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March 10, 2017 
 
 
East 14th Street Owner LLC  
c/o 432 East 14th Street UDP LLC 
1776 Broadway, Suite 606 
New York, NY 10019 
 
Attention:      Darryl Herring 
 
Re:   432 East 14th Street 
 New York, NY 
 MRCE File No. 12429 
  
Greetings: 
 
In accordance with your request, we summarize herein site specific conditions that 
present challenges to construct below grade retail space at 432 East 14th Street.  
 
Exhibits 
 
The following exhibits are included: 
 
Figure 1: Project Location on Viele Map 
Figure 1a: Limits of streambed superimposed on Study Area 
Figure 2: NYC Groundwater Level Contours: Manhattan 
Figure 3: Limits of Study Area 
Figure 4: Limits of Study Area Magnified 
Table 1: Summary of Structures within 400 ft. Radius of 432 E 14th Street. 
Figure 5: 1886 Robinson’s Atlas 
Figure 6: 1916 Atlas of Borough of Manhattan  
Figure 7: 1934 Manhattan Landbook 
Figure 8: 1955 Manhattan Landbook 
Figure9: 1985-1986 Manhattan Landbook 
Figure 10: 2002-2003 Manhattan Landbook 
 
Appendix A: MRCE Boring Location Plan and Boring Logs 
Appendix B: Groundwater Elevations  
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Project and Site Description 
 
The project will be a new development at the space of the former Post Office building at 432 East 
14th Street, Manhattan, NY (Block 441, Lot 23). The proposed development will have twelve 
stories and one cellar level with an approximate footprint of 23,340 sq. ft.  The top of the proposed 
cellar slab is planned to be at Elev. +4.7, (NAVD88 Datum) which is about 14 feet below existing 
sidewalk grades. 
According to the 1865 Viele Map, the site is at the southern edge of a streambed and marsh that 
existed prior to development.  This condition is shown on Figure Nos. 1 and 1a. The streambed 
and marsh were filled over time and the site is currently occupied by the existing Post Office 
building which is a one to two stories pile supported structure with no cellar. The site is bordered 
on the east and west property lines by seven other structures.  The New York City Transit (NYCT) 
L-line subway tunnel runs below 14th street and is in close proximity to the East 14th Street property 
line.   

General Subsurface conditions 
 
The site is generally covered by manmade fill that overlies soft organic clays and peat to the north 
of the site and natural silty sands with silt layers intermixed.  The soft organic clays and peat are 
remnants of the streambed that was filled in prior to development and are not suitable for 
foundation support.  Foundations for the new development need to be founded in the natural sands 
and silt layers that underlie the fill and organic clay.  Groundwater levels were measured at the site 
between Elev. +7.5 to 8 (NAVD88 Datum), which is about 3.5 feet above the top of slab of the 
proposed development. 
 
Hardships due to site conditions  
 
The site conditions described above make constructing a cellar level that will be used for retail 
very challenging and risky.  In order for the cellar to be used for retail, it needs higher ceiling to 
floor height when compared to mechanical rooms or storage rooms.  This added depth significantly 
complicates the construction of the structure.  Summarized below is a description of how the 
unique subsurface conditions impact the construction of the proposed development. 
 
Presence of Old Streambed: 
 
The site is on the southern boundary of an old streambed.  Our investigation identified areas of 
deeper fill, and soft organic soils in the northern portion of site that corroborates the data provided 
on the Viele Map.  These soils are not suitable for the support of the proposed structure, therefore 
deep foundations or over-excavation will be required for building support.  The bottom of the soft 
organics extended as deep as Elev. -5 in our investigation. Boring logs included in Appendix A of 
this letter depict the subsurface conditions encountered at the north end of the site. 
 
The depth of the organic stream deposits make removal and replacement with structural fill 
impractical. Extensive dewatering would be needed which would likely damage adjacent property. 
In addition, support of adjacent structures would be complex. Therefore presence of the old 
streambed requires additional foundations consisting of deep foundations, and requires a cut-off 
wall along the property lines adjacent to existing structures to minimize the extent of influence of 
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the dewatering which will be needed.  This is a local condition that impacts this site as opposed to 
the general subsurface conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site.  Sites that do not have this 
condition would not require deep foundations or a cut-off wall. 
 
 
Elevated Groundwater Levels: 
 
Ground surface elevations range at the site between Elev. +18 to +21, and the proposed top of 
basement slab is at Elev. +4.7.  Groundwater levels were recorded between Elev. +7.5 and +8 in 
observation wells installed at the site.  These water levels are higher than normally encountered in 
this part of Manhattan.  The attached Figure No. 2 depicts contours of groundwater that were 
prepared by MRCE in Manhattan for a previous project.  Superimposed on this plan is the 432 
East 14th site.  Based on this compilation of data, groundwater could be expected at about Elev. 
+5, (NGVD 1929 Datum), or Elev.  +3.9 (NAVD88 Datum) at the site.  The actual groundwater 
was about 3.5 to 4 feet higher than could be expected which is unusual for this site given its 
proximity to the shore.   
 
We have also researched a previous MRCE project, just to the east of the current site, located on 
the north east corner of Avenue D and 13th Street.  This site is located outside the limits of the 
streambed and piezometers indicated a water level of +3 (NAVD88 Datum).  This data 
corroborates the contour drawings groundwater elevations and supports the fact that groundwater 
levels encountered within the streambed are higher than those outside of it.  
 
A likely explanation for the higher groundwater levels is that the site is located at the southern 
edge of an old streambed.  This stream bed acts as a conduit for subsurface water to accumulate.  
In addition, the natural soils at the site consist of low permeability fine grained soils, which 
contributes the higher groundwater levels.  This elevated groundwater level may not be present at 
other sites in the vicinity that do not have the impact of the streambed. 
 
In addition, the relatively new construction to the west of the site, includes a foundation wall that 
is below the water table and extends from 14th Street to 13th Street.  This wall could act as a dam 
causing higher water levels at the site.    
 
This elevated groundwater will require around the clock dewatering during the construction of the 
foundations.  The subgrade excavation in order to accomplish a top of slab at Elev. +4.7, would 
be around Elev. +1, which is about 6 to 7 feet below the groundwater level at the site.  The 
dewatering system required would be closely spaced well points around the perimeter of the site. 
  
This type of dewatering system at the site poses a substantial cost to the project associated with 
the installation of the system, 24/7 operation of the pumps during construction, possible pre-
treatment of groundwater prior to discharge and regulatory discharge fees.     
 
The risk associated with this dewatering work includes settlement of adjacent structure due to 
movement of granular material from below foundations, and/or increase vertical pressure on 
compressible soils, particularly to the north west of the site.  In addition, if the dewatering system 
malfunctions, there could a sudden increase in water levels within the site that could cause 
instability.    
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The cellar slab must also be designed to resist the uplift forces associated with the elevated 
groundwater table.  Based on the observed levels, the slab would have to be designed as a mat slab 
and may require permanent tie-downs.  In contrast, a site without elevated groundwater levels 
would have a slab-on-grade in lieu of a thick mat foundation and would not require tie-downs.  
 
General Soil Conditions 
 
The soil conditions at the site below the fill and organic soil consist of fine to medium sand to a 
silty fine sand.  These soils are very sensitive to disturbance, therefore excavating and creating 
basement space is very challenging at the site.  Dewatering these soils will be difficult and creating 
a cut-off wall would be required to limit the settlement of adjacent structures.  Due to the sensitive 
nature of the soils, driven piles are not recommended, as the installation of these piles will cause 
densification of the sand and settlement of adjacent structures.  Boring logs are included in 
Appendix A of this letter. 
 
Adjacent Structures 
 
The site is surrounded by adjacent structures.  The foundation types and depth of these structures 
vary, with some shallow and some deeper.  These structures will likely be impacted by dewatering 
and the installation of the sheeting and bracing.  Due to the high groundwater table, and relatively 
poor soil conditions, a secant pile wall is required in order to construct the basement to achieve 
retail apace.  The secant pile wall is a robust specialty foundation element that adds significant 
cost and schedule impacts to the project.  It is used primarily on difficult sites, such as this, where 
conventional pit underpinning and soldier pile and lagging sheeting cannot be used.   The 
combination of the high groundwater, poor soils in the northern portion of the site, and the 
variability of the adjacent structures dictate the more robust secant pile wall to provide support for 
the adjacent structures during construction.  
 
Neighborhood Survey 
 
We performed a desk study and visited some adjacent buildings within a radius of 400 feet to 
determine their approximate construction dates, categorization and number of basement levels.  
The investigation was performed by researching NYC Landbooks from our files, using 
OasisNYC.net, as well as visiting the surrounding buildings. The results of the investigation are 
as follows: 

 
1. Approximate Construction Dates:  

 
Based on the Certificates of Occupancy reviewed from Oasis.Net, the majority of the 
structures were constructed before the 1930’s with only a few constructed in the past 15 
years.  A summary of the dates are included in Table No. 1. Where Certificates of 
Occupancy dates are not available, a visual comparison of the images on the Oasis map 
with the Atlases and Landbooks indicate that many of the buildings predate 1901. Figures 
5 through 10 illustrate the development of the area depicted on Atlases and Landbooks 
from 1886 through 2003.  These Landbooks also indicate that the structures around the site 
are generally older building that were constructed before code changes were made such as 
seismic design that is in the current code. Therefore construction of similar structures 
would require more robust foundations today to meet current code requirements.   
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2. Building Categorization:   

 
The majority of the surrounding buildings are 3-6 story residential buildings which 
generally only contain one cellar level. Some structures like the one currently on the site 
does not have a cellar level.  Lot 47 and 7502 of Block 440 are the only found exceptions, 
where there is a basement as well as a cellar. Site locations and labels can be found on 
Figures 3 and 4. 

 
a. Lot 47 contains a front and rear 4 story residential building. The front building 

contains both a cellar and basement. The cellar is used for storage and a boiler room 
while the basement is unoccupied.  

b. Lot 7502 also contains a 4 story residential building with both a cellar and 
basement. The cellar is used for storage, boiler, utility, and compactor rooms. The 
basement contains 8 half duplex apartments.  
 

The structures are outside the limits of the stream deposits.  
 

3. Cellar Use & Depth: 
 
According to Certificates of Occupancy, the majority of the cellars in the surrounding 
buildings are used for storage and boiler rooms. From our experience in Manhattan for 
these types of structures and usages, the cellar depths are typically on the order of 6 to 8 
feet deep.  This was verified by our field measurement at Lot 33 where, a depth of 8 feet 
was measured from grade to top of slab.  Excavations for such typical basement depths 
would generally be above the groundwater table and would not require significant 
groundwater control during construction.  
 
We visited Immaculate Conception Church located to the west of the site, which contained 
a partial basement level.  This Church is located within the existing stream bed limits and 
is indicative of the shallow basements that were constructed in the area.  
 

4. Other Building within Streambed 
 

Based on our study there are other structures within the study area that are constructed 
within the streambed.  The majority of these structures, as noted earlier in this report, were 
constructed before the 1930’s and do not contain significant basement depths.  In addition, 
they are relatively lightly loaded and were not designed to meet current more stringent 
building and seismic codes. 
 

5. We were able to obtain drawings for 421 East 13th Street, which is immediately west of the 
site.  This structure extends from 14th St property line to the 13th St property line.  The 
portion that extends to the 14th St property line is only 25 feet wide, while the portion that 
extends to south is about 140 feet wide.  The drawings indicate that the narrow portion of 
the building is partly supported on low capacity micro-piles, while the balance of the 
building is supported on a mat foundation.  The micro-piles were likely required due to the 
presence of the subway structure below 14th Street and the stream bed which extends into 
the adjacent site to the north.  The drawings did not indicate secant piles around the 
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perimeter, rather it they showed conventional underpinning.  It appears that the cellar level 
may be a foot or two higher than currently planned for this site.  It does not appear that the 
adjacent project required the same robust foundation system consisting of secant pile walls 
around the perimeter of the site.  The drawings do not indicated the dewatering system 
required to allow excavation of the site. 

 
6. We reviewed documents on NYCDOB website for the development at 500 E 14th 

Street,(Extell site) that is to the east of the site, along 14th Street.  This site appears to be 
outside the limits of the streambed.  Although we were not able to obtain foundation 
drawings, our review of the available documents, indicate that this building is supported 
on shallow foundations and deep foundations adjacent to the NYCT subway tunnel.  This 
site did not have the extensive marsh deposits or high water table exhibited at the current 
site.     

 
Closing 
 
The site provides numerous challenges to create a relatively deep cellar space suitable for retail.  
The high groundwater table, soft organic deposits, sensitive soils and adjacent structures present 
significant risk and make constructing a deep basement significantly more expensive than for a 
conventional site with relatively deep groundwater and generally expected soil conditions.   
 
Our review of structures within a 400 foot radius of the site indicate that the vast majority have 
very limited basement space, were generally constructed pre-1930 and do not have the same usage 
as the current plans.  Many of the buildings were constructed before stricter codes were established 
such as the current NYC seismic code.  
 
We would be pleased to answer any questions you may have regarding this report. 

 
    Very truly yours, 
 
    MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
 
 
 

   By: ___________________________________________ 
      Tony D. Canale, P.E.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
f:\124\12429\hardship letter\final hardhip letter\mrce final hardship letter.docx 
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432 E 14TH STREET 
   NEW YORK NEW YORK 

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
14 PENN PLAZA – 225 W 34TH STREET, NEW YORK NY 10122 

SCALE  MADE BY:  GDF  DATE: 05-18-2015 FILE No. 

-NTS-  CH'KD BY:  SN   DATE: 05-18-2015 12429 

PROJECT LOCATION ON VIELE MAP FIGURE No. 
1 

Source: 
Sanitary & Topographical Atlas of the City of New York, by Ergert L. Viele, dated 1865    
www.DavidRumsey.com 

 

Note: 
Approximate location of building is outlined in red and corresponds to Base plan from  Manhattan 
Landbook of the City of New York. Sanborn, 2002-2003, Edition 23 
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29 1 story commercial building 1951 1 cellar storage 44 4 story public building N/A N/A ---
31 6 story residential building N/A N/A --- 47 Rear: 4 story residential N/A 1 cellar storage
32 5 story residential building 1963 1 cellar boiler room and storage 47 Front: 4 story residential 1947 1 cellar & 1 basement boiler room and storage/ unnoccupied
33 5 story residential building N/A 1 cellar boiler room and storage 48 Rear: 4 story residential N/A 1 cellar boiler room and storage
35 6 story residential building N/A N/A --- 48 Front: 4 story residential 1983 1 cellar boiler room and storage

7503 8 story residential building 2008 1 cellar boiler and utility room 49 6 story commercial building 2002 1 cellar storage and utilities room
10 4 story public building 1946 1 cellar play room, storage, laundry, utility room 50 6 story residential building 1993 no cellar ---
12 4 story church N/A N/A --- 51 6 story residential building 1986 1 basement 2 class "A" apartments, laundry and meter room
16 5 story residential building N/A N/A --- 52 6 story residential building N/A N/A ---
18 5 story residential building N/A 1 cellar 2 apartments, boiler room, storage 53 6 story residential building N/A N/A ---
19 5 story residential building 1939 1 cellar boiler room and storage 7502 4 story residential building 2002 1 cellar & 1 basement storage, utility room/ 8 half duplex apartments
20 5 story residential building 1956 1 cellar storage 7502 4 story residential building 1999 1 cellar storage, crawl space
11 3 story residential building N/A N/A --- 7501 Rear: 3 story residential 1986 1 cellar laundry, storage
12 2 story residential building 1940 1 cellar boiler room and storage 7501 Front: 4 story residential 1986 1 cellar boiler room and entrance foyer
14 6 story residential building N/A 1 cellar boiler, sotrage, and meter rooms 5 4 story residential building N/A N/A ---
18 6 story residential building 2007 N/A --- 6 5 story residential building 1983 1 cellar boiler room, storage, rec room
19 6 story residential building 1967 1 cellar boiler room and storage 8 1 story commercial building 1951 1 cellar storage
21 6 story residential building 1961 1 cellar boiler room and storage 10 2 story commercial building N/A 1 cellar stock room
22 4 story residential building N/A N/A --- 3 5 story residential building 1940 1 cellar boiler room and storage
23 4 story residential building 1962 1 cellar boiler room and storage 4 5 story residential building 1968 1 cellar boiler room and storage
24 6 story residential building 2004 1 cellar boiler room and storage 5 4 story residential building 1992 1 cellar bakery
26 2 story reisdential buiilding 1965 N/A --- 6 4 story residential building 1964 1 cellar heating plant and storage
27 5 story residential building 1941 1 cellar storage 7 5 story residential building 1971 1 cellar storage
28 5 story residential building N/A N/A --- 8 5 story residential building 1946 1 cellar boiler room and storage
29 2 story commercial building 1931 1 cellar electrical equipment, repair shop 9 6 story residential building N/A N/A ---
30 6 story residential building N/A N/A --- 1 13 story residential building ? 1 cellar two apartments and storage
31 4 story residential building 1951 1 cellar boiler room and storage
32 4 story residential building N/A N/A ---
33 6 story residential building 2014 1 cellar accesory to comercial space above, utility room
34 5 story residential building 1961 1 cellar boiler room and storage
35 4 story residential building N/A N/A ---
36 4 story residential building 1957 1 cellar storage
38 6 story residential building N/A N/A ---
40 6 story residential building N/A N/A ---
42 5 story residential building N/A N/A ---

7503 5 story residential building 1921 1 cellar boiler room and storage

Note: Information obtained from NYC DOB database
N/A - Not Available

MRCE File NO. 12429 1/12/2016

Lot # Description # of cellars indicated 
on C.O. Cellar/ basement use

406

972

441

# of cellars indicated 
on C.O. Cellar/ basement use indicated on C.O Block

440

407

440

Block

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

Table No. 1 - Summary of Structures Within 400 feet of Radius of 432 East 14th Street

C.O. Date C.O. DateLot # Description



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Source: 1886, Robinson’s Atlas of the City of New York 
 
           :  Outline of proposed structure 
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Source: 1916, Atlas of the Borough of Manhattan, City of New York 
 
           :  Outline of proposed structure 
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1916 ATLAS OF THE BOROUGH OF 
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Source: 1934, Manhattan Land Book of the City of New York 
 
           :  Outline of proposed structure 
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1934 MANHATTAN LANDBOOK Figure 
7 

N 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
             
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
            Source: 1955, Manhattan Land Book of the City of New York 

 
           :  Outline of proposed structure 
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1955 MANHATTAN LANDBOOK Figure 
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Source: 1985 - 1986, Manhattan Land Book of the City of New York 
 
           :  Outline of proposed structure 
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1985 - 1986 MANHATTAN LANDBOOK Figure 
9 

N 



N 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: 2002 – 2003, Manhattan Land Book of the City of New York 
 
