
(2) Would the proposed project result in more than 200 subway/rail or bus trips per project peak hour? 

If “Yes,” would the proposed project result per project peak hour, in 50 or more bus trips on a single line (in one direction) or 
200 subway trips per station or line?   

 
(3) Would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour? 

If “Yes,” would the proposed project result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per project peak hour to any given pedestrian or 
transit element, crosswalk, subway stair, or bus stop?   

14. AIR QUALITY: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 17  See Attachment C, “Air Quality.” 
(a) Mobile Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 210 in Chapter 17?   

(b) 
Stationary Sources: Would the proposed project result in the conditions outlined in Section 220 in Chapter 17? 
If ‘Yes,’ would the proposed project exceed the thresholds in the Figure 17-3, Stationary Source Screen Graph? (attach graph as 
needed)     

(c) Does the proposed project involve multiple buildings on the project site?   
(d) Does the proposed project require Federal approvals, support, licensing, or permits subject to conformity requirements?   
(e) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to air 

quality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?   
(f) If “Yes,” conduct the appropriate analyses and attach any supporting documentation.   
15. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 18  See EAS “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” screening analysis. 
(a) Is the proposed project a city capital project, a power plant, or would fundamentally change the City’s solid waste management system?   
(b) If “Yes,” would the proposed project require a GHG emissions assessment based on the guidance in Chapter 18?   
(c) If “Yes,” attach supporting documentation to answer the following; 

Would the project be consistent with the City’s GHG reduction goal?   
16. NOISE: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 19  See Attachment D, “Noise.” 
(a) Would the proposed project generate or reroute the vehicular traffic?   

(b) 
Would the proposed project introduce new or additional receptors (see Section 124 in Chapter 19) near heavily trafficked roadways, 
within one horizontal mile of an existing or proposed flight path, or within 1,500 feet of an existing or proposed rail line with a direct line 
of sight to that rail line?    

(c) Would the proposed project cause a stationary noise source to operate within 1,500 feet of a receptor with a direct line of sight to that 
receptor or introduce receptors into an area with high ambient stationary noise?     

(d) Does the proposed project site have existing institutional controls (e.g., E-designations or a Restrictive Declaration) relating to noise that 
preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts?   

(e) If “Yes,” conduct the appropriate analyses and attach any supporting documentation.   
17. PUBLIC HEALTH: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 20  See EAS “Public Health” screening analysis. 
(a) Would the proposed project warrant a public health assessment based upon the guidance in Chapter 20?   
18. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 21  See EAS “Neighborhood Character” screening analysis.  

(a) 
Based upon the analyses conducted for the following technical areas, check ‘Yes’ if any of the following technical areas required a 
detailed analysis: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and Cultural Resources; 
Urban Design and Visual Resources; Shadows; Transportation; Noise.   

(b) If “Yes,” explain here why or why not an assessment of neighborhood character is warranted based on the guidance in Chapter 21, 
“Neighborhood Character.” Attach a preliminary analysis, if necessary.    
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I YES 	NO 

19. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS: CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 22 See EAS "Construction Impacts" screening analysis. 

Would the project's construction activities involve (check all that apply): 

• Construction activities lasting longer than two years; V 

• Construction activities within a Central Business District or along an arterial or major thoroughfare;  

• Require closing, narrowing, or otherwise impeding traffic, transit or pedestrian elements (roadways, parking spaces, bicycle routes, 
sidewalks, crosswalks, corners, etc); V 

• Construction of multiple buildings where there is a potential for on-site receptors on buildings completed before the final build-out; V 

The operation of several pieces of diesel equipment in a single location at peak construction; 

• Closure of community facilities or disruption in its service; 

• Activities within 400 feet of a historic or cultural resource; or 

• Disturbance of a site containing natural resources. V 

If any boxes are checked, explain why or why not a preliminary construction assessment is warranted based on the guidance of in Chap er 22, 
"Construction." It should be noted that the nature and extent or any commitment to use the Best Available Technology for construction equipment or 
Best Management Practices for construction activities should be considered when making this determination. 

See "Construction Impacts" section of the screening analyses. 

20. APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION 
I swear or affirm under oath and subject to the penalties for perjury that the information provided in this Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) is 
true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief, based upon my personal knowledge and familiarity with the information described herein 
and after examination of pertinent books and records and/or after inquiry of persons who have personal knowledge or such information or who have 
examined pertinent books and records. 

Still under oath, I further swear or affirm that I make this statement in my capacity as the 

Elise Wagner of Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP on behalf 	
of

New York University 
APPLICANT/SPONSOR 	 NAME OP THF ENTITY OR OWNER 

the entity which seeks the permits, approvals, funding or other governmental action described in this EAS. 

Check if prepared by: 	 APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE 	or 	• 	LEAD AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE (FOR CITY-SPONSORED PROJECTS) 

Elise Wagner of Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP 
AP 	/SPONSOR HAM 	 LEAD AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE NAME: 

C?N.-Vm 	 0 	C 	( °-)-- 
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Additional Technical Information for EAS Part II 

All analyses have been prepared in accordance with the City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) Technical Manual guidelines. A brief project description is provided on page 1a of the 
EAS form. 

A. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 
See Attachment A. 

B. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
The socioeconomic character of an area includes its population, housing, and economic activity. 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be conducted if 
a project may reasonably be expected to create substantial socioeconomic changes within the 
area affected by the project that would not occur in the absence of the project. Projects that 
would trigger a CEQR analysis include the following:  

• Direct displacement of a residential population so that the socioeconomic profile of the 
neighborhood would be substantially altered. Displacement of less than 500 residents would 
not typically be expected to affect socioeconomic conditions in a neighborhood. 

• Direct displacement of more than 100 employees; or the direct displacement of a business or 
institution that is unusually important as follows: it has a critical social or economic role in 
the community, it would have unusual difficulty in relocating successfully, it is of a type or 
in a location that makes it the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at 
its preservation, it serves a population uniquely dependent on its services in its present 
location, or it is particularly important to neighborhood character. 

• Introduction of substantial new development that is markedly different from existing uses, 
development, and activities within the neighborhood. Such an action could lead to indirect 
displacement. Residential development of 200 units or fewer or commercial development of 
200,000 square feet or less would typically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts. 

• Projects that are expected to affect conditions within a specific industry, such as a citywide 
regulatory change that could adversely impact the economic and operational conditions of 
certain type of businesses. 

The proposed action would allow the use of floors two through ten of NYU’s 730 Broadway 
building for college or university uses. NYU expects to convert the fifth through tenth floors to 
academic space, including scientific research facilities, and to convert the second floor to 
academic space, teaching laboratories, and support spaces for other uses in the building. NYU 
expects to retain the student health services office on the third and fourth floors. In the future, 
NYU may use the building’s second through tenth floors for other academic uses (not including 
dormitories). The proposed action would not displace any residents. It would relocate certain 
existing NYU-affiliated office uses to other NYU properties. The proposed project would not 
introduce any residents or result in any commercial development. Therefore, the proposed action 
does not meet the threshold for further analysis and would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts on socioeconomic conditions. 
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C. COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
The CEQR Technical Manual states that a community facilities assessment is appropriate if an 
action would have a direct effect on a community facility, or if it would have an indirect effect 
by introducing new populations that would overburden existing facilities.  

As explained below, the proposed action would not result in significant indirect effects on 
community facilities and services, such as public schools, libraries, hospitals, child care centers, 
or police and fire protection. 

• Schools: The CEQR Technical Manual specifies that if a proposed action introduces more 
than 50 elementary and/or intermediate school students or 150 or more high school students 
who are expected to attend public schools, there may be a significant impact to educational 
facilities. The proposed action would not generate any residential units. Therefore, no 
further analysis is warranted. 

• Libraries: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of potential impacts to 
libraries if an action would increase the service population by more than 5 percent. The 
proposed action would result in a lower population than in the No Action condition, and 
would not generate any new residents. Therefore, further analysis is not necessary, and it is 
expected that there would be no significant adverse impacts to libraries. 

• Health Care Facilities: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of potential 
indirect impacts to public health care facilities if an action would introduce a sizeable new 
neighborhood. The proposed action would not generate any new residents. Therefore, further 
analysis is not necessary, and the proposed action would not result in significant adverse 
impacts to health care facilities. 

• Child Care Facilities: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of potential 
impacts to publicly funded group child care and Head Start centers if an action would 
generate more than 20 eligible children under age 6 and living in low/moderate-income 
residential units. As noted above, the proposed action would not generate any new low- or 
moderate-income residential units, and therefore further analysis is not necessary. 

• Police and Fire Protection: The proposed action would not result in the direct displacement 
of a police or fire station, nor would it introduce a sizeable new neighborhood. Therefore, no 
further analysis is necessary. 

The proposed action would have a direct effect on the uses in the 730 Broadway building, an 
NYU property already tenanted by NYU uses. However, with the proposed action, the use of 
floors two through ten would be Use Group 3 college or university uses. The proposed Use 
Group change would be consistent with other existing college and university uses already 
located in the study area. Therefore, although the proposed action would change some of the 
uses in the 730 Broadway building, it would not result in a significant adverse impact, and no 
further analysis is necessary. 

D. OPEN SPACE 
The CEQR Technical Manual requires an analysis of potential impacts on open space when a 
project would have a direct effect on open space, or when it would have an indirect effect by 
generating: more than 50 residents or 125 workers in an area identified as underserved for open 
space resources; more than 350 residents or 750 workers in an area identified as well-served; or 
more than 200 residents or 500 employees in an area not identified as either underserved or well-
served for open space resources. 
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The project site for the proposed action does not contain any open space, and therefore, the 
proposed action would not have a direct effect on open space. The proposed action is located in 
an area of Manhattan Community District 2 that is considered underserved by existing open 
space resources. The proposed action would result in a lower population than in the No Action 
condition. Therefore, the proposed action does not warrant further analysis and would not result 
in any significant adverse open space impacts. 

E. SHADOWS 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a shadows assessment is warranted if a project 
would either result in new structures (or additions to existing structures including the addition of 
rooftop mechanical equipment) of 50 feet or more or be located adjacent to, or across the street 
from, a sunlight-sensitive resource. Sunlight-sensitive resources include publicly accessible open 
spaces, historic landscapes, historic resources with sunlight dependent features, and important 
natural features. There are no such resources that could be affected by the proposed project. 
Further, the proposed project would not result in a new structure of 50 feet or more. The tallest 
of the proposed rooftop mechanical equipment would be approximately 35 feet tall. In addition, 
because the 730 Broadway building is within the NoHo Historic District, the proposed rooftop 
mechanical equipment has been developed, and would be located, to limit its visibility from 
nearby vantage points so as to not adversely affect architectural resources. The proposed rooftop 
mechanical equipment is subject to the review and approval of the New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) and would therefore, not adversely affect historic architectural 
resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in adverse shadows impacts and no 
further analysis is necessary.  

F. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
See Attachment B.  

G. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
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 streets, buildings, 
visual resources, open space, natural features, and wind and sunlight conditions. An urban 
design and visual resources analysis is required if a project requires actions that would result in 
physical changes to the project site beyond those allowable by existing zoning and which could 
be observed by a pedestrian from street level. The proposed action would allow the use of the 
730 Broadway building’s second through tenth floors for college and university uses. It would 
also involve the addition of new rooftop mechanical equipment. The proposed project would not 
obstruct publicly accessible views to visual resources. The use of floors two through ten with 
college or university uses would not result in any physical changes that could be observed by a 
pedestrian from street level or that would adversely affect the streetscape. Further, the proposed 
rooftop mechanical equipment would be of a height and at locations that would limit its visibility 
from the surrounding area as the equipment would have a maximum height of approximately 35 
feet and would be located approximately 20 feet from the Broadway façade and approximately 
16.5 feet from the Lafayette Street façade. In addition, because the project site is in a historic 
district, the proposed rooftop mechanical equipment is subject to LPC’s review and approval. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect urban design and visual resources 
and no further assessment is necessary. 
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H. NATURAL RESOURCES 
A natural resources assessment is conducted when a natural resource is present on or near a 
development site and the proposed project may involve the direct or indirect disturbance of that 
resource. The CEQR Technical Manual defines natural resources as water resources, including 
surface water bodies and groundwater; wetlands, including freshwater and tidal wetlands; 
terrestrial resources, such as grasslands and thickets; shoreline resources, such as beaches, 
dunes, and bluffs; gardens and other ornamental landscaping; and natural resources that may be 
associated with built resources, such as old piers and other waterfront structures. 

As described above, the project site is entirely occupied by a ten-story through-block building. 
As there are no natural resources on or near the project site, the proposed project would not 
result in a significant adverse natural resource impact. Therefore, no further analysis of natural 
resources is required.  

I. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Asbestos investigations for previous renovation projects within the building identified the 
presence of asbestos in a variety of materials, e.g., vinyl floor tile and associated mastic. Some 
of these materials were subsequently removed (abated) whereas others remain and are managed 
in accordance with NYU’s university wide Asbestos Management Plan.  To the extent that the 
proposed project requires disturbance of areas not previously investigated/abated, new 
investigations would be required followed by pre-construction abatement of identified 
asbestos containing materials (ACM). Both the investigations and the abatement would be 
performed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and City regulatory requirements which 
serve to prevent workers’ and the public’s exposure to asbestos, including the use of proper 
personal protective equipment by the workers, isolation of the abatement area, applying water to 
control dust, and third-party air monitoring to ensure that no asbestos escapes the work area.  

J. WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 
A CEQR water and sewer infrastructure assessment analyzes whether a project may adversely 
affect the City’s water distribution or sewer system and, if so, assess the effects of such projects 
to determine whether their impact is significant, and present potential mitigation strategies and 
alternatives. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, only projects that increase density or 
change drainage conditions on a large site require a water and sewer infrastructure analysis.  

A water supply assessment would be required for projects with an exceptionally large demand 
for water (over 1 million gallons per day) or for projects located in an area that experiences low 
water pressure (such as Coney Island and the Rockaway Peninsula). In addition, a wastewater 
and storm water conveyance and treatment analysis would be necessary if the project: 

• Is located in a combined sewer area and would result in over 1,000 residential units or 
250,000 sf of commercial use in Manhattan, or 400 residential units or 150,000 sf of 
commercial use in all other boroughs; 

• Is located in a separately sewered area and would exceed: 25 residential units or 50,000 
sf of commercial use in R1, R2, or R3 districts; 50 residential units or 100,000 sf of 
commercial use in R4 or R5 districts; 100 residential units or 100,000 sf of commercial 
use in all other zoning districts; 

• Is located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered; 
• Involves development on a site 5 acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface 

would increase; 
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• Would involve development on a site 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious 
surface would increase and is located in the Jamaica Bay watershed or specific drainage 
areas (Bronx River, Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, 
Hutchison River, Newtown Creek, Westchester Creek); or 

• Would involve construction of a new storm water outfall that requires federal and/or 
state permits. 

The development of the proposed action would be well below the 1 million gpd water 
consumption threshold set forth in CEQR. Further, the proposed action is located in a combined 
sewer area of Manhattan and would be below the commercial use threshold set forth for 
wastewater and storm water analysis in CEQR (although the proposed development is for 
community facility, not commercial, use). As the project site is currently developed and the 
proposed action would be limited to a change in Use Group of an existing building, the proposed 
action would not result in development of a site 5 acres or larger where the amount of 
impervious surface would increase. The proposed action would also not require the construction 
of a new storm water outfall.  Therefore, the proposed action would not result in any significant 
impacts on water and sewer infrastructure, and no further analysis is necessary. 

K. SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES 
The solid waste generated by the proposed change in Use Group affecting floors two through ten 
of the 730 Broadway building would not substantially increase the demand for solid waste and 
sanitation services. 

L. ENERGY 
As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, all new structures requiring heating and cooling 
are subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the need for a detailed 
assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that may significantly affect the 
transmission or generation of energy. The proposed project would not significantly affect the 
transmission or generation of energy as the proposed action would result in a Use Group change 
within an existing building.  

M. TRANSPORTATION 
As described in the project description on page 1a, the proposed project would result in a 
decrease in population on the project site as compared to the No Action condition (see Table 1 
on page 1c of the project description). Since the lower population would result in lesser overall 
trip-making, the proposed action would generate fewer than 50 incremental vehicle trips and 
fewer than 200 incremental transit or pedestrian trips, the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds 
requiring additional transportation-related analyses. In addition, the majority of the students 
would already be in the NYU vicinity and would not generate new trips to the study area. 
Therefore, no further detailed analyses of transportation conditions are warranted and the 
proposed action would not result in any significant adverse transportation impacts.  

N. AIR QUALITY 
See Attachment C. 

O. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Increased greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are changing the global climate, which is predicted 
to lead to wide-ranging effects on the environment, including rising sea levels, increases in 
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temperature, and changes in precipitation levels. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, 
GHG assessments are appropriate for projects with the greatest potential to produce GHG 
emissions that may result in inconsistencies with the City’s GHG reduction goal to a degree 
considered significant. In addition, actions that fundamentally change the City’s waste 
management system, such as city capital projects, power generation projects, and regulations, 
may also need to be analyzed. The proposed action would not be expected to produce GHG 
emissions of a level inconsistent with the City’s GHG reduction goal, nor would it change the 
City’s waste management system. Furthermore, a GHG emissions assessment is not warranted 
for projects that do not require preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), such as 
the proposed action. Therefore, no further analysis is warranted, and the proposed action would 
not result in any significant adverse impacts related to GHG emissions. 

P. NOISE 
See Attachment D. 

Q. PUBLIC HEALTH 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, public health involves the activities that society 
undertakes to create and maintain conditions in which people can be healthy. Public health may 
be jeopardized by poor air quality resulting from traffic or stationary sources, hazardous 
materials in soil or groundwater used for drinking water, significant adverse impacts related to 
noise or odors, solid waste management practices that attract vermin and pest populations. 
Detailed public health analysis is warranted for projects with identified unmitigated adverse 
impacts in air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise. 

The proposed action is not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to air quality, 
water quality, hazardous materials, or noise. No exceedance of federal, state, or city standards 
would occur as a result of the proposed action. Therefore, the proposed action would not result 
in any significant adverse impacts to public health, and no further analysis is warranted. 

R. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, neighborhood character is considered to be an 
amalgam of the various elements that define a neighborhood’s distinct personality. These 
elements may include a neighborhood’s land use, urban design, visual resources, historic 
resources, socioeconomics, traffic, and/or noise. An assessment of neighborhood character is 
generally needed when a proposed project has the potential to result in significant adverse 
impacts in any of the technical areas listed above, or when the project may have moderate effects 
on several of the elements that define a neighborhood’s character. As shown in Attachment A, 
“Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” Attachment B, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
Attachment C, “Air Quality,” and Attachment D, “Noise,” and in the screening analyses for Urban 
Design and Visual Resources, Socioeconomic Conditions, and Transportation, the proposed project 
would not have significant adverse impacts or result in any moderate effects in these technical 
areas or other areas related to neighborhood character. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in any significant adverse neighborhood character impacts and a detailed neighborhood 
character analysis of is not warranted. 

S. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, construction impacts may occur when a proposed 
project’s construction is of a long-term duration (two years or more) or directly impacts the 
socioeconomic conditions of an area, community facilities, land use, neighborhood character, or 
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infrastructure. Construction-related traffic impacts may also occur when a project site is located 
in a Central Business District or along an arterial or major thoroughfare. The construction of the 
proposed project would occur for approximately 12 months, to be completed in 2013. 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in occasional localized 
increases in noise and dust during the construction period. Although the project site is in a 
Central Business District with the building’s primary façade on Broadway, the project’s limited 
construction activities would primarily be limited to interior spaces on floors two through ten 
and on the building’s rooftop. Construction staging would be located on the building’s Lafayette 
Street side. Construction activities would likely include the use of sidewalk sheds and protective 
netting, along with the temporary closure of sidewalks and curb lanes along the project site’s 
Lafayette Street frontage. Such activities are typical of any construction or renovation project, 
and these effects would not be considered significant. Given that construction would be limited 
and the duration of such construction activities would be temporary, no significant adverse 
impacts are expected. Moreover, all appropriate fugitive dust control measures would be 
employed to reduce the generation and spread of dust. Overall, the effects of construction 
activities would be limited and short term and would not be considered significant.  

Construction noise is regulated by the New York City Noise Control Code and by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) noise emission standards for construction equipment. 
These local and federal requirements mandate that certain classifications of construction 
equipment and motor vehicles meet specified noise emissions standards. Except under 
exceptional circumstances, construction activities must be limited to weekdays between the 
hours of 7 AM and 6 PM. Construction materials would be handled and transported in such a 
manner as to not create any unnecessary noise. Compliance with those noise control measures 
would be ensured by including them in the contract documents as materials specification and by 
directives to the construction contractors.  

As described in Attachment B, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the proposed project would 
involve direct physical alterations to the interior and rooftop of the 730 Broadway building, an 
architectural resource located within the NoHo Historic District, resulting in construction-period 
impacts on this architectural resource. Therefore, the client, in coordination with a professional 
engineer, would develop and implement a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) for the 730 
Broadway building to avoid inadvertent adverse construction-period impacts, such as falling 
debris and damage from heavy machinery. The CPP would be developed in consultation with 
LPC and would be implemented prior to the proposed rooftop construction activities on the 730 
Broadway building. The CPP would follow the guidelines established in Section 523 of the 
CEQR Technical Manual including conforming with LPC’s Guidelines for Construction 
Adjacent to a Historic Landmark and Protection Programs for Landmark Buildings. The CPP 
would also adhere to the requirements set forth in the Department of Building’s TPPN #10/88 
concerning procedures for the avoidance of damage to architectural resources from nearby 
construction.  

Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in any significant adverse 
construction-period impacts and no further analysis of construction impacts is warranted in the 
EAS. 
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PART III: DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To Be Completed by Lead Agency) 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

In completing Part III, the lead agency should consult 6 NYCRR 617.7 and 43 RCNY §6-06 (Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended) which contain the 
State and City criteria for determining significance. 

1. For each of the impact categories listed below, consider whether the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment. For each of the impact categories listed below, consider whether the project may have a significant adverse 
effect on the environment, taking into account its (a) location; (b) probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d) irreversibility; (e) 
geographic scope; and (f) magnitude 

Potential 
Significant 

Adverse Impact 
 IMPACT CATEGORY YES NO 
 Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy   
 Socioeconomic Conditions   
 Community Facilities and Services   
 Open Space   
 Shadows   
 Historic and Cultural Resources   
 Urban Design/Visual Resources   
 Natural Resources   
 Hazardous Materials   
 Water and Sewer Infrastructure   
 Solid Waste and Sanitation Services   
 Energy   
 Transportation   
 Air Quality   
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions   
 Noise   
 Public Health   
 Neighborhood Character   
 Construction Impacts   
2. Are there any aspects of the project relevant to the determination whether the project may have a significant impact on the 

environment, such as combined or cumulative impacts, that were not fully covered by other responses and supporting 
materials? If there are such impacts, explain them and state where, as a result of them, the project may have a significant 
impact on the environment.   

  
3. LEAD AGENCY’S CERTIFICATION 

  
 

 
 

 
 TITLE  LEAD AGENCY 
 

 
 

 
 NAME  SIGNATURE 
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 Check this box if the lead agency has identified one or more potentially significant adverse impacts that MAY occur. 

 Issue Conditional Negative Declaration 
 A Conditional Negative Declaration (CND) may be appropriate if there is a private applicant for an Unlisted action AND when conditions 

imposed by the lead agency will modify the proposed project so that no significant adverse environmental impacts would result. The CND is 

prepared as a separate document and is subject to the requirements in 6 NYCRR Part 617. 

 Issue Positive Declaration and proceed to a draft scope of work for the Environmental Impact Statement. 
 If the lead agency has determined that the project may have a significant impact on the environment, and if a conditional negative declaration is 

not appropriate, then the lead agency issues a Positive Declaration. 

  

NEGATIVE DECLARATION (To Be Completed By Lead Agency) 

  
 Statement of No Significant Effect 
  
 Pursuant to Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, 

Chapter 5 of the Rules of the City of New York and 6NYCRR, Part 617, State Environmental Quality Review, the [                           ] assumed the 
role of lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed project. Based on a review of information about the project contained in this 
environmental assessment statement and any attachments hereto, which are incorporated by reference herein, the [                   ] has determined 
that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment. 
 
Reasons Supporting this Determination 
 
The above determination is based on information contained in this EAS that finds, because the proposed project: 

  

 
 No other significant effects upon the environment that would require the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement are foreseeable. 

This Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with Article 8 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (SEQRA). 
 

 
 

 
 TITLE  LEAD AGENCY 
 

 
 

 
 NAME  SIGNATURE 
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Attachment A:  Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The applicant, New York University (NYU), proposes to convert floors two through ten of the 
project site, the ten-story building at 726-730 Broadway/418-426 Lafayette Street (“730 
Broadway”), which is owned by the university, from its current office use (Use Group UG 6) to 
college or university uses (Use Group 3). To facilitate the development of the proposed project, 
NYU is requesting a New York City Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) use variance to 
allow Use Group 3 college or university uses on floors two through ten of the project site. 