            :  Outline of proposed structure 
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2002 – 2003 MANHATTAN LANDBOOK Figure 
10 
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BORING NO. MR-1
SHEET 1 OF 4

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-1

**Concrete slab from11:00 1D 0.7 4-3 Top 2.5": Gray fine to coarse sand, some gravel, 0.3 0
VOID

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK

2.7 3-5 trace silt (Fill) (SP-SM)

432 EAST 14TH STREET

Friday
0' to 0.3'.0.7
1D: REC=6"

 F

gravel, trace silt (Fill) (SP-SM)

04-24-15

Cloudy
0Bot 3.5": Tan brown fine to coarse sand, some

36°F 2.5 10

45

65
5

Tan to dark brown fine to coarse sand, some 202D 5.0 9-4
brick, gravel, trace silt (Fill) (SP-SM)7.0 3-2

20

7.5 30

30

30
10

Tan to brown fine to coarse sand & brick, some 103D 10.0 5-7
silt, trace cinders, gravel (Fill) (SM) Losing water at 11'.12.0 10-6

10

12.5 10

Top 6": Brown fine to medium sand, some silt, 30 Wet sample at 13.5'4D 13.0 13-7
trace gravel, concrete (Fill) (SM)15.0 10-10
Mid 6": Brown to black wood, some fine to 30 4D Mid: Petroleum 
coarse sand, silt (Fill) (SM) 15 odor.
Bot 6": Brown silty fine to medium sand, some 23

 S

brick, trace gravel (Fill) (SM)
Brown silty fine to medium sand (SM) 85D 16.0 4

18.0 WR/12"-3
17.5 6

23

Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel, silt 38 Drilled ahead of casing 6D 19.0 8-6
(SM) 20 3" to 20'.21.0 2-6

Top 12": Dark gray to red brown fine to medium 22.57D 22.0 6-2
2324.0 2-1 sand, some gravel, silt (SM)

7D Bot: WC=110, Bot 12": Stiff dark gray organic silty clay, some

O
pp=1.25peat (OH&Pt)

25
8D Top: WC=170,8D 25.0 3-4 Top 16": Do 7D, Bottom (OH&Pt)
pp=1.2527.0 11-10 Bot 4": Dk gray fine to medium sand, sm silt (SM) 26.2

**



BORING NO. MR-1
SHEET 2 OF 4

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-1

 O

 S

52.0 7-11
14D 50.0 6-4 Do 13D (ML) pp<0.25

50

M

47.5

47.0 10-11
13D 45.0 7-7 Soft red brown micaceous fine sandy silt (ML)

45

42.5

42.0 8-11 (ML)
12D 40.0 5-7 Soft red brown silt, some micaceous fine sand pp<0.25

40

38
37.5

36.0 10-8 coarse sand, gravel (SP-SM) 35
11D 34.0 12-12 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt,

32.5
33.0 17-18

10D 31.0 12-16 Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt (SP-SM)

50°F
Cloudy 30
Monday trace gravel (SM)
04-27-15 30.0 18-22 Bot 5": Gray fine to medium sand, some silt,

07:45 9D 28.0 17-14 Top 12": Gray silty fine sand (SM)
15:30
36°F 27.5

Cloudy

04-24-15
Cont'd

26.2

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Friday



BORING NO. MR-1
SHEET 3 OF 4

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-1

75

Unconfined Compres-
sive Strength in tsf.

pp=Pocket 
Penetrometer

weight.
72.5

WC=Water Content
in percent of dry

End of Boring at 70'.09:30 70

M

70.0
Bot 8": Do 19D (ML)

100/4" silt, coarse sand (SP-SM)
20D 68.0 34-29 Top 7": Red brown fine to medium sand, trace

67.5
68.0 13-23

19D 66.0 9-12 Red brown fine sandy silt (ML)

55°F
Cloudy 65

Tuesday
04-28-15

07:30 (SM&ML)
15:00 64.0 15-16 some fine sand, trace brown silty clay seams

18D 62.0 12-14 Red brown silty fine sand, some layers of silt, 62.5 pp=0.5

61.0 12-17 sand (ML) 60
17D 59.0 10-11 Medium red brown silt, some micaceous fine pp=0.5

57.5
58.0 7-9

16D 56.0 4-5 Do 15D (ML) pp<0.25

55

55.0 8-8 (ML)
15D 53.0 4-6 Soft red brown silt, some micaceous fine sand pp<0.25

50°F 52.5

Monday
04-27-15

432 EAST 14TH STREET

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

Cont'd

Cloudy

NEW YORK, NEW YORK



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (NO SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-1
4 4

0 20

SOIL MECHANIC

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

ELECTRIC

       SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

70

MR-1

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/24/2015 - 04/28/2015
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION



BORING NO. MR-2
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-2

O

**Concrete slab from09:30 0.33

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

Tuesday
0' to 0.33'.0.75
Drilled without 

VOID04-28-15

Cloudy
15

sampling from
55°F 2.5 12 0.75' to 12'

13

13
5

13

12

7.5 12

15

24
10

16 Rig chatter & loss of
water.

7

Top 5": Brown gravelly fine to coarse sand, trace 12.5 401D 12.0 8-46
silt (Fill) (SP-SM) Sample wet  at 12.8'.14.0 20-9
Mid 9": Brown gravelly fine to coarse sand, trace 90
silt (Fill) (SP-SM)

70
silt, wood, trace brick (Fill) (SM) 15

F

Bot 2": Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel,

Top 8": Brown clayey fine to medium sand, some 20 Petroleum odor.2D 15.0 4-6
gravel, trace silt (SC)17.0 4-6
Bot 8": Brown fine to coarse sand, some silt, 30

17.5 25

 S
trace gravel, clay (SM)

Medium black fine to medium sandy organic 20 pp=0.753D 18.0 3-2
clay (OH)20.0 7-9

25 Drilled ahead of casing
20 3" to 20'.

O

Dark brown fine to coarse sand, trace silt,4D 20.0 6-7

 S

some organic silty clay seams (SP-SM&OH) Losing water while22.0 8-14
drilling.

Dark brown fine to coarse sand, trace silt, 22.5 REC=3"5D 22.0 8-5
24.0 3-4 organic silty clay seams (SP-SM)

24
6D 24.0 6-5 Top 8": Black organic silty clay, some layers

2526.0 7-13 fine to coarse sand, trace silt (OH&SP-SM)
6D Bot: WC=192Bot 10": Black organic silty clay, some peat 

15:00 (OH&Pt)

**



BORING NO. MR-2
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-2

O

 S

50

47.5

45

42.5

40

Unconfined Compres-
sive Strength in tsf.

pp=Pocket 
37.5 Penetrometer

weight.

WC=Water Content
in percent of dry

35

End of Boring at 34'.09:30 34

34.0 18-32 silt, coarse sand (SP-SM)
9D 32.0 16-17 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace gravel, 32.5

31.0 17-15 coarse sand (SP-SM) 30
8D 29.0 15-17 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt,

61°F 27.5
Sunny 28.0 18-19 trace coarse sand, organic clay seams (SM)

04-29-15 26
26.0 10-10 Brown to gray brown silty fine to medium sand,

07:30

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Wednesday 7D



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-2
3 3

0 20

SOIL MECHANIC

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

ELECTRIC

       SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

34

MR-2

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/28/2015 - 4/29/2015
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION



BORING NO. MR-3P
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-3P

S 

51.0 8-10
5016D 49.0 3-6 Do 15D (SM)

48.0 7-7 seams, light brown silty clay seams, mica (SM)
15D 46.0 3-5 Red brown fine sand, some silt, trace silt

45.0 7-5 trace silt seams, mica (SM) 45
14D 43.0 7-9 Red brown fine to medium sand, some silt,

42.0 4-5 seams, mica (SP-SM)
13D 40.0 5-4 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, silt

40
39.0 9-9

12D 37.0 8-7 Do 11D (SP-SM)

36.0 9-11 (SP-SM)
11D 34.0 7-10 Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, mica 35

33.0 8-9 mica (SM)
53°F 10D 31.0 5-8 Brown silty fine sand, trace silty clay seams,

Cloudy
Wednesday 30.0 9-11 silty clay seams, mica (SM) 30

smelled of petroleum.
04-22-15 9D 28.0 5-7 Brown fine to medium sand, some silt, trace

07:45

Losing water while
15:15 27.0 4-6 drilling.  Tip of spoon

8D 25.0 5-4 Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt (SP-SM)
46
3924.0 5-8

25

37
7D 22.0 7-6 Do 6D, trace coarse sand (SP-SM) 38

25
21.0 5-6 (SP) 43

6D 19.0 5-7 Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, mica 20

14
18

18.0 8-10 trace mica (SM)

13
5D 16.0 6-7 Red brown fine to medium sand, some silt, 13

14 13' to 14'
15.0 4-5 (Fill) (SP-SM) 15 13

4D 13.0 4-3 Brown to red brown gravelly f-c sand, trace silt

F

12.0 11
Bot 5": Brn f-m sand, sm silt, brick (Fill) (SM) 20 Sample wet between

34-13 brick, silt, trace gravel, glass (Fill) (SM)
3D 10.0 6-18 Top 4": Brown gravelly fine to coarse sand, some 15

32
10 31

19

brick (Fill) (SM)
Bot 5": Brown gravel & wood, some silt, trace 14
trace glass, brick, cinders (Fill) (SM) 36

3"  to 25'.
7.0 7-11

2D 5.0 3-5 Top 3": Brown fine to coarse sand, some silt,

1D: REC=1"
21 Drilled ahead of casing55°F 5
13

04-21-15

Cloudy
0silt, brick (Fill) (SP-SM)

1.5 0
on top of fill.Tuesday 3.5 3-4

1D

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK

1.5 WH/12" Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel, trace

432 EAST 14TH STREET

**Concrete slab from09:00 0.5 0VOID 0' to 0.5.  1' Thick void
**



BORING NO. MR-3P
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-3P

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Wednesday 17D 52.0 6-7 Red brown fine sand, some silt, trace mica (SM)

Cont'd
04-22-15

Cloudy 54.0 7-10
5553°F

Brown silty fine sand, trace mica (SM)18D 55.0 4-6

S 

15:00 57.0 7-12
07:30

Top 18": Brown coarse to fine sand, trace silt,04-23-15 19D 58.0 7-12
clay (SP-SM) 60Thursday 60.0 19-21
Bot: Red brn f sandy silt, tr silty clay seams (ML) Hard drilling at 61'.Cloudy

63.0 18-22
48°F 20D 61.0 9-18 Red brown silty fine sand, trace silty clay seams

(SM)

Red brown silty fine sand, trace silty clay seams, 6521D 64.0 7-8
mica (SM)66.0 14-14

Do 21D (SM)22D 68.0 8-5
70 End of Boring at 70'.11:15 70.0 8-10

75

80

85

90

95

100



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER.

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED X YES NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

CHERYL J. MOSS

70

MR-3P

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR ALEX FELICIANO/FRANKLIN MUNOZ

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED.
GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/21/2015 - 4/23/2015

CHERYL J. MOSS

SEE SHEET NO. 3

PVC PIPE 20 20.83
-9

SLOTTED PVC 10 -9
SAND #020 12

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

140 30

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING
DEPTH TO 

WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

SOIL MECHANIC

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

ELECTRIC

NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21
NAVD 88

3 0 25

               SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN

 1-1/4
3

 1-1/4

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-3P
3 3

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429



BORING NO. MR-4
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +19.25

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-4

S 

5050.0 8-10
16D 48.0 5-4 Do 15D (SM)

47.0 9-10 mica (SM)
15D 45.0 9-7 Brown silty fine sand, trace silty clay seams,

45
44.0 11-10

14D 42.0 10-9 Do 11D (SM)

41.0 5-7
Monday 13D 39.0 8-7 Do 11D (SM) 40
04-20-15

07:00 38.0 6-8
15:00 12D 36.0 7-6 Do 11D (SM)

35.0 10-10 seams, mica (SM) 35
11D 33.0 6-4 Red brown fine sand, some silt, trace silty clay

32.0 6-7
10D 30.0 6-6 Do 9D (SP-SM)

30
29.0 7-12 mica (SP-SM)

9D 27.0 6-6 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt,

26.0 8-9
Do 6D (SP-SM) 258D 24.0 7-7

drilling.
23.0 5-5

7D 21.0 4-4 Do 6D (SP-SM)

20
Petroleum Odor when 

20.0 7-12 gravel, mica (SP-SM) 20

17
6D 18.0 5-6 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, 18

20 REC=5"
17.0 5-8 gravel, mica (SM) 18

5D 15.0 2-3 Red brown silty fine to medium sand, trace

12
Friday 14.0 2-2 gravel (SP) 15 12

04-17-15 4D 12.0 2-2 Red brown medium to fine sand, trace tile, silt,

106 3" Boulder encountered.
09:00 6

39
15:00 10.75 12

F

3NR 10.0 74-100/3" No recovery

24 Wet sample at 9.5'
10 30

13

17
trace brick (Fill) (SM) 19

REC=4"
7.0 4-4

2D 5.0 9-6 Tan fine to coarse sand, some gravel, silt,

casing 3" to 20'.
Bot 9": Tan brn f-c sand, sm brick, silt (Fill) (SM) 5 46 Brick, gravel (Fill) (SM)
silt (Fill) (SM) 19

04-16-15
30Mid 7": Orange brick, some fine to coarse sand,

0' to 0.5'.35
Drilled ahead of Thursday

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK

2.5 18-9 gravel, silt, trace brick (Fill) (SM)

432 EAST 14TH STREET

**Concrete slab from11:00 1D 0.5 4-24 Top 4": Dark gray fine to coarse sand, some 0.5 21**



BORING NO. MR-4
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +19.25

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-4

100

95

90

85

80

75

70 End of Boring at 70'.14:30 70.0 13-16

S 

Brown fine to medium sand, some silt (SM)22D 68.0 10-12

silt (SM&ML) 6565.0 13-15
Brown silty fine sand varved with some clayey21D 63.0 7-8

silt, fine sandy silt, silt, trace silty clay (SM&ML)62.0 16-19
Interlayered brown fine to medium sand, some20D 60.0 9-12

60
58.559.0 13-21

Brown fine sandy silt, trace silty clay seams (ML)19D 57.0 6-8

56.0 13-15
Brown silt, trace fine sand (ML) 5518D 54.0 10-10

04-20-15 17D 51.0 12-11 Brown fine sandy silt (ML)
53.0 12-16

Cont'd

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Monday



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER.

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

CHERYL J. MOSS

70

MR-4

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.
GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/16/2015 - 4/20/2015

CHERYL J. MOSS

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

140 30

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING
DEPTH TO 

WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

SOIL MECHANIC

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
EZ MUD (QUIK MUD D-50)

ELECTRIC

NEW YORK, NEW YORK +19.25
NAVD 88

3 0 20

               SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-4
3 3

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429



BORING NO. MR-5
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-5

 S

VOID

pp=1.5(OH&Pt)

 O 7D Bot: WC=121,
pp=1.0Mid 11": Stiff dk brn org clay, tr pt, f gvl, sa (OH)

Bot 9": Stiff black organic silty clay, some peat
2526.0 4-8

7D Mid: WC=101,7D 24.0 3-5 Top 1": Soft gray brn org si cl, tr pt, f-m sa (OH)
24

24.0 6-5 silt, trace coarse sand, gravel (SM)
Brown to red brown fine to medium sand, some 22.56D 22.0 10-7
organic silty clay, coarse sand (SP-SC)
Bot 5": Gray brown fine to medium sand, trace
trace silt (SP-SM)22.0 15-14
Top 6": Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel,5D 20.0 14-12

20

(SC)20.0 9-12
Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel, clay60°F 4D 18.0 9-6

Cloudy
17.5Thursday

trace cinders (SM)04-30-15 18.0 7-6
Brown fine to coarse sand, some gravel, silt,07:30 3D 16.0 9-8
trace gravel, brick (Fill) (SM) 1615:00
Bot 7": Brown fine to medium sand, some silt,
some brick, trace silt (Fill) (SP) 1516.0 4-7
Top 6": Brown fine to coarse sand & wood,2D 14.0 7-7

wood found in drilling.

F

(Fill) (GP-GM) Boulder, cobbles &14.0 BLDR
1D 12.0 50/2" Brown fine to coarse sandy gravel, trace silt 12.5 REC=1.5"

F

10

8', 10' & `12'.
tration.  Rig chatter at

7.5 facilitate casing pene-
3" helper pulled rope to

AHEAD Hard hammering,
DRILLED at 6'.

BLDR

6.0 275 Boulder encountered
5

65

25

Sampling from
64°F 2.5 25 0.5' to 12'

04-29-15

Sunny
30Wednesday

0' to 0.5'.0.7
Drilled without 

 F

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

**Concrete slab from09:30 0.5 9**



BORING NO. MR-5
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-5

 O

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Thursday 8D 26.0 13-11 Top 12": Dark brown to black organic silty clay,

Cont'd
04-30-15

8D Top: WC=169
Cloudy 28.0 12-20 trace fine to medium sand, gravel, peat (OH) 27
60°F Bot 12": Gray fine sand, some silty clay, trace 27.5

 S

peat (SC)

9D 29.0 13-12 Brown to red brown fine to medium sand, some
31.0 13-13 silt (SM) 30

10D 32.0 7-7 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, 32.5
34.0 13-18 silty clay seams (SP-SM)

12:30 34 End of Boring at 34'.

35 WC=Water Content
in percent of dry
weight.

pp=Pocket 
37.5 Penetrometer

Unconfined Compres-
sive Strength in tsf.

40

42.5

45

47.5

50



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (NO SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER: BOULDERS & COBBLES

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-5
3 3

0 15

SOIL MECHANIC

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

ELECTRIC

       SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

8

26

MR-5

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/29/2015 - 4/30/2015
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION



BORING NO. MR-6
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-6

**Concrete slab from12:30 0.5 6
VOID

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

Thursday
0' to 0.5'.0.7
Drilled without

04-30-15

Cloudy
29

Sampling from
60°F 2.5 32 0.5' to 12'

F

30

38
5

65

100

7.5 100

***Cored after 200
DRILLED blows.
AHEAD Boulders & cobbles

10 3" found at 10'.15:30
07:30

05-01-15
Boulders & cobblesFriday
found at 12'.  REC=1".

Gray gravel, trace fine to coarse sand, brick, 12.560°F 1D 12.0 50/2"
Sunny

silt (Fill) (GP)14.0

Dark brown fine to coarse sand, some silt, REC=6"2D 14.0 8-4
trace gravel, brick, silt, fine gravel (Fill) (SM) 1516.0 4-2

Top 1": Gray brown fine to medium sand, some3D 16.0 5-2
brick, trace gravel, silt (Fill) (SP-SM) 1718.0 1-1
Mid 6": Brn f-c sa, sm si, org si cl sms, tr brk (SM&OH) 17.5

3D Bot: pp<0.25Bot: Soft blk org si clay, sm wood, pt, tr brk (OH)
Top 6": Soft black organic clay, trace brick (OH) 18.5 4D Top: WC=43,4D 18.0 4-10
Bot 6": Brown fine to coarse sand, trace gravel, pp<0.2520.0 7-6
silt, organic silty clay seams (SP-SM)

20
Top 6": Dark brown fine to coarse sand, trace 5D 20.0 3-4
silt, organic silty clay seams (SP-SM)22.0 8-4
Bot 6": Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, 21.5 5D Bot: pp=0.5
some black organic silty clay layers (SP-SM&OH)
Top 6": Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, 22.56D 22.0 3-2

24.0 2-3 organic silty clay seams (SP-SM)
6D Bot: WC=159,Bot 8": Soft to medium black organic silty clay, 

24 pp=0.5some peat (OH&Pt)
7D 24.0 1-12 Top 11": Gray to black fine to medium sand,

2526.0 22-20 some clay, trace peat, organic clay (SC)
Mid 8": Gray fine to medium sand, some silt (SM)
Bot 2": Gray f-m sand, sm silt, tr clay (SM)

O

 S

 O

 S

**

***



BORING NO. MR-6
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-6

50

47.5

45

42.5

Unconfined Compres-
sive Strength in tsf.

40

pp=Pocket 
Penetrometer

weight.

WC=Water Content
37.5 in percent of dry

End of Boring at 36'.14:00 silt, trace mica (SM) 36MBot 12.5": Red brown fine to medium sand, some
36.0 6-6 silt (SP-SM) 35

11D 34.0 6-5 Top 1.5": Red brown fine to coarse sand, trace

silt, coarse sand (SP-SM)
Bot 10.5": Brown fine to medium sand, trace 32.5

33.0 16-20 silt, coarse sand (SP-SM)
10D 31.0 12-17 Top 11": Gray brown fine to medium sand, trace

30

30.0 15-14 silty fine sand seams (SP-SM)
9D 28.0 13-15 Brown to gray fine to medium sand, trace silt,

60°F 27.5
Sunny 28.0 15-24 coarse sand (SP-SM)

05-01-15
26.0 20-10 Red brown fine to medium sand, trace silt,

Cont'd

Friday

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

8D

 S

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (NO SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER: CORED DRILLED

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-6
3 3

0 15

SOIL MECHANIC

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

ELECTRIC

       SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

6

30

MR-6

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 4/30/2015 - 5/1/2015
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION



BORING NO. MR-7
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-7

Drilled without 07:30 DRILLED'CONC

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

Monday
sampling from0.83 AHEAD
1.6' to 12'VOID

05-04-15

Sunny
1.6 3"

70°F 2.5

5

7.5

10

Top 6": Brick, tr c-f sand, clay, metal (Fill) (GP) 12.5 1D Top: Petroleum1D 12.0 16-11
Mid 1": Brick, sm org clay, tr f-c sand (Fill) (GC) 13 odor while drilling.14.0 4-3

F

Bot 2": Soft black fine sandy organic clay, trace 1D Bot: pp<0.25

O

brick, gravel (OL)
Top 18": Soft brown to black organic silty clay, 2D Top: pp<0.252D 14.0 1-3
some fine sand, trace brick, peat (OH) 15 2D Bot: pp<0.2516.0 1/12"
Bot 6": Soft black organic clay, some fine to 
medium sand, trace gravel (OH)
Top 4": Do 2D Bottom (OH) 3D Top: pp=0.253D 16.0 2-6
Bot 12": Brown to gray fine to coarse sand, some 1718.0 9-7
organic clay (SC) 17.5 S 18
Top 5": Soft black organic silty clay, some fine to medium 4D Top: pp<0.254D 18.0 1-1
to medium sand, trace brick (OH)20.0 3-4 O
Bot 8": Brown to dark gray fine to medium sand, 19.3
some silt (SM) 20

 S

Top 4": Brown fine to medium sand, some silt5D 20.0 3-1
(SM) 5D Bot: pp=1.25, 1.7522.0 2-2
Bot 12": Brown silty fine to medium sand (SM)

22.56D 22.0 4-6 Top 6": Brown fine to medium sand, some silt
24.0 8-7 (SM)

Bot 12": Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt
(SP-SM)

7D 24.0 6-6 Red brown fine to medium sand, some silt,
2526.0 7-10 trace mica (SM)



BORING NO. MR-7
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-7

50

47.5

45

42.5

40

37.5

35

Unconfined Compres-
32.5 sive Strength in tsf.

Penetrometer
pp=Pocket 

13:00 30 End of Boring at 30'.

 S

30.0 7-6 trace mica (SM)
8D 28.0 7-6 Red brown fine to medium sand, some silt,

70°F 27.5
Sunny

05-04-15
Cont'd

Monday

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-7
3 3

0 15

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

      SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

SOIL MECHANIC

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK-MUD D-50

ELECTRIC

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE

30

MR-7

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 05-04-15
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION



BORING NO. MR-8
SHEET 1 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-8

 S

2526.0 3-6 (SM&ML)
7D 24.0 8-4 Red brown silty fine sand, some clayey silt seams

silt, trace coarse sand, clay seams (SM)
Bot 10": Red brown fine to medium sand, some

24.0 10-13 mica (SP-SM)
Top 14": Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt, 22.56D 22.0 8-10
(SM)
Bot 1": Red brown silty fine sand, trace mica
sand (SP-SM)22.0 5-5
Top 11": Do 3D Bottom, trace gravel, coarse5D 20.0 7-8

20

20.0 13-13
Do 3D Bottom (SP-SM)4D 18.0 11-13
(SP-SM)
Bot 12": Brown fine to medium sand, trace silt 17.5
fine gravel, silt (SP-SM)18.0 7-14
Top 2": Gray brown fine to medium sand, trace3D 16.0 5-5
sand, some silt (SM)
Bot 6": Brown to gray brown fine to medium
silt, trace shells, peat (SM) 1516.0 6-5
Top 6": Gray brown fine to medium sand, some 2D 14.0 7-9
Bot 8": Brn to gray brn f-m sand, sm si, tr gvl, c sa (SM)
sand, trace silt, gravel (SP-SM)
Mid 4": Red brown to brown fine to coarse 1314.0 5-5

F

75°F 1D 12.0 15-6
Cloudy

Top 4": Grn brn f-m sand, sm brick, silt (Fill) (SM) 12.5

Tuesday
05-05-15

07:30
10 3" to 10'.15:00

36 Drilled ahead of casing

23

7.5 33

40

30
5

15

16

Sampling from
70°F 2.5 15 0.33' to 12'

05-04-15

Sunny
10Monday

0' to 0.33'.
Drilled without 

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

**Concrete slab from13:00 0.33 5**



BORING NO. MR-8
SHEET 2 OF 3

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-8

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

SAMPLE

432 EAST 14TH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Tuesday

Cont'd
05-05-15

Cloudy 8D 26.0 7-8 Brown to red brown fine to medium sand, trace
75°F 28.0 8-10 silt, mica (SP-SM) 27.5 S

9D 28.0 5-7 Top 12": Red brown fine to medium sand, trace
30.0 10-11 silt, mica (SP-SM)

End of Boring at 30'.
Mid 3": Red brown silty fine sand (SM)

silt, mica (SP-SM)
11:30 Bot 6": Red brown fine to medium sand, trace 30

32.5

35

37.5

40

42.5

45

47.5

50



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (NO SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATIONDATE TIME

DEPTH OF 
HOLE

DEPTH OF 
CASING

MR-8

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 5/4/2015 - 5/5/2015
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE

NX

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND

3

SOIL MECHANIC

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK-MUD D-50

ELECTRIC

NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21
NAVD 88

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-8
3 3

0 10

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429



BORING NO. MR-9
SHEET 1 OF 2

PROJECT: FILE NO. 12429
LOCATION: SURFACE ELEV. +21

RES. ENGR. GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS
DAILY CASING

PROGRESS NO. DEPTH BLOWS/6" SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATA DEPTH BLOWS REMARKS

MRCE Form BL-1 BORING NO. MR-9

**Concrete slab from12:00 0.375 DRILLED

SAMPLE

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BORING LOG

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
432 EAST 14TH STREET

Tuesday
0' to 0.375'.0.42 AHEAD
***Asphalt from 0.375'

05-05-15

Sunny
3"

to 0.42'.
79°F 2.5 Drilled without

Sampling from
0' to 12'

5

7.5

10

Top 12": Brown fine to coarse sand, some silt, 12.51D 12.0 8-1
brick, trace fine gravel (Fill) (SM) 1314.0 1-2

F

trace gravel (SM) 14 End of Boring at 14'. SBot 12": Yellow brown silty fine to coarse sand,

15

17.5

20

22.5

25

**
***



BORING NO.
SHEET OF

PROJECT FILE NO.
LOCATION SURFACE ELEV.
BORING LOCATION DATUM

BORING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS OF STABILIZING BOREHOLE
TYPE OF FEED

TYPE OF BORING RIG DURING CORING CASING USED X YES NO
TRUCK MECHANICAL DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
SKID HYDRAULIC DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
BARGE OTHER DIA., IN. DEPTH, FT. FROM TO
OTHER

TYPE AND SIZE OF: DRILLING MUD USED X YES NO
D-SAMPLER DIAMETER OF ROTARY BIT, IN.
U-SAMPLER TYPE OF DRILLING MUD
S-SAMPLER
CORE BARREL AUGER USED YES X NO
CORE BIT TYPE AND DIAMETER, IN.
DRILL RODS

CASING HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*SAMPLER HAMMER, LBS. AVERAGE FALL, IN.
*USED DONUT HAMMER (NO SAFETY).

WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS IN BOREHOLE

PIEZOMETER INSTALLED YES X NO SKETCH SHOWN ON

STANDPIPE: TYPE ID, IN. LENGTH, FT. TOP ELEV.
INTAKE ELEMENT: TYPE OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. TIP ELEV.
FILTER: MATERIAL OD, IN. LENGTH, FT. BOT. ELEV.

PAY QUANTITIES
3.5" DIA. DRY SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
3.5" DIA. U-SAMPLE BORING LIN. FT. NO. OF 3" UNDISTURBED SAMPLES
CORE DRILLING IN ROCK LIN. FT. OTHER:

BORING CONTRACTOR
DRILLER HELPERS
REMARKS
RESIDENT ENGINEER DATE
CLASSIFICATION CHECK: TYPING CHECK:
MRCE Form BS-1 BORING NO.

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MR-9
2 2

0 10

SOIL MECHANIC

432 EAST 14TH STREET 12429
NEW YORK, NEW YORK +21

ELECTRIC

       SEE BORING LOCATION PLAN NAVD 88

3

140 30

NX DOUBLE TUBE
NX DIAMOND
NX

2" O. D. SPLIT SPOON  2-15/16
QUIK MUD D-50

NO WATER LEVEL OBSERVATIONS MADE.

14

MR-9

GUILLERMO DIAZ-FANAS 05-05-15
CHERYL J. MOSS CHERYL J. MOSS

BOREHOLE BACKFILLED & SEALED UPON COMPLETION.

DATE TIME
DEPTH OF 

HOLE
DEPTH OF 

CASING

WARREN GEORGE, INC.
DEON DEWAR FRANKLIN MUNOZ

DEPTH TO 
WATER CONDITIONS OF OBSERVATION
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Ground ater Elevations 



    File___10297D___
FOR LTCP - Groundwater Study      Made By__CL___Date__9/20/06__

     Chkd By________Date_________

SUBJECT: New York City Groundwater Contours
NORTHING EASTING GW_ELEV

BOROUGH (NAVD 1929) DATE DATA SOURCE NOTES
Manhattan 268872 589853 -6 Apr-04 MRCE 10174
Manhattan 262525 592453 -5 Feb 05 - Jan 06 USGS Well NY244.1
Manhattan 271550 590813 -4 Apr-04 MRCE 10173
Manhattan 265766 590362 -4 Feb 05 - Jan 06 USGS Well NY248.1
Manhattan 258548 588674 -2 Nov-06 MRCE 10369
Manhattan 261768 592489 -1 Sep-05 MRCE 10459
Manhattan 286722 608062 0 Oct-87 MRCE 4027
Manhattan 262972 590010 0 Oct 04 - Nov 04 USGS Well NY237.1
Manhattan 273282 590582 1 Jul-00 MRCE 9387
Manhattan 316805 615514 1 Dec-54 MRCE BB332
Manhattan 269472 590894 1 Oct 04 - Nov 04 USGS Well NY236.1
Manhattan 260673 587840 1 Feb-01 MRCE 9522
Manhattan 269815 590554 2 Feb 05 - Jan 06 USGS Well NY249.1
Manhattan 261005 591457 2 Feb-01 MRCE 9492
Manhattan 271234 599065 3 Jun-05 MRCE 10408
Manhattan 278777 605257 3 Mar-05 MRCE 10330
Manhattan 259192 590838 3 Jan-04 MRCE 10127
Manhattan 293431 610715 3 Nov-03 MRCE 9993
Manhattan 290397 606460 3 May-02 MRCE 9567
Manhattan 261168 587906 3 Oct-00 MRCE 9414
Manhattan 285414 606540 3 Mar-82 MRCE 5518
Manhattan 284493 607394 3 Mar-89 MRCE 7462
Manhattan 262807 598877 3 Apr-43 MRCE 901
Manhattan 284038 595886 3 Mar-00 MRCE 9309
Manhattan 313162 613516 3 Apr-67 MRCE bb392
Manhattan 269209 599111 4 Mar-01 MRCE 9554
Manhattan 289656 611229 4 Apr-05 MRCE 10365
Manhattan 274202 591970 4 April 05 - June 05 USGS Well NY239.1
Manhattan 258541 589211 5 Feb-04 MRCE 9862
Manhattan 284504 607218 5 Sep-01 MRCE 9641
Manhattan 262872 594182 5 Jul-00 MRCE 9390
Manhattan 278798 593174 5 Oct-03 MRCE 10051
Manhattan 268563 598236 6 Feb-01 MRCE 9483
Manhattan 266639 591899 6 Jul-03 MRCE 10029
Manhattan 259891 594303 8 Feb 05 - Jan 06 USGS Well NY238.1
Manhattan 278984 593582 8 Feb-06 MRCE 10551
Manhattan 265556 595078 8 Jun-04 MRCE 10195
Manhattan 301422 609242 8 Nov-63 MRCE 2684
Manhattan 264034 594939 8 Dec-04 MRCE 10328
Manhattan 261736 597705 8 Sep-59 MRCE 2711
Manhattan 266729 596417 8 Jan-57 MRCE 1843
Manhattan 297620 603593 9 Mar-02 MRCE 9693
Manhattan 269639 599000 9 Mar-01 MRCE 9448
Manhattan 285697 606827 9 Apr-98 MRCE 8726
Manhattan 293485 608957 9 Nov-03 MRCE 10064
Manhattan 297244 607707 9 Feb-00 MRCE 9296
Manhattan 268301 597771 9 Jun-53 MRCE BB00
Manhattan 277381 593860 11 Apr-00 MRCE 9335
Manhattan 263366 595950 12 Feb-05 MRCE 10335
Manhattan 269408 597034 15 Sep-05 MRCE 10411
Manhattan 272694 599634 15 Feb 05 - Jan 06 USGS Well NY242.1

(State Plane NAD 27, NY East)

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS



    File___10297D___
FOR LTCP - Groundwater Study      Made By__CL___Date__9/20/06__

     Chkd By________Date_________

SUBJECT: New York City Groundwater Contours
NORTHING EASTING GW_ELEV

BOROUGH (NAVD 1929) DATE DATA SOURCE NOTES(State Plane NAD 27, NY East)

MUESER RUTLEDGE CONSULTING ENGINEERS

Manhattan 268866 593627 18 Jul-04 MRCE 10245
Manhattan 280641 605599 18 Oct-99 MRCE 9220
Manhattan 272414 595237 18 Sep-05 MRCE 10521
Manhattan 313095 611532 20 Jun-04 MRCE 10224
Manhattan 276999 598916 21 Oct-93 MRCE 8043
Manhattan 270552 593808 22 Jul-04 MRCE 10246
Manhattan 313389 612128 23 May-00 MRCE 9355
Manhattan 278380 594247 25 April 04 - Nov 04 USGS Well NY246.1
Manhattan 282108 607339 26 Feb-06 MRCE10579
Manhattan 282200 607175 32 Feb-06 MRCE10579
Manhattan 275792 600006 34 Nov-97 MRCE 8750
Manhattan 275589 595182 36 Dec-02 MRCE 9463A
Manhattan 268468 595171 38 Nov-05 MRCE 10293
Manhattan 282151 606416 38 Mar-03 MRCE 9939
Manhattan 282306 605676 38 Jul-97 MRCE BB801
Manhattan 275175 596750 39 Jun-03 MRCE 9992
Manhattan 282078 602293 41 Jul-95 MRCE 10329
Manhattan 276174 598119 45 Jul-04 MRCE 10247
Manhattan 284189 597348 52 Jul-98 MRCE 9286
Manhattan 277941 596732 53 Feb-01 MRCE 9459
Manhattan 273540 597018 54 Dec-04 MRCE 10317
Manhattan 290595 600462 68 Jun-04 MRCE 10234
Manhattan 284069 604765 70 Jun-04 MRCE 10235
Manhattan 281038 595852 72 Oct 04 - Nov 04 USGS Well NY243.1
Manhattan 305649 609258 141 Jun-06 MRCE 10673
Manhattan 306407 608334 158 Jun-04 MRCE 10170
Manhattan 307319 609775 178 Dec-96 MRCE 8883







Elevated Groundwater Summary

Groundwater Elevation Summary

Site +7.7 to +8 NAVD Datum
Contour Plan +3.9 NAVD Datum
Site at Ave D and 13th St. +3     NAVD Datum



 

 
 

 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
Date  : March 10, 2017 
 
To :   Ross Moskowitz 

John B. Egnatios-Beene 
Strook & Strook & Lavan LLC 

 
From :  Jack Freeman 
 
Re :  Response to Hearing  

432 East 14th Street 
New York, NY 
BSA Cal. No. 2016-4183-BZ 

   
 
 
 
 
Attached please find a letter in response to the BSA hearing of January 24, 2017.  



 

 
 
March 10, 2017 
 
Hon. Margery Perlmutter, Chairperson 
New York City Board of Standards and Appeals 
250 Broadway, 29th Floor 
New York, New York 10007 
 
Re :  432 East 14th Street 

New York, NY  
2016-4183-B  

  
Dear Chairperson Perlmutter: 

At the Public Hearing of anuary 24, 2017 for the above referenced oning Variance 
Application, the Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) requested additional 
information, which is provided as follows:  
  
The BSA commented that the blended land values were too high noting that, in 
addition,  several site value comps were too old.  They felt that the comps should be 
adjusted for zoning variations and that larger lots should include downward 
adjustments: 
 
We reviewed and replaced the two 2013 comps with more recent sales (see Schedule 
D).  Revised sales, adjusted for comparability, range from  369 - 695 with an 
average of 519.  On the basis of this review we have retained the previous 475, 
which, although below the average, is still within the range. 
 