This section assesses the potential impacts of the proposed action on land use, zoning, and public 
policy for the project site and for the surrounding 400-foot study area (see Figure A-1). The 
analysis compares the probable impacts of the proposed action to the impacts of the No Action 
scenario, which assumes the project site will continue to be occupied by conforming university-
related Use Group 6 uses. The analysis concludes that the proposed project would be compatible 
with the uses in the surrounding study area, and would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts to land use, zoning, or public policy. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

LAND USE 

PROJECT SITE 

The project site is currently occupied by a through-block ten-story building, and is located in the 
middle of the block bounded by Astor Place to the north, East 4th Street to the south, Lafayette 
Street to the east, and Broadway to the west. Existing uses in the building include the NYU 
Bookstore with a café on the ground floor and, on the second through tenth floors, a University 
health service offices, administrative offices, and academic departmental office space.  

STUDY AREA 

The study area contains a mix of commercial, institutional, and residential uses (see Figure 
A-2). Many study area buildings have commercial uses on the ground floor. Retail uses include 
chain stores, delis, restaurants, and clothing boutiques. Local retail uses are concentrated on 
Broadway and East 8th Street, and portions of Waverley Place, Astor Place, and Lafayette 
Street. There are large retail stores on Astor Place and Lafayette Street, including the K-mart at 
22 Astor Place and the Walgreens drug store at the southwest corner of Lafayette Street and 
Astor Place. Commercial office uses are generally located in the upper floors of buildings on 
Broadway, Lafayette Street, and Astor Place. There are also several entertainment uses in the 
study area. The Public Theater, located across Lafayette Street from the project site, contains 
five theater performance spaces of different sizes, each seating between 50 to 200 people. The 
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Blue Man Group performs at the Astor Place Theater, located north of the project site at 434 
Lafayette Street.  
A number of institutional buildings are also in the study area, most of which are occupied by 
NYU. NYU uses include: the Tisch School of the Arts at 721 Broadway; the buildings on the 
blocks bounded by Waverly Place, West 4th Street, Mercer Street, and Broadway in the western 
part of the study area. Other institutional buildings include the Hebrew Union College’s 
Brookdale Center at 1 West 4th Street and, located just outside the study area, the Cooper Union 
on the east side of Cooper Square. 
Residential uses in the study area include: loft-style residential units in buildings east of 
Broadway; a seven-story apartment building at 15 Washington Place; a 31-story residential 
building at 60 East 8th Street that dates from 1965; and a 21-story condominium building with 
ground floor retail uses at 22 Astor Place that was built in 2005. 

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

PROJECT SITE 

The project site is located within a M1-5B zoning district (see Figure A-3). M1-5B districts are 
light manufacturing, high-performance districts that serve as a buffer to adjacent residential and 
commercial districts. In addition to manufacturing uses, certain commercial uses are also 
permitted in this district. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial and 
manufacturing uses is 5.0. Most community facilities uses are allowed in M1-5B districts only 
by special permit from the New York City Planning Commission (CPC) or BSA. The maximum 
FAR for the limited types of community facilities permitted in M1-5 districts is 6.5.  

M1-5B zoning districts mapped in NoHo also contain special provisions allowing conversion of 
some manufacturing buildings to artists’ quarters. M1-5B district lofts cannot be converted to 
solely residential use, but may be occupied as Joint Live-Work Quarters for Artists (JLWQAs) 
by artists certified by the City’s Department of Cultural Affairs. Conversions of these loft spaces 
from manufacturing to other uses, both on the ground floors and upper stories, generally require 
a special permit or authorization from the City Planning Commission (CPC). There are also 
restrictions on retail and other commercial uses below the second story. Uses such as high-
performance manufacturing and non-commercial art galleries are permitted, but heavy 
manufacturing is prohibited.  
Prior to NYU’s ownership of the building, the project site was the subject of a February 5, 1980 
BSA variance which waived certain bulk regulations to allow a three-story enlargement to the 
existing manufacturing building. During the 1980s, the building was converted to office use 
(other than the ground floor). NYU purchased the building in 2008. In 2009, BSA issued a letter 
of substantial compliance approving revised plans reflecting Use Group 6 retail use on the 
ground floor and Use Group 6 office use on floors two through ten, as well as a consolidation of 
the loading berths and related spaces.  

The project site is also within the boundaries of the NoHo Historic District, a New York City 
historic district (NYCL). New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) approval 
is required for exterior alterations to buildings within the historic district. 
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STUDY AREA 

While most of the study area is zoned M1-5B, other zoning districts in the study area are C6-2, 
C6-4, and R7-2 (see Figure A-3). These districts are summarized in Table A-1, and described 
below. 
C6 zoning districts are high-density commercial districts generally well served by mass transit. 
C6-2 districts allow a maximum commercial FAR of 6.0, a community facility FAR of 6.5, and 
a residential FAR of 6.0. There is a C6-2 district north of Astor Place, and an additional C6-2 
district located south of Waverly Place, west of Broadway, and east of Mercer Street. C6-4 
districts allow a maximum FAR of 10.0 for commercial, residential and community facility uses. 
There is a C6-4 district in the study area that is bounded by East 8th Street, Waverly Place, 
Broadway, and Mercer Street. 
R7-2 districts are medium density residential districts that allow residential uses at a maximum 
FAR of 3.44, and community facility uses at a maximum FAR of 6.5. There is a R7-2 district 
located to the west of Mercer Street. 

Table A-1 
Zoning Districts in the 400-foot Study Area 

Zoning 
District Maximum FAR1 Uses/Zone Type 

M1-5B 

5.0 commercial or manufacturing;  
6.5 community facility (use group 4 only)2 

Medium-density light industrial uses (high 
performance), commercial, and certain 
community facilities (for loft areas). Limited 
residential use allowed as Joint Living-Work 
Quarters for Artists and by special permit. 

C6-2 

6.0 (7.2 with plaza bonus) commercial; 0.94-
6.02 residential; 6.5 (7.2 with plaza bonus) 
community facility 

Medium-density general central commercial 
district; residential and community facility allowed 

C6-4 

6.0 (7.2 with plaza bonus) commercial; 0.99-
7.52 residential; 10.0 (12.0 with plaza bonus) 
community facility 

High-density general central commercial district; 
residential and community facility allowed 

R7-2 0.87 to 3.44 residential; 6.5 community facility 
General residence district. Medium density 
residential, community facility. 

Notes: 1 Floor area ratio (FAR) is a measure of density establishing the amount of development allowed in proportion 
to the 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 Use group 4A by Special Permit only. 
Sources: New York City Zoning Resolution. 
 

C. FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED ACTION 

PROJECT SITE 

LAND USE 

In the absence of the proposed BSA variance, the 730 Broadway building will continue to be 
used by conforming Use Group 6 university-related uses. 
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ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

No changes to zoning or public policy on the project site are expected in the Future Without the 
Proposed Action by 2013. 

STUDY AREA 

LAND USE 

Three development projects are expected to be built within, or adjacent to, the study area by the 
2013 analysis year (see Table A-2 and Figure A-1). A new residential building containing 40 
units will be developed east of the project site at 403 Lafayette Street. Located southeast of the 
project site at 27 East 4th Street is the site of a planned new nine-story hotel building. The NYU 
Core expansion project is not included in this No Build list as it will be developed after the 2013 
analysis year, and is largely not within the 400-foot study area. Just outside the study area south 
of the project site, a mixed-use development containing residential and commercial uses will be 
developed at 688 Broadway. 

Table A-2 
Planned Projects Within or Near the 400-foot Study Area by 2013 

Ref. No. Project Location Program/Uses Build Year 

A 403 Lafayette Street New residential development containing 40 units By 2013 
B 27 East 4th Street New nine-story hotel  TBD 

C 
688 Broadway Mixed-use development with 31,000 sf residential uses and 

5,000 sf commercial uses By 2013 
Sources: AKRF field surveys; NYU; New York City Department of Buildings (DOB). 
 

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

No changes to zoning or public policy within the 400-foot study area are anticipated in the 
Future Without the Proposed Action by 2013. 

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

LAND USE 

PROJECT SITE 

With the proposed action, NYU would convert the 730 Broadway building’s second through 
tenth floors from the current office uses (Use Group 6) to college or university uses (Use Group 
3). NYU expects to convert the fifth through tenth floors to academic space, including scientific 
research facilities, and the second floor would be converted to academic space, including 
teaching laboratories and support spaces for other uses in the building. The scientific research 
facilities on the fifth through tenth floors could include wet labs. NYU expects to retain the 
student health service offices on the third and fourth floors. Though this office use is permitted 
as Use Group 6 offices, it would more appropriately be characterized as a Use Group 3 college 
or university use because of the university functions and populations that it serves. In the future, 
NYU may use the building’s second through tenth floors for other academic uses (not including 
dormitories). The building’s ground floor would continue to be used as for a Use Group 6 retail 
store and Use Group 17 shipping. The proposed project would result in a reduction in office uses 
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(Use Group 6) on the project site, and an increase in college or university uses, specifically 
scientific research facilities, possibly including wet labs. The conversion of portions of the 
existing building to accommodate scientific research facilities would require additional 
mechanical systems and new rooftop mechanical equipment which would be subject to the 
approval of the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). 

STUDY AREA 

The proposed project would not result in an adverse land use impact in the study area. The 
proposed Use Group 3 uses would be compatible with existing land uses in the study area, which 
include a mix of commercial, institutional, and residential uses. Although the project site does 
not currently include Use Group 3 college or university uses, the study area contains a large 
number of such uses, including NYU college and university uses on the west side of Broadway, 
and college and university uses affiliated with Cooper Union on both sides of Fourth Avenue, 
including some such uses just outside the study area on the east side of Cooper Square. The 
modification in use in a portion of the existing 730 Broadway building would have a minimal 
effect on existing land use conditions in the study area.  

The proposed project would retain and reuse the existing building on the project site, and 
therefore, would not result in development that would be physically incompatible with the study 
area. The proposed mechanical equipment that would be added to the building’s rooftop would 
not substantially alter the physical appearance of the project site building. Overall, the proposed 
action would not adversely affect the land use character of the study area and would not result in 
any significant adverse land use impacts. 

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

The proposed project would not result in any façade changes to the project site building. Further, 
because the 730 Broadway building is within the NoHo Historic District, NYU would obtain 
LPC’s approval regarding the proposed changes to the building’s rooftop mechanical equipment, 
in accordance with public policy.  

The proposed Use Group 3 uses would not change any public policies applicable to the project 
site or study area.  

Overall, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to zoning or public 
policy.  
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Attachment B:  Historic and Cultural Resources 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This section assesses the potential for the proposed project to affect historic and cultural 
resources which include archaeological and architectural resources. The project site is occupied 
by the ten-story through-block building at 726-730 Broadway/418-426 Lafayette Street (“730 
Broadway”), a contributing building within the NoHo (North of Houston) Historic District 
(State/National Register-eligible [S/NR-eligible], New York City Landmark [NYCL]), described 
below (see Figure B-1).  

Because the proposed project would not involve any in-ground disturbance, there are no 
archaeological concerns for the project site. Therefore, this historic and cultural resources 
analysis focuses on standing structures only. 

In general potential impacts to architectural resources can include both direct physical effects 
and indirect, contextual effects. Direct impacts include demolition of a resource and alterations 
to a resource that cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource could also be damaged 
from vibration (i.e., from construction blasting or pile driving) and additional damage from 
adjacent construction that could occur from falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage 
from construction machinery. Adjacent construction is defined as any construction activity that 
would occur within 90 feet of an historic resource, as defined in the New York City Department 
of Building (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88.1 Contextual impacts 
can include the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the introduction of 
audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property of that alter its setting. 
For this project, the architectural resources study area has been defined following the guidelines 
of the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, as being within 400 feet 
of the project site (see Figure B-1). Within the study area, architectural resources that were 
analyzed include properties listed on the State/National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR) or 
properties determined eligible for such listing (S/NR-eligible), NYCLs and Historic Districts 
(NYCHDs), and properties determined eligible for landmark status (“known architectural 
resources”). Additionally, a survey was conducted to identify any previously undesignated 
properties that appeared to meet S/NR or NYCL eligibility (“potential architectural resources”), 
though no such resources were identified. 

                                                      
1 TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard 

to historic structures. TPPN #10/88 outlines procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic 
structures resulting from adjacent construction, defined as construction within a lateral distance of 90 
feet from the s historic resource. 
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B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

PROJECT SITE 

The ten-story, Neo-Classical-style through-block building occupies the entire project site and is 
a contributing building within the NoHo Historic District, described below. This building was 
designed by Philadelphia-based architects William Steele & Sons and was constructed in 1917-
1919 for John Wanamaker as part of the Wanamaker department store, described below. The 
building was built as a seven-story garage, factory, and warehouse for the Wanamaker 
department store (see Figures B-2 and B-3) which had its two main retail buildings two blocks 
north, also on Broadway. The 730 Broadway building was used for the storage of Wanamaker’s 
delivery trucks on the building’s first through third floors, with carpenters’ and upholsterers’ 
shops, and workshops for repairing and tuning pianos on the upper floors.  

John Wanamaker founded the Wanamaker department store in Philadelphia in 1869. The 
company expanded to New York City in 1896, occupying the former A.T. Stewart store on 
Broadway between East 9th and 10th Streets, which has since been demolished. In 1905-1907 
Wanamaker built a 14-story emporium as an annex to the former A.T. Stewart store. This new 
building, located at 756-770 Broadway—currently occupied by Kmart, other retail, and 
offices—is also a contributing building within the NoHo Historic District. The Wanamaker 
department store closed in 1955; the company’s north building was destroyed by a fire later that 
same year.  

In 1955 the 730 Broadway building’s second and third floor garage was converted to office 
space. The ground floor continued to be used as a garage with a gas service station. By the mid-
20th century Wanamaker’s was leasing the building’s garage levels to the United Parcel Service 
(UPS). The building was significantly altered in the early 1980s when three floors were added to 
the building, enlarging the building from seven to ten floors. Later in the 1980s, the building was 
converted to office space, with retail and shipping on the ground floor. 

The 730 Broadway building’s Broadway façade has six bays. The two-story terra cotta and 
granite-faced base has rusticated piers and non-historic storefront infill. The building is faced in 
brown brick with projecting piers with quoins and terra cotta lintels that form continuous bands 
across the street façades at each floor. The building has decorative terra cotta elements and a 
bracketed roof cornice at the seventh floor (the building’s original top floor). Floors eight 
through ten were added to the building in 1982 and are faced in brown brick with concrete lintels 
that form continuous bands. These floors have few decorative elements. The building’s 
Lafayette Street façade has eight bays and also has a two-story base with rusticated piers. It has 
three freight entrances at the south bays, a freight entrance at the north bay, and non-historic 
lobby entrances with granite cladding at two of its center bays. The upper floors are similar in 
design to the Broadway façade. The building’s windows are aluminum and date to the building’s 
1982 renovation and rooftop addition (see Figures B-2 and B-3). 

STUDY AREA 

Most of the study area is within the boundaries of the NoHo Historic District, which is roughly 
bounded by East 9th and 7th Streets on the north, Cooper Square and Lafayette Street on the 
east, East Houston Street on the south, and Mercer Street on the west (see Figure B-1). The 
historic district is characterized by varied streetscapes, with most buildings dating from the 
1820s through the 1910s that reflect a broad range of materials and architectural styles. Although 
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the historic district includes smaller residential buildings, most buildings in the historic district, 
particularly along Broadway and Lafayette Street, are store and loft buildings or warehouses 
built between 1850 and 1910 (see Views 4 and 5 of Figure B-4). Three properties within the 
historic district are also individually-designated architectural resources—La Grange 
Terrace/Colonnade Row, the former Astor Library, and the De Vinne Press Building, which are 
described below.  

The four Greek Revival buildings at 428-434 Lafayette Street are known as La Grange 
Terrace/Colonnade Row (NYCL). These three- to five-story buildings were built in 1832-
1833 for Seth Greer, the original owner who is also attributed with their design. A two-story 
Corinthian colonnade above the first-story unifies the four houses (see View 6 of Figure 
B-5). These four houses remain from a row of nine Greek Revival marble-faced residences 
that were among the grandest dwellings in New York at the time of their completion. 

The three- and four-story former Astor Library (S/NR, NYCL) is located at 423-437 
Lafayette Street (see View 7 of Figure B-5). The building’s south wing dates from 1849-
1853 (architect Alexander Saeltzer); the center section from 1856-1859 (architect Griffith 
Thomas); and the north wing from 1879-1881 (architect Thomas Stent). This early 
Romanesque Revival-style red brick and brownstone building has 15 bays arranged in three 
similar horizontal sections with a rusticated brownstone base and a brick upper façade with 
brownstone panels. The building’s windows are arched. The fourth floor rises above the 
central section with an open parapet topped by finials. This building, built with a bequest 
from John Jacob Astor, was New York’s first public library broadly accessible to the public.  

The seven-story Romanesque Revival-style De Vinne Press Building (S/NR, NYCL) at 
393-399 Lafayette Street was designed by architects Babb, Cook, and Willard. This orange 
brick building with terra cotta detailing was built in 1885-1886 and has an 1890-1891 
addition (see View 8 of Figure B-6). It was built as a printing house where magazines—
including The Century and Scribner’s Monthly—were printed. The building has recessed 
window openings, with prominent multi-story arched windows on both its Lafayette Street 
and East 4th Street façades.  

Two buildings in the study area are located within the boundaries of the NoHo Historic District 
Extension (NYCL). The buildings in this historic district were developed between the early 19th 
and early 20th centuries. The historic district is characterized by mid-rise store-and-loft 
buildings. The two study area buildings in this historic district are located at 25 and 29 East 4th 
Street. The eight-story loft building at 25 East 4th Street was built in 1899. It has three window 
bays and is faced in buff-colored brick and terra cotta (see View 8 of Figure B-6). The Old 
Merchant’s House (S/NR, NYCL—exterior and interior) at 29 East 4th Street—also known as 
the Seabury Tredwell House—is located within the NoHo Historic District Extension. The house 
was built on speculation as part of a row of six identical dwellings (see View 9 of Figure B-6). 
This Federal style three-and-a-half-story row house has a sloping roof with dormers.  

The study area west of Mercer Street is within the Potential NoHo Historic District Expansion 
(S/NR-eligible). In 2007 as part of an environmental review for a separate project, the New York 
State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) determined that the 
Potential NoHo Historic District Expansion meets National Register Criterion A for its 
association with the area’s commercial history and Criterion C for architectural design. In making 
its determination, OPRHP noted that the district “represents the period in NYC’s commercial 
history from the mid-nineteenth century to the early 1900s when this part of the city prospered as 
a major retail and wholesale dry goods center” (see Views 10 and 11 of Figure B-7). 
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C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED ACTION 

PROJECT SITE 

In the future without the proposed action, the No Action scenario assumes the project site will 
continue to be occupied by conforming university-related Use Group 6 uses. Since the project 
site building is located in the NoHo Historic District, should any changes be made to the exterior 
of the building, any such changes will be subject to LPC’s review and approval for 
appropriateness.  

STUDY AREA 

A new residential building containing 40 units will be developed at 403 Lafayette Street, 
replacing a three-story garage building. In addition, a nine-story hotel building is planned for 
construction at 27 East 4th Street, replacing a one-story garage building. Because these two sites 
are located within the NoHo Historic District, the buildings’ designs are subject to LPC’s review 
and approval. It is possible that other architectural resources located within the NoHo Historic 
District within 90 feet of these development sites could be adversely affected through 
construction-related activities. DOB’s TPPN #10/88 would provide protection measures for 
these structures. 

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

PROJECT SITE 

The proposed variance would allow NYU to use the 730 Broadway building’s second through 
tenth floors for college and university uses. The change in use would not adversely affect this 
architectural resource as the proposed project would not result in alterations to the building’s 
facades. The proposed changes to the building’s rooftop mechanical equipment would be visible 
from certain vantage points in the study area, however, these changes to the building’s rooftop 
would not be substantially alter the building. Further, because 730 Broadway is a contributing 
building within the NoHo Historic District, the proposed changes to the building’s rooftop 
mechanical equipment would be reviewed by the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) ensuring that the proposed work would be appropriate to the historic 
character of the building. With LPC’s review and approval, the proposed actions would not 
result in any adverse impacts to this architectural resource.  

To avoid the potential for inadvertent adverse physical impacts to the 730 Broadway building 
during construction of the proposed rooftop mechanicals—such as falling debris and damage 
from heavy machinery—NYU, in coordination with a professional engineer, would develop and 
implement a CPP in consultation with LPC prior to construction. The CPP would follow the 
requirements established in the DOB’s TPPN #10/88, concerning procedures for the avoidance 
of damage to adjacent historic structures from nearby construction. The CPP would also follow 
the guidelines set forth in Section 523 of the CEQR Technical Manual, including conformance 
with LPC’s Guidelines for Construction Adjacent to a Historic Landmark and Protection 
Programs for Landmark Buildings.  
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STUDY AREA 

As described above, most of the study area is within the NoHo Historic District and a small 
portion of the study area is within the NoHo Historic District Extension. Because the proposed 
project would be largely limited to interior alterations and modifications to the building’s 
rooftop mechanicals, the proposed project would not be expected to adversely affect nearby 
historic architectural resources. Further, all buildings are provided some protection from 
accidental damage through DOB controls that govern the protection of adjacent properties from 
construction activities under Building Code Section BC 3309: Protection of Adjoining Property. 
For all construction work, Building Code Section BC 3309 serves to protect all adjacent 
properties from excavation, filling, and foundation operations and from construction above the 
roof of the adjacent properties by requiring certain inspection and protection measures. Because 
the proposed project would involve limited construction-related activities, these DOB controls 
would be expected to provide sufficient protection for architectural resources adjacent to the 
project site.  

The proposed changes to the building’s rooftop mechanical equipment would be visible from 
certain vantage points in the study area, however, these changes to the building’s rooftop would 
not be substantially alter the 730 Broadway building. Further, since the proposed changes to the 
rooftop mechanical structures on the 730 Broadway building must be reviewed and approved by 
LPC, LPC’s review would ensure that any alterations to this architectural resource would be 
appropriate and would not result in any physical changes to the building that would adversely 
affect the surrounding NoHo Historic District buildings. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not have an adverse impact on the context of the architectural resources in the study area. 
Overall, the proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to architectural resources.  
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Attachment C:  Air Quality 

A. INTRODUCTION 
The potential for air quality impacts from the proposed project is examined in this attachment. 
The proposed project is not expected to significantly alter traffic conditions. The maximum 
hourly incremental traffic from the proposed project would not exceed the CEQR Technical 
Manual carbon monoxide screening threshold of 170 peak hour trips at nearby intersections in 
the study area, nor would it exceed the fine particulate matter (PM2.5) emission screening 
threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311 of the 2012 CEQR Technical Manual. 
Therefore, a quantified assessment of emissions from project-generated traffic is not warranted. 

The project site is occupied by the ten-story through-block building at 726-730 Broadway/418-
426 Lafayette Street (“730 Broadway”). The proposed project would include oil burning heating 
and hot water systems. Therefore, a stationary source analysis was conducted, using detailed 
dispersion modeling, to evaluate potential future pollutant concentrations with the proposed 
heating and hot water systems. 

The project site is located in an area zoned for manufacturing. Based on recent site surveys and a 
search of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and 
Envirofacts1 databases, it was determined that there are no businesses within 400 feet of the 
project site that could have the potential for air quality impacts on the proposed uses. Therefore, 
an analysis of industrial source emissions was not necessary. 

The CEQR Technical Manual requires an assessment of any actions that could result in the 
location of sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of a “large” emission source. Facilities that warrant 
consideration typically operate pursuant to NYSDEC’s Title V program or the State Facility 
permit program. The project site is in the vicinity of the New York University (NYU) Central 
Plant, which operates pursuant to the Title V program. Based on the distance from the project 
site to the main NYU Central Plant stack (630 feet) and the height difference between the 730 
Broadway building and the stack (the NYU plant stack is more than 60 feet taller), it was 
determined that there would be no potential for significant adverse impacts on air quality from 
this large emission source.  

This attachment also describes the expected use of potentially hazardous materials in the 
proposed scientific research and teaching laboratories and evaluates the proposed project’s 
potential for significant adverse air quality impacts. 

Based on the air quality assessment performed, there would be no potential for significant 
adverse air quality impacts from the project heating and hot water systems or from the proposed 
scientific research and teaching laboratories. Therefore, there would be no potential for 
significant adverse impacts on air quality with the proposed project. 