Regarding the BSA comment that larger lots should include downward adjustments, 
we note that larger lots can provide for greater development utility and typical 
appraisal methodology would provide for some downward adjustment for 
comparability with smaller lots. However, there are no larger lots identified in the 
analysis. 
 
Similarly, smaller lot /sf pricing is often higher.  This is a result of the greater 
demand at the price point for smaller lots.  Smaller lot pricing therefore, may be 
adjusted downward. 
 
The BSA commented that the development rights are usually valued at 50% of site 
value: 
 
Whereas that has occasionally used as a rule of thumb , the value of actual 
development sales in today’s market are often equal to and can exceed equivalent 
land values.  Additional Development rights typically increase the amount of the 
most valuable upper floors in a development and, therefore, can command premium 
acquisition prices. 
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The BSA requested that the residential apartment comps should include a chart 
reflecting an average of similar rentals in the stacking plan.  Apartment comps 
should adjust better for height, outdoor spaces, floor, location in building, etc.  Any 
outdoor spaces should be mentioned in narratives: 
 
Residential comps were reviewed and Schedules and Apartment Stacking Plans 
amended to reflect the BSA Comments.  Attached is Schedule F Residential Rents 
and Schedules F1 Modified As of Right and F2 Revised Proposed Stacking Plans.   
 
Schedule F provides comparable averages for each unit type, considering units on 
different floors and compares the comparable average with the stacking plan average. 
 
The As of Right Development alternative has 8 terraces which have been considered 
in rent estimates.  The Revised Proposed Development has 6 terraces which have 
been considered in rent estimates.   
 
BSA requested that methodology for valuing the cellar retail should be articulated: 
 
Generally, for cellar retail storage space we use somewhat less than 50% of the 
ground floor retail rent.  Although it has no direct street frontage, the cellar space in 
the development alternatives has full ceiling height and can be used as selling space. 
Therefore, a ratio of 50% is a more appropriate rent for cellar retail rent with a full-
height commercial space. 
 
BSA requested that the Cap Rate calculations be explained:  

Determination of an appropriate Cap Rate takes into consideration of are type of use, 
location and relative risk to capital sources.  We begin by reviewing Cap Rates for 
various property types compiled by RealtyRates, a credible investment research 
source.   RealtyRates uses survey data and an accepted Cap Rate methodology, 
referred to as the “Band of Investment” technique. 
 
Realty Rates provides a range of Minimum - Maximum - Average Cap Rates for each 
property type.  The range of Cap Rates can be assumed to reflect investment rates 
based on perceived risks or other qualitative consideration.  Generally, as yet to be 
built speculative residential buildings represent a higher risk, and would have a 
higher Cap Rate than occupied buildings with known and predictable tenancies and 
income streams. 
 
For the residential use of the type and in the Manhattan market of the subject 
developments we assumed a Cap Rate of 5.5% which is within the minimum Cap 
Rate range identified by RealtyRates. The retail use, where the specific tenancy is 
speculative and not yet known, represents a somewhat higher risk to potential 
investor than Manhattan residential real estate.  For the analysis, we assumed a 
slightly higher Cap Rate of 6.0%.  This is well below RealtyRates average of 8.31%, 
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but, considering the higher potential risk of speculative retail we considered a Cap 
Rate 6.0% to be appropriate. 
 
The BSA Requested a Revised Proposed Development. 

The Revised Proposed Development alternative would consist of a nine story on the 
14th Street portion of the site, instead of the previous twelve story building in that 
location.  The Floor area of the revised Proposed alternative is 106,839 sf.  The Gross 
Floor Area is 147,049, not including the cellar.  The Revised Proposed Development 
would contain 130 apartments instead of 155 in the previously proposed.  In addition, 
the amount and configuration of the retail space has also changed.  The Revised 
Proposed contains 22,701sf of total retail area with 8,531sf at street level and 
14,170sf at the cellar level. The previous proposed provided 16,568 sf of total retail 
area with 8,531sf at street level and 8,037sf at the cellar level. 
 
This development program would require a variance from the Board of Standards and 
Appeals and is referred to as the "Revised Proposed Development". 
 
To allow for an appropriate comparison, the As of Right Development alternative has 
also been modified to provide the same retail area as the Revised Proposed - 22,701sf 
of total retail area with 8,531sf at street level and 14,170sf at the cellar level. 
 
A review of retail rents in the vicinity of the project was undertaken.  A revised 
Schedule E: Comparable Retail Rents is attached.  As shown in Schedule E, Revised 
Retail Rents, adjusted for comparability, range from $125/sf - $182/sf with an 
average of $150.  Based on this review we have retained the previous $150/sf, which 
is the average. 

 
Economic Analysis 

The attached Schedule A and Schedule B analyze the feasibility of the Revised 
Proposed Development alternative and the modified As of Right alternative. 
 
The architectural firm, SLCE Architects has provided plans for each development 
alternative and construction cost estimates have been provided by Noble Construction 
Group, LLC.  The construction cost estimates are attached as Exhibit “A” to this 
Report. 

The estimated hard construction cost for the modified As of Right Development is 
$45,650,598.  The estimated hard construction cost for the Revised Proposed 
Development is $49,862,001.   
 
Modified As of Right Residential Development 
Using the capitalization of income method, as shown in the attached Schedule A, the 
capitalized value determined by the analysis for the modified As of Right 
Development is $93,960,000. In addition, the 421a Tax Abatement Program 
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generates additional Value of $7,834,000. Total Value is estimated to be 
$101,194,000.  

 
As shown in the attached Schedule A, the total development cost, including estimated 
property value, hard construction costs and soft costs, for the modified As of Right 
Residential Development is estimated to be $107,069,000. 
As shown in the attached Schedule A, the difference between the total value of 
$101,194,000 and the development cost of $107,069,000 is ($5,875,000).  
 
The modified As of Right Development contains significantly less value than the 
total development cost and would not be considered feasible. 
 
Revised Proposed Development 

 Using the capitalization of income method, as shown in the attached Schedule A, the 
capitalized value determined by the analysis for the Revised Proposed Development 
is $101,944,000. In addition, the 421a Tax Abatement Program generates additional 
Value of $9,514,000. Total Value is estimated to be $111,458,000.  

 
As shown in the attached Schedule A, the total development cost, including estimated 
property value, hard construction costs and soft costs, for the Revised Proposed 
Development t is estimated to be $112,696,000. 
 
As shown in the attached Schedule A, the difference between the total value of 
$111,458,000 and the development cost of $112,696,000 is ($1,238,000).  
 
The Revised Proposed l Development contains slightly less value than the total 
development cost.  However, for a project of this size, in the absence of other more 
viable development alternatives, this would be considered minimally feasible. 
 
 
Please feel free to call me if you have any further questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jack Freeman 
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Schedule D :  Comparable Vacant Land Sales
LOT TOTAL PRICE/SF  OF COMPOS ADJUSTED

SALE LOCATION ZONE DATE PRICE AREA FLOOR AREA FLOOR AREA TIME LOCATION SIZE ZONING OTHER FACTOR PRICE/S.F.

1 223 Avenue C R7-2, C1-5, 6/23/2016 $23,000,000 10,098 34,737 $662 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 $695
New York, NY C2-5
Blk 396 Lot 29

2 71-73 4th Avenue C6-2A 6/22/2015 $13,300,000 4,362 26,259 $506 1.05 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 $479
New York, NY
Blk 555 Lot 018

3 150 West 14th Street C6-2A 1/29/2015 $6,750,000 2,575 15,502 $435 1.05 0.85 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85 $369
New York, NY
Blk 609 Lot 13

4 26 Avenue B C1-5/R7A 3/6/2015 $3,950,000 1,934 7,736 $511 1.05 1.05 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.05 $535
New York, NY
Blk 398 Lot 34

Average $519

Subject $36,393,000 25,539 76,617 $475 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $475
435 East 13th Street
New York, NY
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Schedule D:  Comparable Vacant Land Sales 
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Schedule D:  Comparable Vacant Land Sales 
 

1. 223 Avenue C 
 
This is a 10,098 corner lot located in a R7-2, C1-5, C2-5 oning district in the East 
Village / Alphabet City neighborhood of Manhattan.  The lot is situated at the south west 
corner of Avenue C and 14th Street, and is appro imately 2 blocks away from the subject 
property.  A vacant one-story building is assumed to be demolished.  A 5  adjustment 
was made for the inferior location compared with the subject property.  No adjustments 
were made for time, si e, oning or other factors. 
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Schedule D:  Comparable Vacant Land Sales 
 

2. 71-73 4th Avenue 
 
This is a 4,362 sq. ft. corner lot located in a C6-2A oning district.  Located on the Lower 
East Side neighborhood of Manhattan, the lot is located at the corner of East 10th Street, 
and is appro imately one half miles away from the subject property.  A vacant e isting 
one-story building is assumed to be demolished.  A 5  adjustment was made for time 
and a -10  adjustment was made for the superior location. No adjustments were made 
for si e, oning or other factors. 
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Schedule D:  Comparable Vacant Land Sales 
 

3. 150 West 14th Street 
 
This is a 2,575 sq.ft. vacant lot located in a C6-2A oning district. Located in the 
Greenwich Village neighborhood of Manhattan, the lot is located between 6th and 7th 
Avenues, and is appro imately 1 mile away from the subject property.  A 5  
adjustment was made for time.  A -15  adjustment was made for the superior location 
and a -5  adjustment was made for its small si e.  No adjustments were made for oning 
or other factors. 
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Schedule D:  Comparable Vacant Land Sales 
 

4. 26 Avenue B 
 
This is a 1,934 sq. ft. vacant lot located in a C1-5/R7A oning district. Located in the 
East Village neighborhood of Manhattan, the lot is located between East 2nd and East 3rd 
Streets, and is appro imately 0.7 of a mile away from the subject property.  A 5  
adjustment was made for time.  A 5  adjustment was made for its inferior location and 
a -5  adjustment was made for its small si e.  No adjustments were made for time, 
oning or other factors. 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 

ANNUAL RENT/ COMPOS ADJUSTED
LOCATION DATE RENT AREA S .FT. TIME LOCATION SIZE ZONING OTHER FACTOR RENT/S.F.

1 500 East 14th Street Asking $3,627,252 14,509 $250.00 0.95 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 0.73 $182
New York, NY

2 181 Avenue A Asking $1,669,668 9,541 $175.00 0.95 1.05 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 $166
New York, NY

3 20 Avenue A Asking $599,364 4,312 $139.00 0.95 1.05 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.90 $125
New York, NY

4 210 East 14th Street Asking $555,000 3,000 $185.00 0.95 0.90 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.77 $142
New York, NY

5 212 East 14th Street Asking $525,000 3,000 $175.00 0.95 0.90 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.77 $135
New York, NY

Average $150

Subject Property $150.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $150
435 East 13th Street
New York, NY
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
 

1. 500 East 14th Street 

This is a 14,509 sq. ft. ground floor retail space in a larger retail development just coming 
onto the market in the East Village / Alphabet City neighborhood of Manhattan.  This will be 
a part of a brand new mi ed-use development project consisting of 2 buildings, 7-stories and 
150 rental units to be completed early in 2017.  There is a total of 56,610 sq. ft. of retail 
space in the development, with a Target store reported to be part of the project.  Located 
between Avenue A and Avenue B, this retail space is situated at the south east corner of East 
14th and Avenue A appro imately one block from the subject property.  This is a very large 
space is and is likely to be subdivided.  An additional 1,588 sq. ft. of cellar space is included 
in the asking price.  A -5  time adjustment was made for the asking price, a -15  
adjustment was made for the larger si e compared to the street retail space of the subject 
property, and a -10  other adjustment was made for the inclusion of the additional basement 
space and value added for the pro imity to the Target store.  No adjustment was made for 
location or oning. 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
 

2. 181 Avenue A 

This is a 9,541 sq.ft. retail space for rent in the East Village neighborhood of Manhattan.  
Located at the northwest corner of Avenue A and East 11th Street, the retail store for rent is 
appro imately two blocks away from the subject property.  A -5  time adjustment was made 
for the asking price, a 5  location adjustment was made the inferior location on East 11th 
Street and a -5  other adjustment was made for the corner lot.  No adjustments were made 
for si e or oning. 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
 

3. 20 Avenue A 
 
This is a 4,312 sq.ft. retail space for rent in the East village neighborhood of Manhattan.  
Located at the southeast corner of East 2nd Street and Avenue A, the retail store for rent is 
appro imately twelve blocks away from the subject property.  A -5  time adjustment 
was made for asking price, a 5  location adjustment was made the inferior location and 
a -5  adjustment was made for the small si e. An additional -5  other adjustment was 
made for the corner location. No adjustments were made for time or oning. 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
 

4. 210 East 14th Street 
 
This is a 3,000 sq.ft. retail space for rent in the East village neighborhood of Manhattan.  
Located between Second and Third Avenues, the retail store for rent is appro imately 
two blocks away from the subject property and immediately adjacent to a subway entry.  
A -5  time adjustment was made for the asking price, a -10  location adjustment was 
made the superior location and a -10  si e adjustment was made for the smaller si e of 
the space.  No adjustments were made for oning or other factors. 
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Schedule E:  Comparable Retail Rents 
 

5. 212 East 14th Street 
 
This is a 3,000 sq.ft. retail space for rent in the East village neighborhood of Manhattan.  
Located between Second and Third Avenues, the retail store for rent is appro imately 
two blocks away from the subject property.  This retail space is in a new building and 
immediately adjacent to a subway entrance.  A -5  time adjustment was made for asking 
price, a -10  location adjustment was made the superior location and a -10  si e 
adjustment was made for the small si e of the space. No adjustments were made for time, 
oning or other factors. 

 
 

 



J.S. Freeman Associates
Date : Response to Hearing - 2/23/2017
Property : 425 East 14th Street
Block : 441 Lot 23
Total Land Area : 25,539 sq.ft.
Zone : C1-6A
Page 20

Schedule F: Comparable Residential Rents

ANNUAL MONTHLY UNIT PROPERTY APT COMPOS ADJUSTED STAC ING
RENTAL LOCATION DATE RENT RENT TYPE TIME LOCATION SIZE LOCATION OTHER FACTOR MONTHLY RENT PLAN  AVG

1. 11 East 1st Street 411 Asking $45,420 $3,785 Studio 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.05 $3,955
New York, NY

2 138 East 12th Street 8 3/25/2016 $46,740 $3,895 Studio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $3,895
New York, NY

3 21 East 1st Street 802 12/15/2016 $43,200 $3,600 Studio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $3,600
New York, NY

4 310 East 2nd Street 10E 10/10/2016 $35,940 $2,995 Studio 1.00 1.10 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.16 $3,459
New York, NY

Studio Average $3,727 $3,750

5 22 East 1st Street 215 3/3/2016 $60,360 $5,030 1 Bd/1 Ba 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $5,030
New York, NY

6 138 East 12th Street 5H Asking $64,740 $5,395 1 Bd/1 Ba 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 $5,125 t
New York, NY

7 11 East 1st Street 001-813 Asking $64,440 $5,370 1 Bd/1 Ba 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 $5,102
New York, NY

8 21 East 1st Street 902 3/3/2016 $59,940 $4,995 1 Bd/1 Ba 1.05 1.05 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.05 $5,232
New York, NY

One Bedroom Average $5,232 $5,250

9 138 East 12th Street 2C Asking $88,200 $7,350 2 Bd/2 Ba 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 $6,983 t
New York, NY

10 11 East 1st Street 002-408 Asking $93,120 $7,760 2 Bd/2Ba 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 $7,372
New York, NY

11 211 East 13th Street 5C Asking $86,400 $7,200 2 Bd/2 Ba 0.95 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 $6,156
New York, NY

12 229 Chrystie Street 1001 Asking $73,500 $6,125 2 Bd/2 Ba 0.95 1.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.19 $7,273
New York, NY

Two Bedroom Average $6,946 $7,025

Subject Property 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 See Schedule F1 and F2
435 East 13th Street
New York, NY
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

1. 11 East 1st Street 411 

This is a studio apartment for rent in the Avalon Bowery Place apartment building.  
The building has 206 units, 9 stories and was built in 2005.  The building features a 
doorman, elevator and a gym. Located between Bowery and 2nd Avenue, it is 
appro imately 0.8 of a mile away from the subject property.  A -5  time adjustment 
was made for asking price, and a -10  adjustment because it is a slightly older 
building.  No adjustments were made for location, si e, apartment location or other 
factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

2. 138 East 12th Street 8  
 
This is a studio apartment for rent in the Nathaniel apartment building.  The building 
has 85 units, 9 stories and was built in 2014.  The building features a doorman, 
elevator, gym and roof deck with pool.  Located between Third and Fourth Avenues, 
it is appro imately four blocks away from the subject property.  No adjustments were 
made for time, location, si e, oning or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

3. 21 East 1st Street 802 
 
This is a studio apartment for rent in the Jupiter 21 building.   The building has 65 
units, 12 stories and was built in 2012.  The building features a two communal 
rooftop terraces and private courtyard.  Located between Bowery and Second 
Avenue, it is appro imately one mile away from the subject property.   
No adjustments were made for time, si e, apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

4. 310 East 2nd Street 10E 
 
This is a studio apartment for rent in the Adele.   The building has 136 units, 12 stories 
and was built in 2012.  The building features doorman and concierge, a furnished and 
landscaped rooftop terrace, and a 2nd floor patio with BB .  Located between Avenue C 
and Avenue D just north of Houston street, it is appro imately 12 blocks away from the 
subject property. A -5  adjustment was made for time, a 10  location adjustment was 
made for the inferior location compared to the subject property, and a 5  si e 
adjustments for the additional alcove in this unit.  No adjustments were made for 
apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

5. 22 East 1st Street 215 

This is a one bedroom/one bathroom apartment for rent in the Avalon Bowery Place 2 
apartment building.  The building has 54 units, 6 stories and was built in 2003.  The 
building features a doorman, elevator and a gym. Located between Bowery and 2nd 
Avenue, it is appro imately 0.8 of a mile away from the subject property.  No 
adjustments were made for time, location, si e, oning or other factors.
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

6. 138 East 12th Street 5H 
 
This is a one bedroom/one bathroom apartment for rent in the Nathaniel apartment 
building.  The building has 85 units, 9 stories and was built in 2014.  The building 
features a doorman, elevator, gym and roof deck with pool.  Located between Third 
and Fourth Avenues, it is appro imately four blocks away from the subject property.  
A -5  time adjustment was made for asking price.  No adjustments were made for 
location, si e, apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