                                                      
1 EPA, Envirofacts Data Warehouse, http://oaspub.epa.gov/enviro/ef_home2.air, 2/4/2012 
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B. POLLUTANTS FOR ANALYSIS 
Ambient air quality is affected by air pollutants produced by both motor vehicles and stationary 
sources. Emissions from motor vehicles are referred to as mobile source emissions, while 
emissions from fixed facilities are referred to as stationary source emissions. Ambient 
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) are predominantly influenced by mobile source 
emissions. Particulate matter (PM), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and nitrogen oxides 
(nitric oxide, NO, and nitrogen dioxide, NO2, collectively referred to as NOx) are emitted from 
both mobile and stationary sources. Fine PM is also formed when emissions of NOx, sulfur 
oxides (SOx), ammonia, organic compounds, and other gases react or condense in the 
atmosphere. Emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2) are associated mainly with stationary sources, 
and sources utilizing non-road diesel such as diesel trains, marine engines, and non-road vehicles 
(e.g., construction engines). On-road diesel vehicles currently contribute very little to SO2 
emissions since the sulfur content of on-road diesel fuel, which is federally regulated, is 
extremely low. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere by complex photochemical processes that 
include NOx and VOCs. These pollutants are regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) under the Clean Air Act, and are referred to as “criteria pollutants.” 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

CO, a colorless and odorless gas, is produced in the urban environment primarily by the 
incomplete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. In urban areas, approximately 80 to 90 
percent of CO emissions are from motor vehicles. Since CO is a reactive gas which does not 
persist in the atmosphere, CO concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short distances; 
elevated concentrations are usually limited to locations near crowded intersections, heavily 
traveled and congested roadways, parking lots, and garages. Consequently, CO concentrations 
must be predicted on a local, or microscale, basis. 

The proposed project is not expected to significantly alter traffic conditions. Since the proposed 
project would result in fewer new peak hour vehicle trips than the CEQR Technical Manual 
screening threshold of 140 trips at nearby intersections in the study area, a quantified assessment 
of on-street CO emissions is not warranted. 

NITROGEN OXIDES, VOCS, AND OZONE 

NOx are of principal concern because of their role, together with VOCs, as precursors in the 
formation of ozone. Ozone is formed through a series of reactions that take place in the 
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight. Because the reactions are slow, and occur as the 
pollutants are advected downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found many miles from 
sources of the precursor pollutants. The effects of NOx and VOC emissions from all sources are 
therefore generally examined on a regional basis. The contribution of any action or project to 
regional emissions of these pollutants would include any added stationary or mobile source 
emissions. The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the overall volume of 
vehicular travel in the metropolitan area; therefore, no measurable impact on regional NOx 
emissions or on ozone levels is predicted. An analysis of proposed project-related emissions of 
these pollutants from mobile sources was therefore not warranted.  

In addition to being a precursor to the formation of ozone, NO2 (one component of NOx) is also 
a regulated pollutant. Since NO2 is mostly formed from the transformation of NO in the 
atmosphere, it has mostly been of concern further downwind from large stationary point sources, 



Attachment C: Air Quality 

 C-3 October 16, 2012 

and not a local concern from mobile sources. (NOx emissions from fuel combustion consist of 
approximately 90 percent NO and 10 percent NO2 at the source.) However, with the 
promulgation of the 2010 1-hour average standard for NO2, local sources such as vehicular 
emissions may become of greater concern for this pollutant. Potential impacts on local NO2 
concentrations from the fuel combustion (No. 2 fuel oil) for the proposed project heating and hot 
water systems were evaluated. 

LEAD 

Airborne lead emissions are currently associated principally with industrial sources. Lead in 
gasoline has been banned under the Clean Air Act. No significant sources of lead are associated 
with the proposed project and, therefore, analysis was not warranted. 

RESPIRABLE PARTICULATE MATTER—PM10 AND PM2.5 

PM is a broad class of air pollutants that includes discrete particles of a wide range of sizes and 
chemical compositions, as either liquid droplets (aerosols) or solids suspended in the 
atmosphere. The constituents of PM are both numerous and varied, and they are emitted from a 
wide variety of sources (both natural and anthropogenic). Natural sources include the condensed 
and reacted forms of naturally occurring VOC; salt particles resulting from the evaporation of 
sea spray; wind-borne pollen, fungi, molds, algae, yeasts, rusts, bacteria, and material from live 
and decaying plant and animal life; particles eroded from beaches, soil, and rock; and particles 
emitted from volcanic and geothermal eruptions and from forest fires. Naturally occurring PM is 
generally greater than 2.5 micrometers in diameter. Major anthropogenic sources include the 
combustion of fossil fuels (e.g., vehicular exhaust, power generation, boilers, engines, and home 
heating), chemical and manufacturing processes, all types of construction, agricultural activities, 
as well as wood-burning stoves and fireplaces. PM also acts as a substrate for the adsorption 
(accumulation of gases, liquids, or solutes on the surface of a solid or liquid) of other pollutants, 
often toxic and some likely carcinogenic compounds.  

As described below, PM is regulated in two size categories: particles with an aerodynamic 
diameter of less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), and particles with an aerodynamic 
diameter of less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10, which includes PM2.5). PM2.5 has the 
ability to reach the lower regions of the respiratory tract, delivering with it other compounds that 
adsorb to the surfaces of the particles, and is also extremely persistent in the atmosphere. PM2.5 
is mainly derived from combustion material that has volatilized and then condensed to form 
primary PM (often soon after the release from a source exhaust) or from precursor gases reacting 
in the atmosphere to form secondary PM. 

Diesel-powered vehicles, especially heavy duty trucks and buses, are a significant source of 
respirable PM, most of which is PM2.5; PM concentrations may, consequently, be locally 
elevated near roadways with high volumes of heavy diesel powered vehicles. The proposed 
project would not result in any significant increases in truck traffic near the project site or in the 
region, or other potentially significant increases in PM2.5 vehicle emissions as defined in Chapter 
17, Sections 210 and 311 of the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, an analysis of potential 
impacts from PM was not warranted. The heating and hot water systems for the proposed project 
would run on fuel oil. Therefore, an analysis the potential for impact on air quality from heating 
and hot water systems PM2.5 emissions was performed. 
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SULFUR DIOXIDE 

SO2 emissions are primarily associated with the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels (oil and 
coal). Monitored SO2 concentrations in New York City do not exceed national standards. SO2 is 
also of concern as a precursor to PM2.5 and is regulated as a PM2.5 precursor under the New 
Source Review permitting program for large sources. Due to the federal restrictions on the sulfur 
content in diesel fuel for on-road and non-road vehicles, no significant quantities are emitted 
from vehicular sources. Vehicular sources of SO2 are not significant and therefore, analysis of 
SO2 from mobile and non-road sources was not warranted. The SO2 emissions from the heating 
and hot water systems were included in the analysis, accounting for New York State regulations 
that would lower the sulfur content of fuel oil. 

NONCRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, non-criteria pollutants may be of concern. 
Non-criteria pollutants are emitted by a wide range of man-made and naturally occurring 
sources. These pollutants are sometimes referred to as hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and when 
emitted from mobile sources, as Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs). Emissions of non-criteria 
pollutants from industries are regulated by EPA. The potential for impacts of non-criteria 
pollutant emissions from the fume hoods in the event of an accidental chemical spill in the 
proposed laboratories was examined. 

C. AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS, STANDARDS, AND BENCHMARKS 
As required by the CAA, primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) have been established for six major air pollutants: CO, NO2, ozone, respirable PM 
(both PM2.5 and PM10), SO2, and lead. The primary standards represent levels that are requisite to 
protect the public health, allowing an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are 
intended to protect the nation’s welfare, and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, 
visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the environment. The primary and 
secondary standards are the same for NO2 (annual), ozone, lead, and PM, and there is no 
secondary standard for CO and the 1-hour NO2 standard. The NAAQS are presented in 
Table C-1. The NAAQS for CO, annual NO2, and 3-hour SO2 have also been adopted as the 
ambient air quality standards for New York State, but are defined on a running 12-month basis 
rather than for calendar years only. New York State also has standards for total suspended 
particulate matter (TSP), settleable particles, non-methane hydrocarbons (NMHC), 24-hour and 
annual SO2, and ozone, which correspond to federal standards that have since been revoked or 
replaced, and for the noncriteria pollutants beryllium, fluoride, and hydrogen sulfide (H2S). 

EPA revised the 8-hour ozone standard, lowering it from 0.08 to 0.075 parts per million (ppm), 
effective as of May 2008. 

EPA strengthened the primary and secondary standards for lead to 0.15 μg/m3, effective January 
12, 2009. EPA revised the averaging time to a rolling 3-month average and the form of the 
standard to not-to-exceed across a 3-year span. 

EPA established a 1-hour average NO2 standard of 0.100 ppm, effective April 12, 2010, in 
addition to the annual standard. The statistical form is the 3-year average of the 98th percentile 
of daily maximum 1-hour average concentration in a year.  
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Table C-1 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

Pollutant 
Primary Secondary 

ppm µg/m3 ppm µg/m3 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-Hour Average (1) 9 10,000 

None 
1-Hour Average (1) 35 40,000 

Lead  
Rolling 3-Month Average (2) NA 0.15 NA 0.15 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
1-Hour Average (3) 0.100 188 None 

Annual Average 0.053 100 0.053 100 

Ozone (O3) 

8-Hour Average (4) 0.075 150 0.075 150 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
24-Hour Average (1) NA 150 NA 150 

Fine Respirable Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
 Annual Mean NA 15 NA 15 

24-Hour Average (5) NA 35 NA 35 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) (6) 
1-Hour Average (7) 0.075 197 NA NA 

Maximum 3-Hour Average (1) NA NA 0.50 1,300 

Notes:   
Ppm—parts per million (unit of measure for gases only) 
µg/m3—micrograms per cubic meter (unit of measure for gases and particles, including lead) 
NA—not applicable 
All annual periods refer to calendar year. 
Standards are defined in ppm. Approximately equivalent concentrations in μg/m3 are presented. 

(1) Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
(2) EPA has lowered the NAAQS down from 1.5 µg/m3, effective January 12, 2009. 
(3) 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. Effective April 12, 

2010. 
(4) 3-year average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hr average concentration. 
(5) Not to be exceeded by the annual 98th percentile when averaged over 3 years. 
(6) EPA revoked the 24-hour and annual primary standards, replacing them with a 1-hour average standard. 

Effective August 23, 2010. 
(7) 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. 
Source: 40 CFR Part 50: National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 

EPA established a 1-hour average SO2 standard of 0.075 ppm, replacing the 24-hour and annual 
primary standards, effective August 23, 2010. The statistical form is the 3-year average of the 
99th percentile of the annual distribution of daily maximum 1-hour concentrations. 

Federal ambient air quality standards do not exist for noncriteria pollutants; however, NYSDEC 
has issued standards for three noncriteria compounds. NYSDEC has also developed a guidance 
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document DAR-1 (October 2010), which contains a compilation of annual and short term (1-
hour) guideline concentrations for numerous other noncriteria compounds. The NYSDEC 
guidance thresholds represent ambient levels that are considered safe for public exposure. 

NAAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS AND STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 

The CAA, as amended in 1990, defines non-attainment areas (NAAs) as geographic regions that 
have been designated as not meeting one or more of the NAAQS. When an area is designated as 
non-attainment by EPA, the state is required to develop and implement a State Implementation 
Plan (SIP), which delineates how a state plans to achieve air quality that meets the NAAQS 
under the deadlines established by the Clean Air Act.  

In 2002, EPA re-designated New York City as in attainment for CO. The Clean Air Act requires 
that a maintenance plan ensure continued compliance with the CO NAAQS for former NAAs. 
New York City is also committed to implementing site-specific control measures throughout the 
city to reduce CO levels, should unanticipated localized growth result in elevated CO levels 
during the maintenance period. 

Manhattan has been designated as a moderate NAA for PM10. On December 17, 2004, EPA took 
final action designating the five New York City counties and Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland, 
Westchester, and Orange Counties as a PM2.5 NAA under the Clean Air Act due to exceedance 
of the annual average standard. Based on recent monitoring data (2007-2010), annual average 
concentrations of PM2.5 in New York City no longer exceed the annual standard. EPA has 
determined that the area has attained the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS, effective December 15, 2010. 

In October 2009 EPA finalized the designation of the New York Metropolitan Area (NYMA) as 
nonattainment with the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS, effective in November 2009. The 
nonattainment area includes the same 10-county area originally designated as nonattainment 
with the 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS. Based on recent monitoring data (2008-2010), 24-hour 
average concentrations of PM2.5 in this area no longer exceed the annual standard. New York has 
submitted a “Clean Data” request to the EPA. Any requirement to submit a SIP is stayed until 
EPA acts on New York’s request. 

The five New York City counties, Nassau, Rockland, Suffolk, Westchester, and Lower Orange 
County Metropolitan Area (LOCMA) counties had been designated as a severe NAA for ozone 
(1-hour average standard). In November 1998, New York State submitted its Phase II 
Alternative Attainment Demonstration for Ozone, which was finalized and approved by EPA 
effective March 6, 2002, addressing attainment of the 1-hour ozone NAAQS by 2007. On 
January 25, 2012, EPA proposed to determine that NYMA has attained the standard. Although 
this is not yet a redesignation to attainment status, this determination would remove further 
requirements under the 1-hour standard. 