7. 11 East 1st Street 001-813 

This is a one bedroom/one bathroom apartment for rent in the Avalon Bowery Place 
apartment building.  The building has 206 units, 9 stories and was built in 2005.  The 
building features a doorman, elevator and a gym. Located between Bowery and 2nd 
Avenue, it is appro imately 0.8 of a mile away from the subject property.  A 5  
adjustment was made for time.  No adjustments were made for building location, si e, 
apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

8. 21 East 1st Street 902 
 
This is a one bedroom, one bathroom apartment for rent in the Jupiter 21 building.   
The building has 65 units, 12 stories and was built in 2012.  The building features a 
two communal rooftop terraces and private courtyard.  Located between Bowery and 
Second Avenue, it is appro imately one mile away from the subject property.  A 5  
adjustment was made for time, a 5  location adjustment was made for the inferior 
location, and a -5  other adjustment was made for the additional outdoor derrace 
space.  No adjustments were made for si e or apartment location. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

9. 138 East 12th Street 2C 
 
This is a two bedroom/two bathroom apartment for rent in the Nathaniel apartment 
building.  The building has 85 units, 9 stories and was built in 2014.  The building 
features a doorman, elevator, gym and roof deck with pool.  Located between Third 
and Fourth Avenues, it is appro imately four blocks away from the subject property.  
A -5  time adjustment was made for asking price.  No adjustments were made for 
location, si e, oning or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

10. 11 East 1st Street 002-408 
 
This is a two bedroom/two bathroom apartment for rent in the Avalon Bowery Place 
apartment building.  The building has 206 units, 9 stories and was built in 2005.  The 
building features a doorman, elevator and a gym. Located between Bowery and 2nd 
Avenue, it is appro imately 0.8 of a mile away from the subject property.  A -5  
time adjustment was made for asking price.  No adjustments were made for location, 
si e, apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

11. 211 East 13th Street 5C 
 
This is a two bedroom/two bathroom apartment for rent in the Jefferson apartment 
building.  The building has 83 units, 8 stories and was built in 2013.  The building 
features a doorman, elevator, gym and roof deck with pool.  Located between Third 
and Fourth Avenues, it is appro imately three blocks away from the subject property.  
A -5  time adjustment was made for asking price, and a -10  adjustment was made 
for its superior location closer to Union Square.  No adjustments were made for si e, 
apartment location or other factors. 
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Schedule F:  Comparable Apartment Rents 
 

12. 229 Chrystie Street 1001 
 
This is a two bedroom/two bathroom apartment for rent in the The Chrystie apartment 
building.  The building has 361 units, 14 stories and was built in 2003.  The building 
features a doorman, elevator, live-in super, roof deck and a gym. Located between 
Stanton Street and East Houston,  it is appro imately one mile away from the subject 
property.  A -5  time adjustment was made for asking price and a 25  location 
adjustment was made for the inferior location compared to the subject property.  No 
adjustments were made for si e, apartment location or other factors. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A: CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES  
 



432 East 14th‐Trade Budget
Updated: 3/9/2017
Issued: 3/9/17‐ALL
Section Trade       Estimate (3‐9‐2017)

Site Survey ‐                                 10,924                             ‐                              
Site Security ‐                                 125,000                           ‐                              
Test Borings ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Abatement ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Demolition ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Site Preparation 61,610                           61,610                             ‐                              

‐                        SOE and Earthwork 6,105,052                     ‐                    6,105,052                       ‐                              
General Excavation ‐                                 559,136            ‐                                    559,136                      

Over‐excavation of Organic Material ‐                                 36,685              ‐                                    36,685                        
General Backfill ‐                                 12,500              ‐                                    12,500                        

Backfill of over‐excavation of Organics ‐                                 66,700              ‐                                    66,700                        
Soldier Piles and Lagging (Typical SOE) ‐                                 ‐                    ‐                                    ‐                              

Cutoff SOE Wall ‐                                 5,430,031        ‐                                    5,430,031                  
‐                        Dewatering 555,500                        ‐                    555,500                           ‐                              

Allowance for surface run‐off only ‐                                 ‐                    ‐                                    ‐                              
Mobilization, Installation, Demobilization of Well Point System ‐                                 160,900            ‐                                    160,900                      

Wellpoint Installation with Geotechnical Rig ‐                                 76,800              ‐                                    76,800                        
Dewatering  System Rental ‐                                 52,800              ‐                                    52,800                        

Service Technician ‐                                 47,500              ‐                                    47,500                        
Generator Rental ‐                                 57,000              ‐                                    57,000                        

Standby Generator ‐                                 21,000              ‐                                    21,000                        
Relocation of Header Pipe and Pumps ‐                                 53,000              ‐                                    53,000                        

Grouting ‐                                 18,500              ‐                                    18,500                        
Fuel ‐                                 68,000              ‐                                    68,000                        

‐                         Soil Disposal 968,990                        ‐                    968,990                           ‐                              
Removal of Clean Fill  ‐                                 ‐                    ‐                                    ‐                              

Disposal Facility A ‐                                 294,294            ‐                                    294,294                      
Disposal Facility B ‐                                 642,096            ‐                                    642,096                      
Hazardous Waste ‐                                 32,600              ‐                                    32,600                        

Concrete ‐                                 ‐                    ‐                              
Site Improvements 973,108                        973,108                           ‐                              
Utilities 185,000                        185,000                           ‐                              

‐                         Concrete Foundations 3,191,493                     ‐                    3,191,493                       ‐                              
Excavation at Elevator Pits ‐                                 60,000              ‐                                    60,000                        

Crushed Stone ‐                                 38,925              ‐                                    38,925                        
Matt Slab ‐                                 2,595,000        ‐                                    2,595,000                  

Foundation Walls ‐                                 333,926            ‐                                    333,926                      
Elevator Pits and Walls ‐                                 73,642              ‐                                    73,642                        
Concrete Pad for Hoist ‐                                 20,000              ‐                                    20,000                        

Mechanical Pads ‐                                 15,000              ‐                                    15,000                        
Slab at House Traps ‐                                 5,000                ‐                                    5,000                          

Detention Tank ‐                                 50,000              ‐                                    50,000                        
Concrete Superstructure 6,821,060                     7,256,557                        ‐                              
Masonry 2,337,813                     2,119,855                        ‐                              
Miscellaneous Metal 691,798                        524,558                           ‐                              
Decorative Railings 297,350                        290,000                           ‐                              
Millwork 167,893                        183,398                           ‐                              
Waterproofing 289,825                        471,400                           ‐                              
Roofing & Pavers 652,621                        652,621                           ‐                              
Caulking & Sealant 276,599                        281,579                           ‐                              
Hollow Metal, Hardware & Wood Doors 456,061                        491,558                           ‐                              
Overhead Doors ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Canopy 110,000                        110,000                           ‐                              
Storefronts, Windows & Metal Panels 2,393,760                     3,645,301                        ‐                              
Glass & Glazing 26,700                           180,238                           ‐                              
Special Finishes 579,200                        255,411                           ‐                              
Gypsum Drywall 2,429,437                     2,647,860                        ‐                              
Ceramic Tile 801,506                        875,526                           ‐                              
Wood Flooring 469,544                        555,649                           ‐                              
Resilient Flooring 10,000                           10,000                             ‐                              
Carpeting 36,458                           39,825                             ‐                              
Painting 407,000                        458,788                           ‐                              
Wall Covering ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Graphics 20,000                           21,847                             ‐                              
Bath & Toilet Accessories 217,559                        218,470                           ‐                              
Compactor 30,000                           30,000                             ‐                              
Rubbish Chute 37,500                           40,963                             ‐                              
Appliances 535,800                        625,000                           ‐                              
Kitchen Cabinets 460,650                        565,000                           ‐                              
Window Treatments ‐                                 ‐                                    ‐                              
Elevators 1,425,000                     1,455,000                        ‐                              
Hoist & Bridge 514,500                        514,500                           ‐                              
Plumbing and Fixtures 2,547,611                     3,270,000                        ‐                              
Fire Protection 669,732                        813,802                           ‐                              
HVAC 1,820,000                     2,277,553                        ‐                              
Electrical Systems 3,090,380                     3,541,066                        ‐                              

Sub‐Total Trade Costs 42,664,110$                46,600,001$                  
General Conditions, Insurance and Fee 2,986,488                     3,262,000                       

Sub‐Total GC's, Fees … 2,986,488$                   3,262,000$                    
Hard Cost Grand Total 45,650,598$                49,862,001$                  

Proposed DevelopmentAs‐of‐Right Development
Estimate (3‐9‐2017)
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City Environmental  uality Review 
E VIRO ME TAL ASSESSME T STATEME T (EAS) SHORT FORM  
FOR  LISTED ACTIO S O L   y  Please fill out and submit to the appropriate agency (see instructions) 

Part I: GE ERAL I FORMATIO  
1   Does the Action Exceed Any Type I Threshold in 6 NYCRR Part 617.4 or 43 RCNY §6‐15(A) (Executive Order 91 of 
1977, as amended)?                      ES                                 O             

If  yes,  STOP and complete the FULL EAS FORM  

2   Project Name  432 East 14th Street 
3   Reference Numbers 
CE R REFERE CE  MBER (to be assigned by lead agency) 
 16BSA117M 

BSA REFERE CE  MBER (if applicable) 
2016‐4183‐B  

L RP REFERE CE  MBER (if applicable) 
           

OTHER REFERE CE  MBER(S) (if applicable)  
(e.g., legislative intro, CAPA)             

4a   Lead Agency Information 
AME OF LEAD AGE C  
ew  ork City Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) 

4b   Applicant Information 
AME OF APPLICA T 

432 East 14th Street  DP LLC 
AME OF LEAD AGE C  CO TACT PERSO  

Rory Levy 
AME OF APPLICA T S REPRESE TATI E OR CO TACT PERSO  

Darryl Herring 
ADDRESS   250 Broadway, 29th Floor   ADDRESS   1776 Broadway, Suite 606 
CIT    ew  ork  STATE     IP  10007  CIT    ew  ork  STATE     IP  10019 
TELEPHO E  (212) 788 8749   EMAIL  rlevy bsa nyc gov  TELEPHO E  (212) 767 

0960 
EMAIL  
dherring urbandp com 

5   Project Description 
The proposed pro ect involves the development of a mixed‐use residential and commercial building at 432 East 14th 
Street (Block 441, Lot 23) in Manhattan, Community District 3   The proposed pro ect would contain approximately 
149,009 gross s uare feet of residential use (155 units) and approximately 17,168 gross s uare feet of retail space on 
portions of the ground floor and cellar level  The pro ect would utilize approximately 3,970 s uare feet of air rights from 
Block 441, Lot 32, which is currently and would continue to be occupied by an 5‐story, 7,092 gsf residential building  The 
applicant is seeking a variance from the  ew  ork City Board of Standards and Appeals pursuant to Section 72‐21 of the 
ew  ork City  oning Resolution ( R) to waive applicable floor area, height, and setback regulations   Refer to page 1a, 
Pro ect Description,  for more information    
Project Location 

BORO GH  Manhattan  COMM IT  DISTRICT(S)  3  STREET ADDRESS  432 E  14th Street 435 E  13th Street 
TA  BLOC (S) A D LOT(S)  Block 441 Lots 23 and 32  IP CODE  10009 
DESCRIPTIO  OF PROPERT  B  BO DI G OR CROSS STREETS  Mid‐block site with frontage along E  13th and E  14th Streets, 
between Avenue A and First Avenue  
E ISTI G  O I G DISTRICT, I CL DI G SPECIAL  O I G DISTRICT DESIG ATIO , IF A    C1‐6A  O I G SECTIO AL MAP  MBER  12c 
6   Required Actions or Approvals (check all that apply) 
City Planning Commission:     ES                O     IFORM LA D  SE RE IEW PROCED RE ( L RP) 

  CIT  MAP AME DME T                                  O I G CERTIFICATIO          CO CESSIO  
   O I G MAP AME DME T                           O I G A THORI ATIO                                      DAAP 
   O I G TE T AME DME T                          AC ISITIO REAL PROPERT                         RE OCABLE CO SE T 
  SITE SELECTIO P BLIC FACILIT                DISPOSITIO REAL PROPERT                         FRA CHISE 
  HO SI G PLA    PRO ECT                       OTHER, explain                
  SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type    modification      renewal      other)   E PIRATIO  DATE                         

SPECIF  AFFECTED SECTIO S OF THE  O I G RESOL TIO              
Board of Standards and Appeals:      ES                O 

   ARIA CE (use) 
   ARIA CE (bulk) 
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 PRO ECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project involves the development of a mixed-use residential and commercial building at 432 East 14th 
Street/435 East 13th Street (Block 441, Lot 23) in the East Village neighborhood of Manhattan, Community District 3 
(the project site ). The project would utilize approximately 3,970 square feet of air rights from Block 441, Lot 32, 
which is currently and would continue to be occupied by a 5-story, 7,092 gsf residential building. The proposed 
project would contain approximately 149,009 gsf of residential use (155 units, including 31 affordable units) and 
approximately 17,168 gross square feet of retail space on portions of the ground floor and cellar level. The applicant 
is seeking a bulk variance from the NYC Board of Standards and Appeals (the BSA ) pursuant to Section 72-21 of 
the New York City oning Resolution ( R) to waive applicable floor area, height, and setback regulations (the 
proposed action ).  

The project site is located midblock between East 13th and East 14th streets, between First Avenue and Avenue A. 
The site is largely vacant and was previously occupied with a one-story former post office building. The building is 
currently being demolished. With the requested variance, the applicant would construct a mixed-use residential 
building with frontage along East 13th and East 14th streets. The East 13th Street portion of the building would be 
eight stories in height, and the East 14th Street portion of the building would be 12 stories in height. The two 
residential components of the building would be connected at the cellar level. Approximately 17,168 gsf of retail 
space would occupy the ground floor along East 14th Street as well as part of the cellar level. A common courtyard 
would occupy the rear of each building. The project site is within a C6-1A zoning district.  

To facilitate the proposed project, the applicant is seeking a bulk variance pursuant to oning Resolution ( R) Section 
72-21 to waive the floor area requirements of R Section 23-145 and the height and setback requirements of R 
Section 35-24. The project site’s C1-6A zoning district (R7A equivalent) has an FAR of 4.0, a maximum street wall 
height of 65’ and maximum building height of 80’. The proposed project would be developed to an FAR of 5.06, and 
the East 14th Street portion of the building would rise to a height of 124’ with no setback. The applicant is seeking the 
requested variance due to high groundwater and poor soil conditions at the site, which require atypical and costlier 
construction methods. The requested variance is a discretionary approval subject to City Environmental uality 
Review (CE R). The proposed project has a build year of 2018. Absent the proposed action, no development is 
anticipated to occur on the project site. 

SCREENING N L SES 

All analyses were performed in accordance with the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical 
Manual. 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

See Attachment A. 

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The proposed project would result in 155 dwelling units and approximately 17,168 gsf of retail space, which falls 
below the CEQR Technical Manual thresholds for a preliminary assessment of indirect displacement (200 dwelling 
units and 200,000 sf of commercial space, respectively). The project site is currently vacant, and the air rights parcel 
is occupied by a residential building. As the project site is vacant, the proposed project would not directly displace 
any residents or employees. In addition, the proposed project would not adversely affect a specific industry. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts associated with socioeconomic 
conditions and no further assessment is warranted.  

COMMUNITY FACILTIES 

The proposed project would not result in the displacement or physical alteration to any public or publicly-funded 
community facilities such as schools, libraries, hospitals, child care facilities, fire houses or police precinct houses  
therefore, no direct effects to community facilities would occur with the proposed action. According to the CEQR 
Technical Manual, the minimum number of dwelling units to trigger an assessment of indirect effects related to public 
schools in Manhattan is 310 units for elementary/intermediate schools and 2,492 units for high schools. The CEQR 



EAS SHORT FORM PAGE 1b 

 

Technical Manual threshold for an assessment of publicly-funded day care is 170 units of housing affordable to 
households at or below 80 percent Area Median Income. The proposed project would result in 155 dwelling units, 
including 31 affordable units, which falls below CE R thresholds for assessments of indirect effects associated with 
public schools and publicly-funded child care. The proposed project would not result in 901 or more dwelling units, 
which is the number of units which triggers a detailed analysis of libraries in Manhattan. Lastly, the proposed action 
would not introduce a sizeable new neighborhood  therefore, an assessment of police and fire protection services and 
emergency health care facilities is not warranted. No significant adverse impacts associated with community facilities 
would occur.  

OPEN SPACE 

See Attachment B. 

SHADOWS 

See Attachment C. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

See Attachment D. 

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

See Attachment E. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

The former post office had a building footprint which covered most of the project site except for a paved parking area 
that covers approximately 1,060 sf of the site. The project site is devoid of natural resources as defined in the CE R 
Technical Manual. There are no water or wetland resources  nor are any upland resources which would be affected by 
the proposed project. According to the Plan of the City of New York (surveyed by Bernard Ratzer in 1766-1767) and 
the 1865 Viele Map, the project site is at the southern end of streambed and marsh that existed prior to development. 
The streambed and marsh was filled over time to facilitate construction above. The site is generally covered by 
manmade fill that overlies soft organic clays to the north of the site, and natural silty sands with silt layers intermixed. 
The soft organic clays are remnants of the streambed that was filled in prior to development. Groundwater levels at 
the site were measured at elevation. +7.5 to 8 (NAVD88 Datum) (Mueser Rutledge Consulting Engineers letter dated 
2/2/2016). Groundwater in Manhattan is not used as a source of drinking water, and groundwater is not proposed for 
use (potable or otherwise) by the proposed project. The presence of the remnants of the former streambed (the soft 
organic clays and the high groundwater level) on site would require additional, deep foundations and the construction 
of a cut-off wall along the property lines adjacent to existing structures to minimize the extent of influence of the 
dewatering which would be needed for construction of the proposed project. Dewatering during construction would be 
conducted in accordance with DEP regulations governing the discharge of surface waters to the City’s combined 
sewer system. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts related to natural 
resources and no further assessment is warranted.  

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

See Attachment F. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

The proposed project would not result in an exceptionally large demand for water (e.g., those that are projected to use 
more than one million gallons per day such as power plants, very large cooling systems, or large developments)  nor 
would it be located in an area that experiences low water pressure (e.g. areas at the end of the water supply 
distribution system such as the Rockaway Peninsula and Coney Island). Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to water infrastructure and further assessment is not warranted. The project site is 
located in a combined sewer area and the development expected as a result of the proposed action would fall below 
1,000 residential units or 250,000 sq. ft. of commercial, public facility, and institution and/or community facility 
space, which is the CE R threshold for analysis for a projects in Manhattan  therefore, significant adverse impacts 
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associated with the city’s wastewater and stormwater conveyance and treatment infrastructure would not occur, and 
further assessment is not warranted.  

SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES 

A solid waste assessment determines whether a project has the potential to cause a substantial increase in solid waste 
production that may overburden available waste management capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the New 
York City Solid Waste Management Plan or with state policy related to the City’s integrated solid waste management 
system. The city’s solid waste system includes waste minimization at the point of generation, collection, treatment, 
recycling, composting, transfer, processing, energy recovery, and disposal. The New York City Department of 
Sanitation collects solid waste generated by residences and community facilities. Commercial and industrial 
establishments in the city contract with private carters for collection and processing and/or disposal of various kinds 
of solid waste. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, projects which have the potential to generate 100,000 
pounds (or 50 tons) per week or more may require further analysis. As indicated in Part II: Technical Analysis, item 
11 of the CE R Short Form, the proposed project’s projected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be 
approximately 8,488 pounds per week. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse 
impact to solid waste and sanitation services, and further assessment is not warranted.  

ENERGY 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, significant adverse energy impacts are not anticipated for the great 
majority of projects analyzed under CE R. The incremental demand caused by most projects results in incremental 
supply, and consequently, an individual project’s energy consumption often would not create a significant impact on 
energy supply. Consequently, a detailed assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that may 
significantly affect the transmission or generation of energy. However, it is recommended that the projected amount 
of energy consumption during long-term operation be disclosed in the environmental assessment. As indicated in Part 
II: Technical Analysis, item 12 of the CE R Short Form, the proposed project’s energy use is estimated to be 
166,627,802 annual BTUs.  

TRANSPORTATION 

See Attachment G. 

AIR QUALITY 

See Attachment H. 

NOISE 

See Attachment I. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Under CE R, a neighborhood character assessment considers how elements of the environment combine to create the 
context and feeling of a neighborhood and how a project may affect that context and feeling. In order to determine a 
project s effects on neighborhood character, the elements that contribute to a neighborhood’s context and feeling are 
considered together. These elements include: land use, zoning, and public policy  socioeconomic conditions  open 
space  historic and cultural resources  urban design and visual resources  shadows  transportation  and noise. 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, 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 presented above 
or when a project may have moderate effects on several of the elements that define a neighborhood’s character. As 
indicated throughout this EAS, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts in any of the 
elements that define neighborhood character  therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on neighborhood character.  

CONSTRUCTION 

The construction activities associated with the development of the proposed project would be expected to result in 
conditions typical of construction sites in Manhattan. Construction of the proposed project would occur over a period 
of approximately 22 months. During this time, construction activities for the proposed project would normally take 



EAS SHORT FORM PAGE 1d 

 

place Monday through Friday, although the delivery or installation of certain critical equipment could occur on 
weekend days. The permitted hours of construction are regulated by the New York City Department of Buildings 
(DOB) and apply to all areas of the City. In accordance with those regulations, work would begin at 7:00 AM on 
weekdays, although some workers would arrive and begin to prepare work areas between 6:00 AM and 7:00 AM. 
Weekend work may also be required. Appropriate permits from the Department of Buildings (DOB) would be 
obtained for any necessary work outside of normal construction hours (i.e., weekend work), and no work outside of 
normal construction hours could be performed until such permits are obtained. A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and 
Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) for the project have been approved by DEP and will be implemented 
during subsurface disturbance (see Attachment F, Hazardous Materials ). 

Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) plans would be developed for any temporary curb-lane and sidewalk 
closures. Approval of these plans and implementation of the closures would be coordinated with the New York City 
Department of Transportation (DOT)’s Office of Construction Mitigation and Coordination (OCMC). In addition, all 
DOB safety requirements would be followed and construction of the proposed project would be conducted with care 
so as to minimize the disruption to the community.  

Potential impacts on community noise levels during construction could result from the operation of construction 
equipment and from construction and delivery vehicles traveling to and from the project site. As discussed above, 
construction of the proposed project would be typical of construction in Manhattan and would occur over a period of 
approximately 22 months, which is considered short-term according to the CEQR Technical Manual. The construction 
of the proposed project would comply with applicable control measures for construction noise. Construction noise is 
regulated by the New York City Noise Control Code and by the Environmental Protection Agency noise emission 
standards for construction equipment. These federal and local 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 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. 
Construction material must also be handled and transported in such a manner as to not create unnecessary noise. 
Therefore, based on the limited duration and typical intensity of construction activities associated with the proposed 
project and adherence to the New York City Noise Control Code to minimize noise disruption, no significant adverse 
noise impacts are expected to occur as a result of the construction. 

As discussed above, construction of the proposed project would be typical of construction in Manhattan and would 
occur over a period of approximately 22 months, which is considered short-term according to the CEQR Technical 
Manual. Furthermore, the most intense construction activities in terms of air pollutant emissions demolition, 
excavation, and foundation work, during which a number of large non-road diesel engines would be employed
would last for only a portion of this duration. During construction of the proposed project, all necessary measures 
would be implemented to ensure adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control Code to minimize 
construction-related dust emissions. Therefore, based on the limited duration and typical intensity of construction 
activities associated with the proposed project and the adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control to 
minimize dust emissions, no significant adverse noise impacts are expected to occur as a result of the construction. 

Therefore, the development of the proposed project would not have significant adverse construction impacts. 
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  SPECIAL PERMIT (if appropriate, specify type    modification      renewal      other)   E PIRATIO  DATE              
SPECIF  AFFECTED SECTIO S OF THE  O I G RESOL TIO    ariance pursuant to  R Section 72‐21, to waive the floor area 
re uirements of  R Section 23‐145 and height and setback re uirements of  R Section 35‐24   
Department of Environmental Protection:      ES                O           If  yes,  specify              
Other City Approvals Subject to CEQR (check all that apply) 

  LEGISLATIO     F DI G OF CO STR CTIO , specify              
  R LEMA I G    POLIC  OR PLA , specify              
  CO STR CTIO  OF P BLIC FACILITIES      F DI G OF PROGRAMS, specify              
  384(b)(4) APPRO AL    PERMITS, specify              
  OTHER, explain                

Other City Approvals Not Subject to CEQR (check all that apply) 
  PERMITS FROM DOT S OFFICE OF CO STR CTIO  MITIGATIO  A D 

COORDI ATIO  (OCMC) 
  LA DMAR S PRESER ATIO  COMMISSIO  APPRO AL 
  OTHER, explain              

State or Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding:      ES                O            If  yes,  specify    S Housing Finance Agency s 
80 20 Housing Program  
7  Site Description:  The directly affected area consists of the project site and the area subject to any change in regulatory controls. Except 
where otherwise indicated, provide the following information with regard to the directly affected area.  
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 11 x 17 inches in size and, for paper filings, must be folded to 8.5 x 11 inches.

  SITE LOCATIO  MAP      O I G MAP    SA BOR  OR OTHER LA D  SE MAP 
  TA  MAP     FOR LARGE AREAS OR M LTIPLE SITES, A GIS SHAPE FILE THAT DEFI ES THE PRO ECT SITE(S) 
  PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE PRO ECT SITE TA E  WITHI  6 MO THS OF EAS S BMISSIO  A D  E ED TO THE SITE LOCATIO  MAP 

Physical Setting (both developed and undeveloped areas) 
Total directly affected area (s  ft )   23,540 sf  Waterbody area (s  ft) and type              
Roads, buildings, and other paved surfaces (s  ft )   23,540 sf    Other, describe (s  ft )              
8  Physical Dimensions and Scale of Project (if the pro ect affects multiple sites, provide the total development facilitated by the action) 
SI E OF PRO ECT TO BE DE ELOPED (gross s uare feet)   166,177 
gsf  

 

MBER OF B ILDI GS  1  GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EACH B ILDI G (s  ft )  166,177 gsf 
HEIGHT OF EACH B ILDI G (ft )  124  along E  14th St  and 80  
along E  13th St  

MBER OF STORIES OF EACH B ILDI G  12 stories along E  14th St  
and 8 stories along E  13th St  

Does the proposed pro ect involve changes in zoning on one or more sites       ES                O               
If  yes,  specify   The total s uare feet owned or controlled by the applicant              
                               The total s uare feet not owned or controlled by the applicant                
Does the proposed pro ect involve in‐ground excavation or subsurface disturbance, including, but not limited to foundation work, pilings, utility 

lines, or grading        ES                O               
If  yes,  indicate the estimated area and volume dimensions of subsurface permanent and temporary disturbance (if known)  
AREA OF TEMPORAR  DIST RBA CE   TBD s  ft  (width x length)  OL ME OF DIST RBA CE   432,000 cubic ft  (width x length x 

depth) 
AREA OF PERMA E T DIST RBA CE   TBD s  ft  (width x length)   

Description of Proposed Uses (please complete the following information as appropriate) 
  Residential  Commercial  Community Facility  Industrial/Manufacturing 
Size (in gross s  ft )  149,009 gsf  17,168 gsf  A  A 
Type (e.g., retail, office, 
school) 

155 units  retail  A  A 

Does the proposed pro ect increase the population of residents and or on‐site workers        ES                O               
If  yes,  please specify                 MBER OF ADDITIO AL RESIDE TS   389             MBER OF ADDITIO AL WOR ERS   58 
Provide a brief explanation of how these numbers were determined   Sources    S  Census Bureau, 2010‐2014 American Community 
Survey, average household size for census tract   three employees per 1,000 sf of retail space and one employee per 25 
dwelling units (East  ew  ork Rezoning DEIS) 
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Does the proposed pro ect create new open space       ES              O          If  yes,  specify size of pro ect‐created open space             s  ft  
Has a  o‐Action scenario been defined for this pro ect that differs from the existing condition        ES              O  
If  yes,  see Chapter 2,  Establishing the Analysis Framework  and describe briefly                       
9  Analysis Year  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 2   
A TICIPATED B ILD  EAR (date the pro ect would be completed and operational)   2018   
A TICIPATED PERIOD OF CO STR CTIO  I  MO THS   22 months 
WO LD THE PRO ECT BE IMPLEME TED I  A SI GLE PHASE       ES             O            IF M LTIPLE PHASES, HOW MA             
BRIEFL  DESCRIBE PHASES A D CO STR CTIO  SCHED LE              
10  Predominant Land Use in the Vicinity of the Project (check all that apply)  

  RESIDE TIAL          MA FACT RI G        COMMERCIAL             PAR FOREST OPE  SPACE        OTHER, specify   vacant 
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Part II: TECH ICAL A AL SIS 
I STRUCTIO S  For each of the analysis categories listed in this section, assess the proposed pro ect s impacts based on the thresholds and 
criteria presented in the CE R Technical Manual   Check each box that applies  

x If the proposed pro ect can be demonstrated not to meet or exceed the threshold, check the  no  box  

x If the proposed pro ect will meet or exceed the threshold, or if this cannot be determined, check the  yes  box  

x For each  yes  response, provide additional analyses (and, if needed, attach supporting information) based on guidance in the CE R 
Technical Manual to determine whether the potential for significant impacts exists   Please note that a  yes  answer does not mean that 
an EIS must be prepared it means that more information may be re uired for the lead agency to make a determination of significance  

x The lead agency, upon reviewing Part II, may re uire an applicant to provide additional information to support the Short EAS Form   For 
example, if a  uestion is answered  no,  an agency may re uest a short explanation for this response  

 

  ES  O 
1  LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY   CE R Technical Manual Chapter 4 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect result in a change in land use different from surrounding land uses      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect result in a change in zoning different from surrounding zoning       
(c) Is there the potential to affect an applicable public policy      
(d) If  yes,  to (a), (b), and or (c), complete a preliminary assessment and attach   See Attachment A  
(e) Is the pro ect a large, publicly sponsored pro ect       

o If  yes,  complete a Pla C assessment and attach              
(f) Is any part of the directly affected area within the City s Waterfront Revitalization Program boundaries      

o If  yes,  complete the Consistency Assessment Form              
2  SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS   CE R Technical Manual Chapter 5 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect  

o Generate a net increase of 200 or more residential units      
o Generate a net increase of 200,000 or more s uare feet of commercial space      
o Directly displace more than 500 residents      
o Directly displace more than 100 employees      
o Affect conditions in a specific industry      

3  COMMUNITY FACILITIES  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 6 
(a) Direct Effects 

o Would the pro ect 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) Indirect Effects 
o Child Care Centers: Would the pro ect result in 20 or more eligible children under age 6, based on the number of low or 

low moderate income residential units  (See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6)      
o Libraries: Would the pro ect result in a 5 percent or more increase in the ratio of residential units to library branches   

(See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6)     
o Public Schools: Would the pro ect result in 50 or more elementary or middle school students, or 150 or more high school 

students based on number of residential units  (See Table 6‐1 in Chapter 6)     
o Health Care Facilities and Fire/Police Protection: Would the pro ect result in the introduction of a sizeable new 

neighborhood      
4  OPEN SPACE  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 7 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect change or eliminate existing open space      
(b) Is the pro ect located within an under‐served area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan,  ueens, or Staten Island      

o If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect generate more than 50 additional residents or 125 additional employees      
(c) Is the pro ect located within a well‐served area in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan,  ueens, or Staten Island      

o If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect generate more than 350 additional residents or 750 additional employees      
(d) If the pro ect in located an area that is neither under‐served nor well‐served, would it generate more than 200 additional 

residents or 500 additional employees      
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  ES  O 
5  SHADOWS  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 8 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect result in a net height increase of any structure of 50 feet or more      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect result in any increase in structure height and be located ad acent to or across the street from a 

sunlight‐sensitive resource      
6  HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 9 
(a) Does the proposed pro ect site or an ad acent site contain any architectural and or archaeological resource that is eligible 

for or has been designated (or is calendared for consideration) as a  ew  ork City Landmark, Interior Landmark or Scenic 
Landmark  that is listed or eligible for listing on the  ew  ork State or  ational Register of Historic Places  or that is within a 
designated or eligible  ew  ork City,  ew  ork State or  ational Register Historic District  (See the GIS System for 
Archaeology and  ational Register to confirm) 

   

(b) Would the proposed pro ect involve construction resulting in in‐ground disturbance to an area not previously excavated      
(c) If  yes  to either of the above, list any identified architectural and or archaeological resources and attach supporting information on 

whether the proposed pro ect would potentially affect any architectural or archeological resources              
7  URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 10 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect 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 pro ect that is not currently allowed by existing zoning      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect result in obstruction of publicly accessible views to visual resources not currently allowed by 

existing zoning      
8  NATURAL RESOURCES  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 11 
(a) Does the proposed pro ect site or a site ad acent to the pro ect contain natural resources as defined in Section 100 of 

Chapter 11      

o If  yes,  list the resources and attach supporting information on whether the proposed pro ect would affect any of these resources  

(b) Is any part of the directly affected area within the  amaica Bay Watershed      
o If  yes,  complete the  amaica Bay Watershed Form, and submit according to its instructions              

9  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 12 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect allow commercial or residential uses in an area that is currently, or was historically, a 

manufacturing area that involved hazardous materials      
(b) Does the proposed pro ect site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to 

hazardous materials that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts      
(c) Would the pro ect re uire soil disturbance in a manufacturing area or any development on or near a manufacturing area or 

existing historic facilities listed in Appendix 1 (including nonconforming uses)      
(d) Would the pro ect 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 of unknown origin      
(e) Would the pro ect result in development on or near a site that has or had underground and or aboveground storage tanks 

(e.g., gas stations, oil storage facilities, heating oil storage)      
(f) Would the pro ect result in renovation of interior existing space on a site with the potential for compromised air  uality  

vapor intrusion from either on‐site or off‐site sources  or the presence of asbestos, PCBs, mercury or lead‐based paint      
(g) Would the pro ect result in development on or near a site with potential hazardous materials issues such as government‐

listed voluntary cleanup brownfield site, current or former power generation transmission facilities, coal gasification or gas 
storage sites, railroad tracks or rights‐of‐way, or municipal incinerators  

   

(h) Has a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment been performed for the site      
o If  yes,  were Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified   Briefly identify   See Attachment F     

10   WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 13 
(a) Would the pro ect result in water demand of more than one million gallons per day      
(b) If the proposed pro ect located in a combined sewer area, would it result in at least 1,000 residential units or 250,000 

s uare feet or more of commercial space in Manhattan, or at least 400 residential units or 150,000 s uare feet or more of 
commercial space in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Staten Island, or  ueens  

   

(c) If the proposed pro ect located in a separately sewered area, would it result in the same or greater development than the 
amounts listed in Table 13‐1 in Chapter 13      

(d) Would the proposed pro ect involve development on a site that is 5 acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface 
would increase      

(e) If the pro ect is located within the  amaica Bay Watershed or in certain specific drainage areas, including Bronx River, Coney 
Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River,  ewtown Creek, or Westchester Creek, would it 
involve development on a site that is 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious surface would increase  
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  ES  O 

(f) Would the proposed pro ect be located in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered      
(g) Is the pro ect proposing an industrial facility or activity that would contribute industrial discharges to a Wastewater 

Treatment Plant and or generate contaminated stormwater in a separate storm sewer system      

(h) Would the pro ect involve construction of a new stormwater outfall that re uires federal and or state permits      
11   SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 14 
(a) sing Table 14‐1 in Chapter 14, the pro ect s pro ected operational solid waste generation is estimated to be (pounds per week)   8,488 

o Would the proposed pro ect have the potential to generate 100,000 pounds (50 tons) or more of solid waste per week      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect involve a reduction in capacity at a solid waste management facility used for refuse or 

recyclables generated within the City      

12   ENERGY  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 15 
(a) sing energy modeling or Table 15‐1 in Chapter 15, the pro ect s pro ected energy use is estimated to be (annual BT s)   166,627,802 
(b) Would the proposed pro ect affect the transmission or generation of energy      

13   TRANSPORTATION  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 16 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect 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  uestions  

o Would the proposed pro ect result in 50 or more Passenger Car E uivalents (PCEs) per pro ect peak hour      

 
If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect result in 50 or more vehicle trips per pro ect 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 of Chapter 16 for more information. 