On April 15, 2004, EPA designated these same counties as moderate non-attainment for the 
1997 8-hour average ozone standard. On February 8, 2008, NYSDEC submitted final revisions 
to the SIP to EPA to address the 1997 8-hour ozone standard. On January 25, 2012, EPA 
proposed to determine that the NYMA has attained the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS (0.08 ppm). 

In March 2008 EPA strengthened the 8–hour ozone standards. SIPs will be due three years after 
the final designations are made. On March 12, 2009, NYSDEC recommended that the counties 
of Suffolk, Nassau, Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond, Rockland, and Westchester be 
designated as a NAA for the 2008 ozone NAAQS (NY portion of the New York–Northern New 
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Jersey–Long Island, NY-NJ-CT NAA). EPA has agreed, under consent decree, to promulgate 
area designations for the 2008 ground-level ozone NAAQS no later than May 31, 2012. 

New York City is currently in attainment of the annual-average NO2 standard. EPA has 
designated the entire state of New York as “unclassifiable/attainment” in January 2012. Since 
additional monitoring is required for the 1-hour standard, areas will be reclassified once three 
years of monitoring data are available (2016 or 2017). 

EPA has established a 1-hour SO2 standard, replacing the former 24-hour and annual standards, 
effective August 23, 2010. Based on the available monitoring data, all New York State counties 
currently meet the 1-hour standard. Additional monitoring will be required. EPA plans to make 
final attainment designations in June 2012, based on 2008 to 2010 monitoring data and refined 
modeling. SIPs for nonattainment areas will be due by June 2014. 

DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) regulations and the CEQR Technical 
Manual state that the significance of a predicted consequence of a project (i.e., whether it is 
material, substantial, large or important) should be assessed in connection with its setting (e.g., 
urban or rural), its probability of occurrence, its duration, its irreversibility, its geographic scope, 
its magnitude, and the number of people affected.1 In terms of the magnitude of air quality 
impacts, any action predicted to increase the concentration of a criteria air pollutant to a level 
that would exceed the concentrations defined by the NAAQS (see Table C-1) would be deemed 
to have a potential significant adverse impact. Similarly, for non-criteria pollutants, a predicted 
exceedance of guideline concentrations would be considered a potential significant adverse 
impact. 

In addition, in order to maintain concentrations lower than the NAAQS in attainment areas, or to 
ensure that concentrations will not be significantly increased in NAAs, threshold levels have 
been defined for certain pollutants; any action predicted to increase the concentrations of these 
pollutants above the thresholds would be deemed to have a potential significant adverse impact, 
even in cases where violations of the NAAQS are not predicted. 

DE MINIMIS CRITERIA REGARDING CO IMPACTS 

New York City has developed de minimis criteria to assess the significance of the increase in CO 
concentrations that would result from the impact of proposed projects or actions on mobile 
sources, as set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. These criteria set the minimum change in 
CO concentration that defines a significant environmental impact. Significant increases of CO 
concentrations in New York City are defined as: (1) an increase of 0.5 ppm or more in the 
maximum 8-hour average CO concentration at a location where the predicted No Action 8-hour 
concentration is equal to or between 8 and 9 ppm; or (2) an increase of more than half the 
difference between baseline (i.e., No Action) concentrations and the 8-hour standard, when No 
Action concentrations are below 8.0 ppm. 

                                                      
1 CEQR Technical Manual, Chapter 17, section 400, January 2012; and State Environmental Quality 

Review Regulations, 6 NYCRR § 617.7 
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PM2.5 INTERIM GUIDANCE CRITERIA  

NYSDEC has published a policy to provide interim direction for evaluating PM2.5 impacts.1 This 
policy applies only to facilities applying for permits or major permit modifications under 
SEQRA that emit 15 tons of PM10 or more annually. The policy states that such a project will be 
deemed to have a potentially significant adverse impact if the project’s maximum impacts are 
predicted to increase PM2.5 concentrations by more than 0.3 µg/m3 averaged annually or more 
than 5 µg/m3 on a 24-hour basis. Projects that exceed either the annual or 24-hour threshold will 
be required to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the severity of the 
impacts, to evaluate alternatives, and to employ reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to 
minimize the PM2.5 impacts of the source to the maximum extent practicable.  

In addition, New York City uses interim guidance criteria for evaluating the potential PM2.5 
impacts for projects subject to CEQR. The interim guidance criteria currently employed to 
determine the potential significant adverse PM2.5 impacts under CEQR are as follows: 

• 24-hour average PM2.5 concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 5 
µg/m3 at a discrete receptor location would be considered a significant adverse impact on air 
quality under operational conditions (i.e., a permanent condition predicted to exist for many 
years regardless of the frequency of occurrence); 

• 24-hour average PM2.5 concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 2 
µg/m3 but no greater than 5 µg/m3 would be considered a significant adverse impact on air 
quality based on the magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and size of the area of the 
predicted concentrations;  

• Annual average PM2.5 concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 0.1 
µg/m3 at ground level on a neighborhood scale (i.e., the annual increase in concentration 
representing the average over an area of approximately 1 square kilometer, centered on the 
location where the maximum ground-level impact is predicted for stationary sources; or at a 
distance from a roadway corridor similar to the minimum distance defined for locating 
neighborhood scale monitoring stations); or  

• Annual average PM2.5 concentration increments which are predicted to be greater than 0.3 
µg/m3 at a discrete receptor location (elevated or ground level). 

Actions under CEQR predicted to increase PM2.5 concentrations by more than the above interim 
guidance criteria will be considered to have a potential significant adverse impact. 

The annual emissions of PM10 associated with the proposed project are estimated to be well 
below the 15-ton-per-year threshold under NYSDEC’s PM2.5 policy guidance. The above CEQR 
interim guidance criteria were used to evaluate the significance of predicted impacts of the 
proposed project on PM2.5 concentrations and determine the need to minimize particulate matter 
emissions from the proposed project. 

                                                      
1 CP33/Assessing and Mitigating Impacts of Fine Particulate Emissions, NYSDEC 12/29/2003.  
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D. METHODOLOGY FOR PREDICTING POLLUTANT 
CONCENTRATIONS 

HEATING AND HOT WATER SYSTEMS 

The proposed project would include heating and hot water systems that would use No. 2 fuel oil. 
Due to the proximity of buildings of a greater or similar height to the 730 Broadway building, 
the CEQR Technical Manual screening analysis indicated the need for detailed dispersion 
modeling to further assess the potential for impacts on air quality. The analysis was conducted to 
determine concentrations of NO2, SO2, and concentration increments of PM2.5 at building 
locations close to the project site, following CEQR Technical Manual guidance. 

DISPERSION MODELING 

Potential impacts from the heating and hot water systems were determined using the EPA/AMS 
AERMOD dispersion model1. AERMOD is a state-of-the-art dispersion model, applicable to 
rural and urban areas, flat and complex terrain, surface and elevated releases, and multiple 
sources (including point, area, and volume sources). AERMOD is a steady-state plume model 
that incorporates current concepts about flow and dispersion in complex terrain, including 
updated treatment of the boundary layer theory, understanding of turbulence and dispersion, and 
includes handling of the interaction between the plume and terrain. 

The AERMOD model calculates pollutant concentrations from one or more points (e.g., exhaust 
stacks) based on hourly meteorological data, and has the capability to calculate pollutant 
concentrations at locations where the plume from the exhaust stack is affected by the 
aerodynamic wakes and eddies (downwash) produced by nearby structures. The analyses of 
potential impacts from the exhaust stacks were made assuming stack tip downwash, urban 
dispersion and surface roughness length, with and without building downwash, and elimination of 
calms. 

The AERMOD model also incorporates the algorithms from the PRIME model, which is 
designed to predict impacts in the “cavity region” (i.e., the area around a structure which under 
certain conditions may affect an exhaust plume, causing a portion of the plume to become 
entrained in a recirculation region). The Building Profile Input Program (BPIP) program for the 
PRIME model (BPIPRM) was used to determine the projected building dimensions for modeling 
with the building downwash algorithm enabled. The modeling of plume downwash accounts for 
all obstructions within a radius equal to five obstruction heights of the stack.  

Meteorological Data 
The meteorological data set consisted of five consecutive years of meteorological data: surface 
data collected at LaGuardia Airport (2006–2010) and concurrent upper air data collected at 
Brookhaven, New York. The meteorological data provide hour-by-hour wind speeds and 
directions, stability states, and temperature inversion elevation over the five-year period. These 
data were processed using the EPA AERMET program to develop data in a format which can be 
readily processed by the AERMOD model. The land uses around the site where meteorological 
                                                      
1  EPA, AERMOD: Description Of Model Formulation, 454/R-03-004, September 2004; and  EPA, 

User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model AERMOD, 454/B-03-001, September 2004 and 
Addendum December 2006. 
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surface data were available were classified using categories defined in digital United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) maps to determine surface parameters used by the AERMET 
program. 
Receptor Placement 
Discrete receptors (i.e., locations at which concentrations are calculated) were modeled along the 
facades of nearby buildings to represent operable window locations, intake vents, and otherwise 
accessible locations such as terraces. Rows of receptors were placed in the model at spaced 
intervals on the nearby buildings of similar or greater size at multiple elevations. 

Emission Estimates and Stack Parameters 
The project site has an existing heating and hot water system that may be modified to serve the 
proposed uses. A project-specific heat and hot water system design is not available at this time, 
but the use of No. 2 fuel oil is planned. Emission rates for the heating and hot water systems 
were projected using the proposed project size (square feet), fuel consumption rates provided in 
the CEQR Technical Manual, and EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-
42)1 for combustion of No. 2 fuel oil. To develop the 24-hour average emission rates, a 100-day 
heating season was assumed, and to assess the 1-hour average NO2 and the 1-hour and 3-hour 
average SO2 concentrations, 8 hours of heating per day during the season were assumed. To 
calculate SO2 emissions, a sulfur content of 15 ppm was assumed. Typical stack parameters for 
exhaust velocity, diameter, and temperature were determined based on expected heat and hot 
water systems ratings associated with the calculated fuel usage rates. Emission rates and stack 
parameters are provided in Table C-2. 

Table C-2 
Stack Parameters and Emission Rates  

Stack Parameter 730 Broadway 
Exhaust Height (m) 48.8 
Inside Diameter (m) 0.61 
Exit Velocity (m/s) 19.5 

Exit Temperature (F) 307.8 
Emission Rates (g/s) 

NOx (1-hour) 2.17 x 10-2 
NOx (annual) 1.98 x 10-2 

PM10 (24-hour) 8.61 x 10-3 
PM2.5 (24-hour) 7.71 x 10-3 
PM2.5 (annual) 2.11 x 10-3 

SO2 (1-hour, 3-hour) 2.31 x 10-3 
Notes:  
(1) Annual fuel consumption rate was calculated using annual fuel consumption factors 
provided in the CEQR Technical Manual. Short-term fuel consumption was calculated 
assuming a 100-day heating season, and 8 hours of heating per day. Emission rates shown 
are based on AP-42 factors for No. 2 fuel oil, with 15 ppm sulfur content. 
(2) Stack parameters are based on the combustion boiler database. 

 

                                                      
1 EPA, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point 

and Area Sources, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42 
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Background Concentrations 
To estimate the maximum expected pollutant concentration at a given receptor, the predicted 
impacts must be added to a background value that accounts for existing pollutant concentrations 
from other sources that are not directly accounted for in the model (see Table C-3). To develop 
background levels, concentrations measured at the nearest NYSDEC ambient monitoring station 
over the latest available 5-year period (2006-2010) were used for annual average NO2 
background and 3-hour average SO2 background, while the latest available 3-year period was 
used for PM10 and the 1-hour average NO2 and SO2 background concentrations. The background 
concentrations were developed in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual methodology. 
Note that the background for the 1-hour standard represents the concentration that is consistent 
with the format of the NAAQS. For example, in the case of NO2, the concentration shown in 
Table C-3 is the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile daily maximum 1-hour average 
concentration. 

Table C-3 
Background Pollutant Concentrations 

Pollutant 
Average 
Period Location 

Concentration 
(μg/m3) NAAQS (μg/m3) 

NO2 
1-hour Queens College 2, 

Queens 
129.8 188 

Annual 67.7 100 

SO2 
1-hour Queens College 2, 

Queens 
78.2 196 

3 hour 102.3 1,300 
PM10 24 Hour Division Street, Manhattan 52 150 

Sources: New York State Air Quality Report Ambient Air Monitoring System, NYSDEC, 2006-2010. 
 