   

o Would the proposed pro ect result in more than 200 subway rail or bus trips per pro ect peak hour      

  If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect result, per pro ect peak hour, in 50 or more bus trips on a single line (in one 
direction) or 200 subway trips per station or line      

o Would the proposed pro ect result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per pro ect peak hour      

  If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect result in more than 200 pedestrian trips per pro ect peak hour to any given 
pedestrian or transit element, crosswalk, subway stair, or bus stop      

14   AIR QUALITY  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 17 
(a) Mobile Sources  Would the proposed pro ect result in the conditions outlined in Section 210 in Chapter 17      
(b) Stationary Sources  Would the proposed pro ect result in the conditions outlined in Section 220 in Chapter 17      

o If  yes,  would the proposed pro ect exceed the thresholds in Figure 17‐3, Stationary Source Screen Graph in Chapter 17   
(Attach graph as needed)  See page 5a      

(c) Does the proposed pro ect involve multiple buildings on the pro ect site      
(d) Does the proposed pro ect re uire federal approvals, support, licensing, or permits sub ect to conformity re uirements      
(e) Does the proposed pro ect site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to 

air  uality that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts      
15   GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 18 
(a) Is the proposed pro ect a city capital pro ect or a power generation plant      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect fundamentally change the City s solid waste management system      
(c) If  yes  to any of the above, would the pro ect re uire a GHG emissions assessment based on the guidance in Chapter 18      

16   NOISE  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 19 
(a) Would the proposed pro ect generate or reroute vehicular traffic      
(b) Would the proposed pro ect 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 site to that rail line  

   

(c) Would the proposed pro ect 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 pro ect site have existing institutional controls (e.g., (E) designation or Restrictive Declaration) relating to 
noise that preclude the potential for significant adverse impacts      

17   PUBLIC HEALTH  CE R Technical Manual Chapter 20 
(a) Based upon the analyses conducted, do any of the following technical areas re uire a detailed analysis  Air  uality      
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Part III: DETERMI ATIO  OF SIG IFICA CE (To Be Completed by Lead Agency) 
I STRUCTIO S: In completing Part III, the lead agency should consult 6  CRR 617 7 and 43 RC    6‐06 (Executive 
Order 91 or 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 pro ect 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   

Potentially 
Significant 

Adverse Impact 
  IMPACT CATEGOR   ES  O 

Land Use,  oning, and Public Policy     
Socioeconomic Conditions     
Community Facilities and Services     
Open Space     
Shadows     
Historic and Cultural Resources     
Urban Design/Visual Resources     
atural Resources     

Hazardous Materials     
Water and Sewer Infrastructure     
Solid Waste and Sanitation Services      
Energy     
Transportation     
Air  uality     
Greenhouse Gas Emissions     
oise     

Public Health     
eighborhood Character     

Construction     
2  Are there any aspects of the pro ect relevant to the determination of whether the pro ect 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, attach an explanation stating whether, as a result of them, the pro ect may 
have a significant impact on the environment  

 
 
 

 
 
 

3  Check determination to be issued by the lead agency  

  Positive Declaration  If the lead agency has determined that the pro ect may have a significant impact on the environment, 
and if a Conditional  egative Declaration is not appropriate, then the lead agency issues a Positive Declaration and prepares 
a draft Scope of Work for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  

  Conditional  egative Declaration: A Conditional Negative Declaration (C D) may be appropriate if there is a private 
applicant for an  nlisted action A D when conditions imposed by the lead agency will modify the proposed pro ect so that 
no significant adverse environmental impacts would result   The C D is prepared as a separate document and is sub ect to 
the re uirements of 6  CRR Part 617  

   egative Declaration: If the lead agency has determined that the pro ect would not result in potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts, then the lead agency issues a Negative Declaration  The Negative Declaration may be prepared as a 
separate document (see template) or using the embedded  egative Declaration on the next page  

4  LEAD AGENCY’S CERTIFICATION 
TITLE 
           

LEAD AGE C  
           

AME 
           

DATE 
           

SIG AT RE 
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EGATIVE DECLARATIO   (Use of this form is optional) 

Statement of  o Significant Effect 

Pursuant to Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City Environmental  uality Review, 
found at Title 62, Chapter 5 of the Rules of the City of  ew  ork and 6  CRR, Part 617, State Environmental  uality 
Review,            assumed the role of lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed pro ect   Based on a 
review of information about the pro ect contained in this environmental assessment statement and any attachments 
hereto, which are incorporated by reference herein, the lead agency has determined that the proposed pro ect 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, which finds that the proposed pro ect  
           
 
 
 
 
o other significant effects upon the environment that would re uire the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement are foreseeable   This  egative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with Article 8 of the  ew  ork 
State Environmental Conservation Law (SE RA)  
TITLE 
           

LEAD AGE C  
           

AME 
           

DATE 
           

SIG AT RE 
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ttach ent   Land Use  oning  and Public Policy 

 INTRODUCTION 
Under the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual guidelines, a 
land use analysis evaluated the uses and development trends in the area that may be affected by a 
project, and determines whether that project is compatible with those conditions or may affect 
them. The analysis also considers the project’s compliance with, and effect on, the area’s zoning 
and other applicable public policies. 

The proposed project involves the development of a mixed-use residential and commercial 
building at 432 East 14th Street/435 East 13th Street (Block 441, Lot 23) in the East Village 
neighborhood of Manhattan, Community District 3 (the project site ). The project would utilize 
approximately 3,970 square feet of air rights from Block 441, Lot 32, which is currently and 
would continue to be occupied by a 5-story, 7,092 gross square foot (gsf) residential building. 
The proposed project would contain 149,009 gsf of residential use (155 dwelling units, including 
31 affordable units) and approximately 17,168 gsf of retail space on portions of the ground floor 
and cellar level. The applicant is seeking a bulk variance from the New York City Board of 
Standards and Appeals (BSA) pursuant to Section 72-21 of the New York City oning 
Resolution ( R) to waive applicable floor area, height, and setback regulations. 

This attachment considers existing land use, zoning, and public policy, and compares conditions 
in the future without the proposed project to those that would occur in the future with the 
proposed project. As described below, the assessment concludes that the proposed project would 
be compatible with existing uses in the surrounding area, and would not result in any significant 
adverse impacts to land use, zoning, or public policy. 

 METHODOLOG   
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary land use assessment, which includes a 
basic description of existing and future land uses and public policy, should be provided for all 
projects that would affect land use or public policy on a site, regardless of the project’s 
anticipated effects. Accordingly, a preliminary analysis has been prepared that describes existing 
and anticipated future conditions for the 2018 analysis year for the project site, assesses the 
nature of any changes on these conditions that would be created by the proposed project, and 
identifies those changes, if any, that could be significant or adverse. The study area for this 
analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy encompass the area within 400 feet of the project 
site, which generally extends north into Stuyvesant Town, east between Avenues A and B, south 
to East 12th Street, and west to First Avenue (see igure ). Sources for this analysis include 
the New York City Department of City Planning (DCP) and the New York City Department of 
Buildings (DOB). 
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 A-2  

C  E ISTING CONDITIONS 

L ND USE 

PROJECT SITE 

As shown in igure , the project site is Block 441, Lot 23, a through-block lot located in the 
middle of the block bounded by East 13th and East 14th Streets, First Avenue, and Avenue A. 
The site is vacant  it was previously occupied with a one-story former post office building, 
which was recently demolished. The air rights parcel for the project, 219 Avenue A (Block 441, 
Lot 32) is occupied by a five-story, 7,092 gsf brick residential building with ground-floor retail. 
STUDY AREA 

As shown on igure , the study area consists primarily of multi-family residential buildings, 
some containing ground floor retail space. Residential buildings in the study area range between 
four and seven stories in height, with the exception of buildings comprising Stuyvesant Town, 
which is located north of the project site across East 14th Street. The extensive Stuyvesant Town 
complex is on a superblock extending between East 14th and 20th Streets and Avenues A and C. 
It was created as a towers-in-the-park development, and its residential buildings rise to 13 stories 
(approximately 133 feet). These buildings contain ground floor retail space along East 14th 
Street. In addition, just outside the 400-foot study area is a 17-story residential building at 333 
East 14th Street, with setbacks above the 15th floor. 

Community facilities in the study area include the Church of the Immaculate Conception on the 
south side of East 14th Street, and the Immaculate Conception School, a private school 
associated with the church located on the north side of East 13th Street. The Girls Prep Lower 
East Side Middle School, a charter school, and the East Side Community High School, a public 
school, jointly operate in the former P.S. 60 building, a through-block structure in the middle of 
the block bounded by East 11th and 12th Streets, First Avenue, and Avenue A. Directly adjacent 
to this school is the most notable open space within the study area: Open Road Park, also 
referred to as the Lower East Side Playground. A portion of this open space is in use as a 
community garden  there is also one other community garden in the study area, Dias y Flores 
Community Garden, at 520-522 East 13th Street. A residential development is under 
construction at the northeast corner of East 11th Street and Avenue A, east of the school (see 
Future Without the Proposed Action,  below). Commercial uses within the study generally 

consist of neighborhood retail stores, including small delis and discount stores, located on the 
ground floor of residential buildings, as well as restaurants along First Avenue, Avenue A, East 
13th Street, and East 14th Street. 

ONING 

PROJECT SITE 

As shown in igure , the project site is located within a C1-6A zoning district (R7A 
equivalent district), which is a commercial district that is predominately residential in character. 
The C1-6A district allows commercial uses developed to an FAR of 2.0. Residential 
developments in C6-1A districts have a maximum FAR of 4.0, a maximum base height of 65 
feet, and a maximum building height of 80 feet. 
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STUDY AREA 

The majority of the project block is within the C1-6A district, which extends east across Avenue 
A. The portion of the project block facing First Avenue and the west side of First Avenue 
between East 13th and 15th Streets is mapped with a C1-7A district. Similar to the C1-6A 
zoning district, the C1-7A commercial district is predominantly residential in character and is 
mapped along major thoroughfares in medium and higher density areas of the city. The C1-7A 
district allows commercial uses developed to an FAR of 2.0, and a maximum FAR of 6.02 for 
residential developments, with an optional Inclusionary Housing Program bonus. 

The First Avenue and Avenue A blockfronts within the study area south of East 13th Street are 
mapped with an R7A district, which generally has the same bulk requirements as the C1-6A 
district. The uality Housing regulations, which are mandatory in R7A districts, set height limits 
and allow high lot coverage buildings that are set near or at the street line. The regulations also 
include amenities related to the planting of trees, landscaping and recreation space. South of 
13th Street, First Avenue has a C1-5 commercial overlay and Avenue A has a C2-5 overlay. 
Both overlays allow retail use to an FAR of 2.0  however, the C2-5 commercial overlay allows a 
somewhat wider range of retail uses. Buildings are required to be built at or near the street line 
with a maximum base height of 65 feet and a maximum building height of 80 feet.  

Midblock portions of the study area south of East 13th Street are mapped with an R8B zoning 
district. Like the R7A district, the uality Housing regulations are mandatory in R8B districts. 
R8B districts allow residential development of an FAR of 4.0, have a maximum building height 
of 75 feet and maximum base height of 60 feet. An R7-2 zoning district is mapped north of East 
14th Street and east of First Avenue. The R7-2 district allows residential and community facility 
uses and has a maximum FAR 3.44. Maximum building height is determined by the sky 
exposure plane  however, as an alternative, developers may choose build in accordance with the 

uality Housing regulations, which are optional in R7-2 districts. There is a C1-5 overlay within 
this district on the north side of East 14th Street, between First Avenue and Avenue A. 

PU LIC POLIC  

HOUSING NEW YORK: A FIVE-BOROUGH, TEN-YEAR PLAN 

On May 5, 2014, the de Blasio administration released Housing New York: A Five-Borough, 
Ten-Year Housing Plan ( Housing New York ), which plans to build or preserve 200,000 
affordable residential units. To achieve this goal, the plan aims to double the Department of 
Housing Preservation and Development’s (HPD) capital budget, target vacant and underused 
land for new development, protect tenants in rent-regulated apartments, streamline rules and 
processes to unlock new development opportunities, contain costs, and accelerate affordable 
construction. The plan details the key policies and programs for implementation, including 
developing affordable housing on underused public and private sites. 

FRESH PROGRAM 

The project site and study area are located within the Food Retail Expansion to Support Health 
(FRESH) tax incentive area. This special zoning designation provides financial incentives to 
promote the establishment and retention of neighborhood grocery stores in underserved 
communities throughout the five boroughs. The FRESH program is open to grocery store 
operators renovating existing retail space or developers seeking to construct or renovate retail 
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space that will be leased by a full-line grocery store operator. Tax incentives are discretionary 
and assessed on a per-case basis. 

D  THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 
It is assumed that in the future without the proposed project, the project site will remain vacant. 
No development would occur. Within the 400-foot study area, there are four developments that 
are expected to be constructed by the 2018 analysis year (see igure ). As noted above, the 
site at 438 East 12th Street directly east of the shared middle school/high school is currently 
under construction for a six-story, 82-unit residential development, anticipated to be completed 
and occupied in 2017 (No Build Site 1 on igure ). At 222 Avenue A (504-530 East 14th 
Street), ground has been broken on a seven-story, 150-unit mixed-use building  expected to be 
completed in 2017 (No Build Site 2 on igure ). Construction is also underway at 436 and 
442 East 13th Street, which are both being developed with six-story, six unit buildings (No Build 
Sites 3 and 4 on igure ). The proposed residential projects are in keeping with the existing 
land use of the neighborhood. 

E  PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

L ND USE 

The proposed action would facilitate the redevelopment of the project site with a new, mixed-use 
building containing approximately 149,009 gsf of residential use (155 dwelling units, including 
31 affordable units) and approximately 17,168 gsf of retail space on portions of the ground floor 
and cellar level. The proposed building would have frontage along East 13th and East 14th 
Streets. The East 13th Street portion of the building would be eight stories in height, and the East 
14th Street portion of the building would be 12 stories in height. The two residential components 
of the building would be connected at the cellar level. The proposed retail space would occupy 
part of the cellar level and ground floor along East 14th Street. 

The proposed project would be compatible with adjacent residential and retail uses and with land 
use within the larger study area, which is predominantly characterized by residential, community 
facility, and retail uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts to land use. 

ONING 

As discussed above, the applicant is seeking a bulk variance pursuant to R Section 72-21 to 
waive floor area requirements and height and setback requirements. The project site’s C1-6A 
zoning district (R7A equivalent) has an FAR of 4.0, a maximum street wall height of 65’ and 
maximum building height of 80’. The proposed project would be developed to an FAR of 5.06, a 
density greater than what is allowed under the C1-6A district, and the East 14th Street portion of 
the building would rise to a height of 124’ with no setback. Although the proposed project would 
be taller than most buildings to the south, the proposed building height along East 14th Street 
would be consistent with the maximum height of buildings located on the north side of East 14th 
Street in Stuyvesant Town, which are 13-stories in height (approximately 133’). In addition, 
located just outside the 400-foot study area is a 17-story residential building at 333 East 14th 
Street with setbacks above the 15th floor. The built FAR of this structure is approximately 12, 
considerably greater than the density sought under the proposed action. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would be generally consistent with other nearby residential buildings in terms 
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of height and bulk  therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts related to zoning. 

PU LIC POLIC  

As noted above, the proposed project would provide 31 units of affordable housing. The 
provision of affordable housing at the project site would advance the goals of Housing New 
York. The proposed project would be consistent with adopted public policies, and no significant 
adverse impacts would occur.  Ï 



Draft B-1 March 8, 2017 

ttach ent   Open Space 

 INTRODUCTION 
The proposed project would introduce new residents to the project site, creating new demands 
for open space in the area. Because the proposed project would add a new residential population, 
this chapter examines the potential impacts of the proposed project on open space resources in 
accordance with the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual. 
Specifically, the attachment examines the potential for the proposed project to have direct effects 
on nearby publicly accessible open spaces, such as eliminating or altering a public open space, 
as well as the potential for indirect effects created by changes in demand for and use of the 
area’s open spaces. The analysis inventories the condition and use of open spaces for the 
residential population within a -mile radius of the project area and for a non-residential 
population within a -mile radius of the project area. The analysis addresses potential impacts 
on open space facilities both quantitatively and qualitatively.  

 PRINCIP L CONCLUSIONS 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a proposed action may result in a significant impact 
on open space resources if (a) there would be direct displacement/alteration of existing open 
space within the study area that would have a significant adverse effect on existing users  or (b) 
it would reduce the open space ratio and consequently result in the overburdening of existing 
facilities or further exacerbating a deficiency in open space.  

As described in the detailed analysis below, this analysis concludes that the proposed project 
would not result in any significant direct or indirect impacts on open spaces in the residential 
and non-residential study areas. 

C  METHODOLOG  
An open space assessment examines the type of open space and user population affected by the 
proposed project. Overall, the goal of the assessment is to determine the significance of the 
change in either the availability of open space relative to the demand from the new population, 
or the usability of the open space affected by the proposed project. For example, a commercial 
or mixed-use project may introduce a large worker population, which tends to place demands on 
passive open space. The analysis would examine in further detail the amount of passive open 
space available with and without the project to quantify the impact, and if necessary, the 
mitigation. 

N L SIS PPRO CH 

As the open space analysis is a density-based technical analysis, the anticipated development 
within the residential and non-residential study areas is added to the basis for this impact 
assessment. 
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DIRECT E ECT N L SIS 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a proposed project would directly affect open space 
conditions if it causes the loss of public open space, changes the use of an open space so that it 
no longer serves the same user population, limits public access to an open space, or results in 
increased noise or air pollutant emissions, odor, or shadows that would temporarily or 
permanently affect the usefulness of a public open space. This attachment uses information from 
Attachment C, Shadows,  Attachment H, Air uality,  and Attachment I, Noise,  to 
determine whether the proposed actions or proposed project would directly affect any open 
spaces near the project site. A proposed project can also directly affect an open space by 
enhancing its design or increasing its accessibility to the public. The direct effects analysis is 
included in Section E, Future with the Proposed Action  of this Attachment.  

INDIRECT E ECTS N L SIS 

As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, open space can be indirectly affected by a 
proposed action if the project would add enough population, either residents or non-residents, to 
noticeably diminish the capacity of open space in an area to serve the future population. 
Typically, an assessment of indirect effects is conducted when a project would introduce 200 or 
more residents or 500 or more workers to an area  however, the thresholds for assessment are 
slightly different for areas of the city that have been identified as either underserved or well-
served by open space. 

Because the project site is not located within an area that has been identified as either 
underserved or well-served, the 200 resident and 500 worker thresholds were applied in this 
analysis. 

The CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a detailed open space analysis is necessary if a 
project displaces a highly utilized open space or introduces a large population in an area with 
low existing open space ratios. Based on a preliminary analysis, the proposed actions would 
introduce a large population to an area with low open space ratios. Therefore, a detailed open 
space analysis was conducted, as described below.  

STUD  RE S 

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends establishing a study area or areas as the first step in 
an open space assessment. The study areas are based on the distance that the respective users
residents and workers are likely to walk to an open space. According to the CEQR Technical 
Manual, workers are assumed to walk approximately 10 minutes, or -mile from their place of 
work to an open space, while residents are assumed to walk approximately 20 minutes, or -
mile to an open space. 