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS 

All proposed scientific research and teaching laboratories that would use hazardous chemicals 
would be equipped with fume hoods. Fume hoods are enclosures that are maintained under 
negative pressure and continuously vented to the outside. Their function is to protect scientific 
research and teaching laboratory staff and students from potentially harmful fumes. By 
providing a continuous exhaust from laboratory rooms, they also prevent any fumes released 
within the laboratory from escaping into other areas of the building, or through windows to the 
outside. 

A quantitative analysis employing mathematical modeling was performed to assess the potential 
effects of an accidental chemical spill in one of the proposed laboratory fume hoods. The 
chemical spill analysis followed the procedures and methodologies contained in the CEQR 
Technical Manual and examined the potential impacts on nearby buildings and places of public 
access and potential impacts due to recirculation into air intake systems or windows of the 
proposed building. Maximum predicted concentrations were compared to the short-term 
exposure levels (STELs) or ceiling levels recommended by the U.S. Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) for the chemicals examined. 

Detailed design information for the proposed scientific research and teaching laboratory 
ventilation systems is not yet available. Therefore, available conceptual information and design 
information for similar scientific research and teaching laboratories was used to develop 
assumptions for the analysis of the potential for impacts from a chemical spill in one of the 
proposed laboratories. 
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It is expected that there would be six separate fume hood exhaust fans—one for each floor 
dedicated to academic space. It was assumed that the scientific research and teaching laboratory 
exhaust fans would be located at the rooftop, and exhaust at a height of at least 177 feet. The 
fans were assumed to have a diameter of 4.5 feet, and the exhaust flowrate was assumed to be 
60,000 cubic feet per minute. 

PLANNED OPERATIONS 

An inventory of the types and quantities of chemicals that are likely to be used in the proposed 
scientific research and teaching laboratories was developed by NYU. Common buffers, salts, 
enzymes, nucleotides, peptides, and other biochemicals were not considered in the analysis since 
they are not typically categorized as air pollutants. Chemicals were identified for further 
examination based on their toxicity and vapor pressure. Vapor pressure is a measure of the 
material’s volatility—its tendency to evaporate, or to form vapors, which is a critical parameter 
in determining potential impacts from chemical spills. Nonvolatile chemicals (a vapor pressure 
of less than 10 mm mercury [Hg]) were excluded. The exposure standards (OSHA permissible 
exposure limit [PEL], National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health [NIOSH], 
immediately dangerous to life or health [IDLH], and OSHA and/or NIOSH STEL and ceiling 
values) are measures of the material’s toxicity—more toxic substances have lower exposure 
standards. 

Based on relative exposure thresholds and the vapor pressures of the chemicals provided, a 
subset of the chemicals with the greatest potential hazard was selected for the worst-case spill 
analysis (see Table C-4). Chemicals with high vapor pressures are most likely to have high 
evaporation rates. Since the chemicals selected for detailed analysis are most likely to have the 
highest emissions rates and the lowest exposure standards, if the analysis of these chemicals 
resulted in no significant impacts, it would indicate that the other chemicals would also not 
present a potential for significant impacts. 

The chemical spill analysis was performed for each of the chemicals shown in Table C-4. 

Table C-4 
Chemicals Analyzed 

Chemical Vapor Pressure (mm Hg) 
STEL/OSHA 

(ppm) 
Ceiling  
(ppm) 

1,2-Dichloroethane 66 2 100 
Acetone 183 750 - 
Diethyl Ether 443 500 - 
Ethyl Acetate 72 400 - 
Glutaraldehyde 16 - 0.2 
Hexamethyldislilazane 20 35 - 
Hydrochloric Acid 399 5 5 
Hydrofluoric Acid 110 3 6 
Methanol 98 250 0.3 
Methylene Chloride 398 125 - 
n-Butylamine 83 5 5 
Nitric Acid 48 2 - 
Tetrahydrofuran 143 250 - 
Triethylamine 54 25 - 
Vinyl Acetate 83 - 4 
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Notes:  
STEL—short-term exposure limit is a 15-minute TWA exposure that should not be exceeded at any time 
during a workday. 
Ceiling—Level set by OSHA not to be exceeded in any work place based on up to 15 minutes exposure. 
Where a hyphen (-) appears there is no recommended corresponding guideline value. 

 

ESTIMATES OF WORST-CASE EMISSION RATES 

The dispersion of chemicals from a spill within the proposed scientific research and teaching 
laboratories was analyzed to assess the potential for exposure of the general public and of staff 
within the building to hazardous fumes in the event of an accident. Evaporation rates for volatile 
chemicals expected to be used in the proposed scientific research and teaching laboratories were 
estimated using the model developed by the Shell Development Company1. 

The Shell model, which was developed specifically to assess air quality impacts from chemical 
spills, calculates evaporation rates based on physical properties of the material, temperature, and 
rate of air flow over the spill surface. Room temperature conditions (20° C) and an air-flow rate 
of 0.5 meters/second were assumed for calculating evaporation rates. 

The analysis conservatively assumes that a full container of the chemical would be spilled in a 
fume hood. For a spill area of approximately 1.11 square meters, the emission rates were 
determined using the evaporation rates. For modeling purposes, the emission rates shown in 
Table C-5 are calculated for a 15-minute time period. The vapor from the spill would be drawn 
into the fume hood exhaust system and released into the atmosphere via the roof exhaust fans. 
The high volume of air drawn through this system provides a high degree of dilution for 
hazardous fumes before they are released above the roof of the building. 

Table C-5 
Estimated Emissions from a Spill in a Fume Hood  

Chemical Quantity (liters) 
Evaporation Rate 
(gram/meter2/sec) 

Emission Rate* 
(gram/sec) 

1,2-Dichloroethane 1 0.41 0.45 
Acetone 8 0.83 0.92 
Diethyl Ether 1 2.43 2.67 
Ethyl Acetate 1 0.38 0.41 
Glutaraldehyde 0.025 0.01 0.01 
Hexamethyldisilazane 0.025 0.24 0.26 
Hydrochloric Acid 2.5 1.06 1.17 
Hydrofluoric Acid 0.5 0.27 0.30 
Methanol 4 0.28 0.31 
Methylene Chloride 1 2.50 2.75 
n-Butylamine 0.25 0.37 0.41 
Nitric Acid 0.5 0.27 0.29 
Tetrahydrofuran 16.5 0.76 0.84 
Triethylamine 0.1 0.35 0.39 
Vinyl Acetate 1 0.53 0.58 
Note: * Average emission rate 

                                                      
1 Fleischer, M.T. An Evaporation/Air Dispersion Model for Chemical Spills on Land, Shell Development 

Company, December 1980. 
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Recirculation Modeling 
The potential for recirculation of the fume hood emissions back into the building air intakes was 
assessed using the Wilson method.1 This empirical procedure, which has been verified by both 
wind-tunnel and full-scale testing, is a refinement of the 1981 ASHRAE Handbook procedure, 
and takes into account such factors as plume momentum, stack-tip downwash, and cavity 
recirculation effects. The procedure determines the worst-case, absolute minimum dilution 
between exhaust vent and air intake. Three separate effects determine the eventual dilution: 
internal system dilution, obtained by combining exhaust streams (i.e., mixing in plenum 
chambers of multiple exhaust streams, introduction of fresh air supplied from roof intakes); wind 
dilution, dependent on the distance from vent to intake and the exit velocity; and dilution from 
the stack, caused by stack height and plume rise from vertical exhaust velocity. The critical wind 
speed for worst-case dilution is dependent on the exit velocity, the distance from vent to intake, 
and the cross-sectional area of the exhaust stack. 

Dispersion Modeling 
The study performed also considered the impact of an accidental spill on nearby receptors, such 
as open windows on nearby buildings. Maximum concentrations at elevated receptors downwind 
of the fume exhausts were estimated using the EPA INPUFF model, version 2.0.2 This EPA 
model is designed to estimate impacts from short-term releases and was used to develop the EPA 
guidelines.3 INPUFF assumes a Gaussian dispersion of a pollutant “puff” (a brief release, as 
opposed to a continuous one) as it is transported downwind of a release point. Stable 
atmospheric conditions and a 1-meter/second wind speed were assumed.  

Receptors were modeled at multiple heights and distances from the fume hood exhausts to 
represent windows and air intake locations at nearby buildings of a similar or greater height to 
the 730 Broadway building. Since the emissions resulting from chemical spills are short-term 
releases, a worst-case assumption of the wind blowing the exhaust directly to the window or air 
intake receptors was made for modeling purposes. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Representative criteria pollutant concentrations measured in recent years at NYSDEC air quality 
monitoring stations nearest to the project site are presented in Table C-6. The values presented 
are consistent with the NAAQS format. For example, the 8-hour ozone concentration shown is 
the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour average concentrations. The 
concentrations were obtained from the 2010 New York State Ambient Air Quality Report, the 
most recent report available. As shown in Table C-6, the recently monitored levels did not 
exceed the NAAQS. 

                                                      
1 D.J. Wilson. A Design Procedure for Estimating Air Intake Contamination from Nearby Exhaust Vents, 

ASHRAE TRAS 89, Part 2A, pp. 136-152, 1983. 
2 Peterson, W.B. A Multiple Source Gaussian Puff Dispersion Algorithm—Users Guide, EPA, 600/8-86-

024, August 1986. 
3 EPA, Chemical Emergency Preparedness Program, Interim Guidance, November 1985. 
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Table C-6 
Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data 

Pollutant Location Units 
Averaging 

Period Concentration NAAQS 

CO Queens College 2, Queens ppm 8-hour 1.7 9 
1-hour 3.4 35 

SO2 Queens College 2, Queens1  µg/m3  3-hour 65 1,300 
1-hour 78.2 196 

PM10 Division Street, Manhattan µg/m3  24-hour 43 150 

PM2.5 Division Street, Manhattan µg/m3  Annual 10.9 15 
24-hour 28 35 

NO2  Queens College 2, Queens2 µg/m3  Annual 67.7 100 
1-hour 129.8 188 

Lead J.H.S. 126, Brooklyn  µg/m3  3-month 0.019 0.15 
Ozone Queens College 2, Queens ppm 8-hour 0.074 0.075 

Notes:  
(1) The 1-hour value is based on a three-year average (2008-2010) of the 99th percentile of daily maximum 1-

hour average concentrations.  
(2) The 1-hour value is based on a three-year average (2008-2010) of the 98th percentile of daily maximum 1-

hour average concentrations. 
Source: NYSDEC, New York State Ambient Air Quality Report (2008-2010). 

 

E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

HEATING AND HOT WATER SYSTEMS 

The maximum predicted concentrations from the proposed project’s fuel-fired heating and hot 
water systems were added to the ambient background concentrations and compared to the 
NAAQS. The concentrations of NO2, PM10, and SO2 are presented in Table C-7. As shown, the 
total concentrations with the proposed project would be below the NAAQS. 

Table C-7 
Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentration (in µg/m3 ) 

Pollutant Averaging Period 
Maximum Modeled 

Impact Background  Total Concentration NAAQS 

NO2
(1) 1-hour 51.5 129.8 181.3 188 

Annual 0.28 67.7 68.0 100 

SO2 
1-hour 0.55 78.2 78.7 196 
3-hour 0.33 102.2 102.5 1,300 

PM10 24-hour 0.40 52.0 52.4 150 
Note: (1) NO2 concentrations were conservatively estimated assuming all of NOx is NO2. 

 

Incremental changes in PM2.5 concentrations were compared to the CEQR interim guidance 
criteria for PM2.5. The maximum predicted 24-hour and annual average incremental PM2.5 
concentrations are presented in Table C-8. As shown, the maximum 24-hour concentration 
increments from the proposed project would be below the interim guidance criteria. Therefore, 
there would be no potential for a significant adverse impact on air quality from the project’s 
heating and hot water systems. 
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Table C-8 
Maximum Predicted PM2.5 Increments (in µg/m3) 

Pollutant Averaging Period Maximum Concentration Interim Guidance Threshold 

PM2.5  
24-hour 0.36 2 to 5(1) 

Annual (discrete) 0.03 0.3 
Annual (neighborhood scale) < 0.03 0.1 

Note:(1) 24-hour PM2.5 interim guidance criterion, > 2 µg/m3 (5 µg/m3 not-to-exceed value), depending on the magnitude, 
frequency, duration, location, and size of the area of the predicted concentrations. 
 

CHEMICAL SPILL ANALYSIS  

RECIRCULATION ANALYSIS 

The recirculation analysis indicates that the minimum potential dilution factor between the fan 
exhausts and the nearest air intake is approximately 595 (i.e., pollutant concentrations at the 
nearest intake to the exhaust fan would be 595 times less than the concentration at the fan). 
Thus, for example, a nitric acid spill in a fume hood as described above would produce a 
maximum concentration at the nearest intake location of approximately 6.8 x 10-3 parts per 
million (ppm), well below the allowable values for the chemical. 

The results of the recirculation analysis are presented in Table C-9. The results indicate that a 
spill in a fume hood as described above would produce a maximum concentration at the nearest 
intake location below the corresponding STELs or ceiling values set by OSHA and/or NIOSH 
for each of the chemicals analyzed. Consequently, it can be concluded that no significant 
adverse impacts would be expected due to recirculation of fume hood emissions back into the 
730 Broadway building’s air intakes in the event of a chemical spill. 

Table C-9 
Fume Hood Recirculation Analysis 

Maximum Predicted Concentrations (ppm) 
Chemical 15-Minute Average STEL/OSHA/Ceiling 

1,2-Dichloroethane 6.6 x 10-3 2 
Acetone 2.3 x 10-2 750 

Diethyl Ether 5.2 x 10-2 500 
Ethyl Acetate 6.8 x 10-3 400 

Glutaraldehyde 5.2 x 10-4 0.2 
Hexamethyldisilazane 2.4 x 10-3 35 

Hydrochloric Acid 4.7 x 10-2 5 
Hydrofluoric Acid 2.2 x 10-2 3 

Methanol 1.4 x 10-2 0.3 
Methylene Chloride 4.7 x 10-2 125 

n-Butylamine 8.1 x 10-3 5 
Nitric Acid 6.8 x 10-3 2 

Tetrahydofuran 1.7 x 10-2 250 
Triethylamine 5.5 x 10-3 25 
Vinyl Acetate 9.8 x 10-3 4 

 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON OTHER BUILDINGS 

The results of the analysis of potential emissions from the 730 Broadway building’s proposed 
fume hood exhaust system onto other buildings are shown below in Table C-10. The maximum 
concentrations at receptors downwind of the fume exhausts were estimated using the 
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methodology previously described, and were determined to be negligible and well below the 
STEL levels. Thus, there would be no significant adverse air quality impacts from the proposed 
scientific research and teaching laboratory exhaust system on the 730 Broadway building or on 
nearby buildings in the surrounding community. 

Table C-10 
Maximum Predicted Concentrations (ppm) 

Chemical 15-Minute Average STEL/OSHA/Ceiling 
1,2-Dichloroethane 1.4 x 10-7 2 

Acetone 4.7 x 10-7 750 
Diethyl Ether 1.1 x 10-6 500 
Ethyl Acetate 1.4 x 10-7 400 

Glutaraldehyde 2.2 x 10-9 0.2 
Hexamethyldisilazane 4.9 x 10-8 35 

Hydrochloric Acid 9.7 x 10-7 5 
Hydrofluoric Acid 4.4 x 10-7 3 

Methanol 2.9 x 10-7 0.3 
Methylene Chloride 9.7 x 10-7 125 

n-Butylamine 1.7 x 10-7 5 
Nitric Acid 1.4 x 10-7 4 

Tetrahydofuran 3.5 x 10-7 250 
Triethylamine 1.1 x 10-7 25 
Vinyl Acetate 2.0 x 10-7 4 

 
  

 



 D-1 October 16, 2012 

Attachment D: Noise 

A. INTRODUCTION  

The proposed project would not generate sufficient traffic to have the potential to cause a 
significant noise impact (i.e., it would not result in a doubling of Noise Passenger Car 
Equivalents [Noise PCEs] which would be necessary to cause a 3 dBA increase in noise levels). 
However, ambient noise levels within the project building must be considered in order to address 
New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) noise exposure guidelines for the 
building. This potential is assessed below. 

B. ACOUSTICAL FUNDAMENTALS 
Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure. Sound pressure levels are measured in units called “decibels” 
(“dB”). The particular character of the sound that we hear (a whistle compared with a French horn, 
for example) is determined by the speed, or “frequency,” at which the air pressure fluctuates, or 
“oscillates.” Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in terms of cycles per second. One 
cycle per second is known as 1 Hertz (“Hz”). People can hear over a relatively limited range of sound 
frequencies, generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz, and the human ear does not perceive all 
frequencies equally well. High frequencies (e.g., a whistle) are more easily discernable and therefore 
more intrusive than many of the lower frequencies (e.g., the lower notes on the French horn). 

A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL (DBA) 

In order to establish a uniform noise measurement that simulates people’s perception of loudness 
and annoyance, the decibel measurement is weighted to account for those frequencies most 
audible to the human ear. This is known as the A-weighted sound level, or “dBA,” and it is the 
descriptor of noise levels most often used for community noise. As shown in Table D-1, the 
threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA; very quiet conditions (as in a library, for 
example) are approximately 40 dBA; levels between 50 dBA and 70 dBA define the range of 
noise levels generated by normal daily activity; levels above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, 
and then loud, intrusive, and deafening as the scale approaches 130 dBA.  

In considering these values, it is important to note that the dBA scale is logarithmic, meaning that each 
increase of 10 dBA describes a doubling of perceived loudness. Thus, the background noise in an 
office, at 50 dBA, is perceived as twice as loud as a library at 40 dBA. For most people to perceive an 
increase in noise, it must be at least 3 dBA. At 5 dBA, the change will be readily noticeable. 

It is also important to understand that combinations of different sources are added 
logarithmically due to the dBA scale’s nature. For example, two noise sources—a vacuum 
cleaner operating at approximately 72 dBA and a telephone ringing at approximately 58 dBA—
do not combine to create a noise level of 130 dBA, the equivalent of a jet airplane or air raid 
siren (see Table D-1). In fact, the noise produced by the telephone ringing would be largely 
masked by the noise of the vacuum cleaner, and the combination of these two noise sources 
would yield a noise level of 72.2 dBA. 
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Table D-1 
Common Noise Levels 

Sound Source dBA 
Military jet, air raid siren 130 
Amplified rock music 110 
Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100 
Train horn at 30 meters 90 
Busy city street, loud shout 80 
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 70 
Predominantly industrial area 60 
Background noise in an office 50 
Public library 40 
Soft whisper at 5 meters 30 
Threshold of hearing 0 
Note: A 10 dBA increase in level appears to double the loudness, and a 10 dBA 
decrease halves the apparent loudness. 
Sources: Cowan, James P. Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, Van Nostrand 
Reinhold, New York, 1994. 
Egan, M. David, Architectural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1988. 

 

EFFECTS OF DISTANCE ON SOUND 

Sound varies with distance. For example, highway traffic 50 feet away from a receptor (such as 
a person listening to the noise) typically produces sound levels of approximately 70 dBA. The 
same highway noise measures 66 dBA at a distance of 100 feet, assuming soft ground 
conditions. This decrease is known as “drop-off.” The outdoor drop-off rate for line sources, 
such as traffic, is a decrease of approximately 4.5 dBA (for soft ground) for every doubling of 
distance between the noise source and receiver (for hard ground the outdoor drop-off rate is 3 
dBA for line sources). Assuming soft ground, for point sources, such as amplified rock music, 
the outdoor drop-off rate is a decrease of approximately 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance 
between the noise source and receiver (for hard ground the outdoor drop-off rate is 6 dBA for 
point sources). 

SOUND LEVEL DESCRIPTORS 

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment and 
very few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise that fluctuates over extended 
periods have been developed. One way is to describe the fluctuating sound heard over a specific 
time period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound. For this condition, a descriptor called 
the “equivalent sound level,” Leq, can be computed. Leq is the constant sound level that, in a 
given situation and time period (e.g., 1 hour, denoted by Leq(1), or 24 hours, denoted by Leq(24)), 
conveys the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound. Statistical sound level 
descriptors such as L1, L10, L50, L90, and Lx, are used to indicate noise levels that are exceeded 1, 
10, 50, 90 and x percent of the time, respectively. Discrete event peak levels are given as L1 
levels. 

The relationship between Leq and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because Leq is defined in 
energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the levels of exceedance. 
If the noise fluctuates very little, Leq will approximate L50 or the median level. If the noise 
fluctuates broadly, the Leq will be approximately equal to the L10 value. If extreme fluctuations 
are present, the Leq will exceed L90 or the background level by 10 or more decibels. Thus the 
relationship between Leq and the levels of exceedance will depend on the character of the noise. 
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In community noise measurements, it has been observed that the Leq is generally between L10 
and L50. 

For purposes of the Proposed Project, the maximum 1-hour L10 sound level has been selected as 
the noise descriptor to be used in this noise analysis. The 1-hour L10 is the noise descriptor used 
in the CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines for City environmental impact review 
classification. 

C. NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 
CEQR NOISE STANDARDS 

The CEQR Technical Manual defines attenuation requirements for buildings based on exterior 
noise level (see Table D-2, “Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise 
Levels”). Recommended noise attenuation values for buildings are designed to maintain interior 
noise levels of 50 dBA or lower for academic research or office uses and are determined based 
on exterior L10(1) noise levels.  

Table D-2 
Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels 

 Marginally Acceptable Clearly Unacceptable 
Noise Level 
With Proposed 
Action 

70 < L10 ≤ 73 73 < L10 ≤ 76 76 < L10 ≤ 78 78 < L10 ≤ 80 
L10 < 80 

Attenuation* (I) 
28 dB(A) 

(II) 
31 dB(A) 

(III) 
33 dB(A) 

(IV) 
35 dB(A) 36 + (L10 - 80)B dB(A) 

Notes: A The above composite window-wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings. Commercial office 
spaces, academic research spaces, and meeting rooms would be 5 dB(A) less in each category. All the 
above categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternate means of ventilation. 

 B Required attenuation values increase by 1 dB(A) increments for L10 values greater than 80 dBA.  
Source:   New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

 

D. EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 
Existing noise levels were measured for 20-minute periods during the three weekday peak 
periods—AM (7:00– 9:00 AM), midday (MD) (12:00 – 2:00 PM), and PM (4:00 – 6:00 PM) on 
February 2, 2012 at two receptor sites within the project building. Site 1 was located along the 
Broadway façade of the building, and Site 2 was located along the Lafayette Street façade of the 
building (see Figure D-1). 

Measurements were performed using a Brüel & Kjær Sound Level Meter (SLM) Type 2260 
(S/N 2375602), a Brüel & Kjær ½-inch microphone Type 4189 (S/N 2378182), and a Brüel & 
Kjær Sound Level Calibrator Type 4231 (S/N 2412436). The Brüel & Kjær SLM is a Type 1 
instrument according to ANSI Standard S1.4-1983 (R2006). The SLM has a laboratory 
calibration date of August 3, 2011 which is valid through July of 2012. The microphone was 
mounted at a height of five feet above the ground surface on a tripod and at least six feet away 
from any large sound-reflecting surface to avoid major interference with sound propagation. The 
SLM was calibrated before and after readings with a Brüel & Kjær Type 4231 Sound Level 
Calibrator using the appropriate adaptor. Measurements at each location were made on the A-
scale (dBA). The data were digitally recorded by the sound level meter and displayed at the end 
of the measurement period in units of dBA. Measured quantities included Leq, L1, L10, L50, and 
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L90. A windscreen was used during all sound measurements except for calibration. All mea-
surement procedures were based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI Standard S1.13-2005. 

The results of the measurements of existing noise levels are summarized in Table D-3. 

Table D-3 
Existing Noise Levels at Sites 1 and 2 (in dBA) 

Site Measurement Location Time Leq L1 L10 L50 L90 

1 730 Broadway, West Façade  
AM 46.1 55.8 49.0 43.6 38.6 
MD 44.1 50.1 45.6 42.6 39.8 
PM 46.9 56.6 48.5 43.3 39.6 

 

2 730 Broadway, East Façade  
AM 43.2 48.5 45.7 42.2 39.8 
MD 42.0 46.7 44.6 41.1 38.6 
PM 42.1 47.3 44.5 41.4 38.2 

Note: Field measurements were performed on February 2, 2012.  

 

At all monitoring sites, vehicular traffic noise from outside the building entering through the 
building façade was the dominant noise source. Measured noise levels are moderate and reflect 
the level of vehicular activity on the adjacent streets.  

E. INTERIOR NOISE EXPOSURE 

As shown in Table D-2, the CEQR Technical Manual has set noise attenuation quantities for 
buildings based on exterior L10(1) noise levels in order to maintain interior noise levels of 50 dBA 
or lower for academic research or office uses. The maximum interior noise levels are 
summarized in Table D-4.  

Table D-4 
Building Attenuation Requirements 

Building Façade Locations Maximum Measured Interior L10(1) (in dBA) 
West Façade  49.0 
East Façade  45.7 

 

Based upon the L10(1) values measured within the project building (shown in Table D-3), noise 
levels within the project building are within the range specified by the CEQR interior noise level 
requirements.  

In addition, the building mechanical system (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
systems) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-227 
of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department of Buildings 
Code) and to avoid producing levels that would result in any significant increase in ambient 
noise levels.  
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