Because the proposed project would introduce new residential and worker populations to the 
area, the adequacy of open space resources was assessed for both the -mile (non-residential) 
and -mile (residential) study areas. These two study areas were adjusted to include all census 
tracts with at least 50 percent of their area within the - or -mile boundary. In this way, the 
study area allows analysis of both the open spaces in the area as well as population data. As 
shown in igure , the -mile non-residential study area includes Census Tracts: 44, 34, 40 
and 48.The -mile residential study area includes all the Census Tracts identified within the 
non-residential study area as well as Census Tracts: 26.02, 28, 32, 34, 38, 40, 42, 44, 48, 50, 60, 
and 64. 
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STUD  RE  POPUL TIONS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The residential population in the study areas was estimated using 2010-2014 American 
Community Survey (ACS) US Census data. The non-residential worker population was 
estimated using 2010 employment data from ESRI, Inc., a commercial data provider. 

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED ACTION 

There are several developments expected to be completed in the - and -mile study areas by 
the 2018 build year absent the proposed project (the No Action condition). The residential 
population in the No Action condition was estimated by applying the average household size for 
Manhattan Community District 3 (2.51 people) to the number of dwelling units added by the 
expected developments in the study areas. The number of workers added in the No Action 
condition was estimated using standard employment density ratios. 

THE FUTURE WITH THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The population introduced by the proposed project was estimated by applying the average 
household size for Manhattan Community District 3 (2.51 people) to the number of dwelling 
units introduced by the proposed project. The number of workers introduced by the proposed 
project was estimated using standard employment density ratios. 

IN ENTOR  O  OPEN SP CE RESOURCES 

The CEQR Technical Manual defines public open space as open space that is publicly or 
privately owned and is accessible to the public on a regular basis, either constantly or for 
designated daily periods of time. Open spaces that are only available for limited users or are not 
available to the public on a regular or constant basis are not considered public open space, but 
are considered in a qualitative assessment of open space impacts. 

All publicly accessible open space resources in the non-residential ( -mile) and residential ( -
mile) study areas were inventoried through field visits conducted in February 2016. Additional 
data were obtained from the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR).  

Information was gathered about the types of facilities, levels of utilization, accessibility, and 
condition of each of the open space resources. According to CE R guidelines, open spaces were 
also described in terms of the amount of active and passive facilities present. Active open space 
is used for exercise, sports, or active play, and is usually part of a recreational facility. Examples 
of active open space include playground equipment, athletic fields or courts, pools, and 
greenways. Passive open spaces encourage activities such as strolling, reading, sunbathing, 
people watching, and other forms of relaxation. Examples of passive open space include plazas, 
paths, gardens, and certain lawns with restricted uses. Open space may be characterized as 
passive, active, or a mixture of active and passive. Esplanades are an example of open space that 
may be used for active uses like running or passive dog walking. 

According to CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, Greenstreets are not considered publicly 
accessible open spaces as they do not provide usable recreational areas and access is restricted. 
Therefore, Greenstreets were not included in the quantitative assessment. 
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In addition to the open spaces located in the study areas, open spaces located just outside of the 
study areas were considered in the qualitative analysis as they may be used by the worker or 
resident populations. Also the qualitative analysis discusses the open spaces that were not 
considered publicly accessible and were therefore excluded from the quantitative analysis.  

DE U C  O  OPEN SP CE RESOURCES 

COMPARISON TO CITY GUIDELINES 

The adequacy of open space in the study area was quantitatively and qualitatively assessed for 
existing conditions, the future No Action condition, and the future With Action condition. 
According to CE R guidelines, the quantitative assessment is based on ratios of usable open 
space acreage to the study area populations (the open space ratios ). These ratios were then 
compared to the City’s open space guidelines for residential and non-residential populations. 
The following guidelines are used in this type of analysis: 

x For non-residential populations, 0.15 acres of passive open space per 1,000 non-residents is 
typically considered adequate. 

x For residential populations, there is a city-wide median open space ratio of 1.5 acres per 
1,000 residents, which is used as a guideline. In addition to this median ratio, the City has 
set an open space ratio planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. This second ratio 
includes 0.50 acres of passive space and 2.0 acres of active space, and serves as an ideal 
benchmark. 

Because these ratios may not be attainable for all areas of the City, they are considered 
benchmarks for comparison rather than policy or thresholds for determining impacts.  

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Impacts are based on how a project would change the open space ratios in the study area. 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a project may result in significant adverse impacts to 
open space if there would be direct displacement or alteration of an open space that would 
significantly impact the existing users  or, if the project would reduce open space ratios by more 
than 5 percent in an area that is currently below the City’s median open space ratio. In areas that 
are extremely lacking in open space, a reduction as small as 1 percent may be considered 
significant, depending on the area of the City. Furthermore, in areas that are well-served by open 
space, a greater change in the open space ratio may be tolerated. 

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends that the quantitative open space analysis described 
above be supplemented by an examination of qualitative factors, as the significance of any 
changes to open space depends on the context of the proposed project, including the location, 
quality and quantity of open space in the future With Action condition. These qualitative 
considerations include the availability of nearby destination resources, the connectivity of open 
space, the effects of new open space provided by the project, and the comparison of projected 
open space ratios with established city guidelines. It is recognized that the open space ratios of 
the city guidelines described above are not feasible for many areas of the city, and they are not 
considered impact thresholds on their own. Rather, they are benchmarks that indicate how well 
an area is served by open space. 



ttach ent  Open Space 

 B-5  

D  E ISTING CONDITIONS 

STUD  RE  POPUL TION 

Based on 2010 employment data obtained from ESRI, Inc., the non-residential study area has a 
worker population of approximately 25,216 workers (see Table ).  

Table  
Existing or er Population ithin the ile 

Study rea 
C  T  

  
  
  
  

TOT L
S         

 

Based on 2010-2014 ACS data, the residential study area has a population of approximately 
91,440 residents (See Table ).  

Table  
Open Space Study rea Census Tracts 

    
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

T   
N        
S       

  

 

AGE DISTRIBUTION 

The age distribution of a residential population has open space implications in terms of the types 
of facilities that are in highest demand and how open spaces are used. As described in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, children 4 years or younger typically use traditional playgrounds with play 
equipment for toddlers and preschool children. Children ages 5 through 9 tend to use traditional 
playgrounds with play equipment suitable for school-age children, as well as open spaces with 
grass or hard surfaces for active play. Children ages 10 through 14 also tend to use playground 
equipment, as well as courts and ball fields. Teenagers and young adults between the ages of 15 



 East th Street 

 B-6  

and 19 typically use courts and active fields. Adults use facilities for sports and active fields as 
well as individualized recreation that utilizes paths. Senior citizens tend to utilize facilities for 
active recreation like handball, tennis, and swimming, as well as passive recreational facilities. 

Table  summarizes the residential age distribution in the residential, -mile, study area and 
compares it to the distributions in Manhattan and New York City. 

Table  
Study rea Residential Population ge Distribution 

 C  
S   M  N   C  

      
         

          
          
          

          
          

T        
S              

     
 

As compared to Manhattan and New York City as a whole, the residential study area has a lower 
proportion of children (ages 0 to 14), as well as teenagers (ages 15 to 17) ranging from 2.0 to 
2.4 percent, compared to 5.6 to 6.5 percent for children, and 1.4 percent compared to 3.5 percent 
for teenagers. The residential study area has a high proportion of adults aged 18 to 64 years (79.8 
percent compared to 66.1 percent), and an average proportion of senior residents ages 65 years 
and older (12.10 percent compared to 12.5 percent).  

STUD  RE  OPEN SP CES 

NON-RESIDENTIAL (1/4-MILE) STUDY AREA 

The non-residential study area is made up of census tracts that are 50 percent or more within the 
-miles radius drawn from the boundary of the project site  therefore the area contains the full 

extent of the census tracts: 44, 34, 40, and 48 (summarized in Table  and igure ).  

The open spaces within the non-residential study area are primarily comprised of community 
gardens which are typically dedicated to passive recreation, a playground, and Captain . Brown 
Walk (an esplanade area along the East River). Overall, the non-residential study area comprises 
7.77 acres of publicly-accessible open space, of which 2.92 acres provide facilities for active 
recreation, and 4.85 acres provide passive open space. 

Included within the boundary of the non-residential study area is the Stuyvesant Oval, a 
landscaped lawn and fountain in the center of the Stuyvesant Town Complex, and several 
associated playgrounds along the oval. These open spaces are privately owned and are not 
publicly accessible  therefore the Stuyvesant Oval and associated private playgrounds are not 
included in the quantified analysis.  
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RESIDENTIAL (1/2-MILE) STUDY AREA 

The residential study area contains 19 public and privately-owned, publicly accessible open 
spaces in the residential study area. These open space resources are listed in Table  and 
mapped on igure . Overall, the residential study area comprises approximately 23.54 acres 
of open space, of which 11.80 acres provide facilities for active recreation, and 11.74 acres are 
for passive recreation.  

There are three major open spaces within the residential study area: Tompkins Square Park, 
Stuyvesant Square, and Stuyvesant Cove Park. Tompkins Square Park is a 10.5-acre park, 
equipped with two playgrounds, a handball court, chess tables, and a basketball court. 
Stuyvesant Square is a 3.93-acre passive open space, with benches, fountains, and landscaped 
planted areas. Stuyvesant Cove Park is a 2.25-acre active and passive open space, equipped with 
an esplanade, shared use path, and dedicated seating areas. There are also many community 
gardens and smaller playgrounds within the residential study area.  

Included within the residential study area are several open spaces that, based on CEQR 
Technical Manual Guidance, would not be considered publicly accessible. These inaccessible 
open spaces could contribute qualitatively to the study area’s open space amenities, however 
were not counted in the quantitative analysis. The inaccessible open spaces total 3.35 acres of 
open space, and are comprised of:  

x The Dry Dock Playground and Pool (1.50 acres)  closed for construction   
x 6th Street and Avenue B Community Garden (0.41 acres)  no hours posted   
x De Colores Community Yard & Cultural Center (0.07 acres)  no hours posted  
x La Plaza Cultural (0.64 acres)  no hours posted  
x 9th Street Community Garden (0.50 acres)  no hours posted  
x 11th Street Community Garden (0.02 acres)  no hours posted  
x Vamos Sembrar (0.03 acres)  no hours posted  
x Suen Dragon Garden (0.06 acres)  no hours posted  
x Campos Garden (0.12 acres)  no hours posted. 

Table 
Open Space Resources in the Mile Study rea
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DE U C  O  OPEN SP CES 

QUANTIFIED ASSESSMENT 

Non-Residential (1/4-Mile) Study Area 
The quantitative assessment of the adequacy of open space resources within the residential study 
area considers the ratios of passive open space acreage per 1,000 residents. As noted above, the 
non-residential study area has approximately 4.85 acres of passive open space (see Table ). 
As summarized in Table , the non-residential study area has a passive open space ratio of 
0.308 acres per 1,000 workers. This is above the City’s planning guideline of 0.15 acres per 
1,000 non-residents. 

Residential (1/2-Mile) Study Area 
The quantitative assessment of the adequacy of open space resources within the residential study 
area considers the ratios of active, passive, and total open space acreage per 1,000 residents. The 
residential study area has a total of approximately 23.54 acres of open space, 11.80 acres of 
active open space, and 11.74 acres of passive open space (see Table ). As summarized in 
Table , the residential study area has a total open space ratio of 0.294 acres per 1,000 
residents, 0.129 acres of active open space per 1,000 residents and 0.127 acres of passive open 
space per 1,000 residents. These ratios are lower than the City’s planning goal of 2.5, 2.0 and 0.5 
acres per 1,000 residents, respectively (see Table ). 

Table 
Open Space Resources in the Mile Study rea
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Table 
Existing Conditions  de uacy of Open Space Resources
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QUALITATIVE DISCUSSION 

Stuyvesant Cove Park and Captain . Brown’s Walk connect to the East River Park and the East 
River Esplanade. The East River Esplanade provides a network of open spaces along the 
waterfront that extends beyond the study area boundaries to the north and to the south. The East 
River Park, located just outside the study area, offers a variety of active and passive facilities 
that study area residents and workers are likely to use.  

Per the CEQR Technical Manual, age distribution within the residential study area should be 
analyzed to assess the appropriateness of open space resources in the study area. For example, a 
study area with a large portion of children between the ages of 10 and 14 would require active 
playgrounds and open court spaces, including specialized little league fields and other amenities.  

As shown in Table , children ages 5 and younger in the residential study area account for 
approximately 2.4 percent of the residential population. This proportion of the population is less 
than that for Manhattan (5.10 percent) and New York City (6.50 percent). Children in this cohort 
typically use traditional playgrounds that have equipment for toddlers and preschool-aged 
children. Facilities in the study area offering such amenities include: Tompkins Square Park, 
Lower East Side Playground, Murphy’s Brother’s Playground and Augustus St. Gaudens 
Playground. 

Children between the ages of 5 and 9 account for 2.3 percent of the residential population of the 
study area. This proportion of children is less than that for Manhattan (3.80 percent) and New 
York City (5.70 percent). Children aged 5 to 9 use traditional playgrounds with play equipment 
suitable for school-aged children, water paly areas, as well as grassy and hard-surfaced open 
spaces which are important for ball playing, running, skipping and other active paly. Within the 
study area, there are numerous active open spaces, for example the Dry Dock Playground and 
Pool.  

Approximately 1.4 percent of the residential population of the study area comprises children 
between the age of 10 and 14 years old  this proportion is smaller than the percentage 
represented by this cohort in Manhattan (3.60 percent) and New York City (5.60 percent). 
Children aged 5 to 9 use traditional playgrounds with play equipment suitable for school-aged 
children, water paly areas, as well as grassy and hard-surfaced open spaces which are important 
for ball playing, running, skipping and other active paly. Within the study area, there are 
numerous active open spaces.  

Teenagers between 15 and 17 years of age, account for approximately 1.40 percent of the 
residential population, this proportion of the population is smaller than that in Manhattan (2.20 
percent) and New York City (3.50 percent). Teenagers tend to utilize court facilities and active 
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fields. Within the study area, there are basketball courts at Augustus St. Gaudens Playgroud, 
Tompkins Park, and Murphy’s Brother’s Playground.  

The working-age population (ages 18 to 64) accounts for the largest percentage of the population 
in the residential study area (approximately 79.8 percent). This is a higher proportion than that 
for this age cohort in Manhattan (71.4 percent) and New York City (66.1 percent). This age 
cohort tends to use facilities for sports and active fields, as well as paths and other facilities that 
encourage individualized recreation. Other than the courts mentioned above for teenagers and 
young adults, Stuyvesant Square and the passive community garden spaces serves the working-
age population. 

The senior population (ages 65 and above) comprises approximately 12.1 percent of the 
residential study area’s population. This is a lower percentage than that of Manhattan (13.9 
percent) and New York City (12.5 percent). Senior citizens tend to utilize facilities for active 
recreation like handball, tennis, gardening, and swimming, as well as passive recreational 
facilities. Within the study area, the senior population is served by various facilities for active 
recreation and served by the extensive passive open space amenities which include several 
community gardens. 

E  THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED CTION  
The assessment of the No Action condition examines conditions that are expected to occur in the 
study area by 2018, absent the proposed project. The capacity of open space resources to serve 
future populations in the study area is examined using quantitative and qualitative factors. There 
are several No Action development projects that will be built in the -mile study area and a 
number of additional projects that will be completed within the -mile study area.  

Employment density ratios were applied to the expected square footage for each use to estimate 
future employment. The ratios used assume one worker each per: 25 residential units  333 sf of 
retail space (including dining)  250 sf of office space  800 sf of community facility space  1,000 
sf of industrial space or other commercial space (not retail or office)  6,000 sf garage or storage 
space  and 50 parking spaces. 

For the projected residential study area population, the 2010-2014 ACS average household size 
of 2.51 persons per household was used. 

STUD  RE  POPUL TION 

RESIDENTIAL (1/2-MILE) STUDY AREA 

Absent the proposed project, the residential study area will continue to experience new 
residential development. By 2018, a total of 473 residential units would be introduced to the 
residential study area. Using the 2010-2014 ACS average household size of 2.51, the 
approximate population of the residential study area would increase by 1,187 residents, totaling 
92,627 residents by 2018. 

NON-RESIDENTIAL (1/4-MILE) STUDY AREA 

Absent the proposed project, the non-residential study area will continue to experience new 
development. By 2018, a total of 172 residential units would be introduced to the non-residential 
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study area. Assuming one employee per 25 residential units, the approximate population of the 
non-residential study area would increase by 17 workers, totaling 25,233 workers by 2018. 

STUD  RE  OPEN SP CES 

NON-RESIDENTIAL (1/4-MILE) STUDY AREA 

In the No Action condition, no open space improvements are anticipated within the non-
residential study area. 

As described above, included within the boundary of the non-residential study area is the 
Stuyvesant Oval, a landscaped lawn and fountain in the center of the Stuyvesant Town Complex, 
and several associated playgrounds along the oval. These open spaces are privately owned and 
are not publicly accessible  therefore the Stuyvesant Oval and associated private playgrounds are 
not included in the quantified analysis.  

RESIDENTIAL (1/2-MILE) STUDY AREA 

In the No Action condition, construction on the Dry Dock Playground and Pool is anticipated to 
be complete, and the open spaces are anticipated to be open and publicly accessible. Therefore in 
the future No Action condition, the total publicly accessible open space would increase by 1.50 
active open space acres. The open space acreage is summarized in Table .  

As described above, included within the residential study area are several open spaces that, 
based on CEQR Technical Manual Guidance, would not be considered publicly accessible. 
These inaccessible open spaces could contribute qualitatively to the study area’s open space 
amenities, however were not counted for in the quantitative analysis as the open spaces had no 
regularly posted hours of operation. The inaccessible open spaces total 3.35 acres of open space, 
and are comprised of:  

x 6th Street and Avenue B Community Garden (0.41 acres)  no hours posted   
x De Colores Community Yard & Cultural Center (0.07 acres)  no hours posted  
x La Plaza Cultural (0.64 acres)  no hours posted  
x 9th Street Community Garden (0.50 acres)  no hours posted  
x 11th Street Community Garden (0.02 acres)  no hours posted  
x Vamous Sembrar (0.03 acres)  no hours posted  
x Suen Dragon Garden (0.06 acres)  no hours posted  
x Campos Garden (0.12 acres)  no hours posted. 

D U C  O  OPEN SP CES 

QUANTIATIVE ASSESSMENT 

Non-Residential (1/4-mile) Study Area 
Absent the proposed project, by 2018, the number of workers in the non-residential study is 
expected to increase to 25,233 workers and the total amount of passive open space is anticipated 
to remain at 4.85 acres. Therefore, the passive open space ratio would be 0.192 acres per 1,000 
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workers (see Table ). The passive open space ratio would be above the City’s planning 
guideline of 0.15 aces per 1,000 non-residents.  

Residential (1/2-Mile) Study Area 
Absent the proposed project, by 2018, the number of residents in the residential study area is 
expected to increase to 92,627 and the total amount of open space is expected to increase slightly 
due to the opening of The Dry Dock Playground and Pool, to 25.03 acres. Therefore, the total 
open space ratio would be 0.270 acres per 1,000 residents, the active open space ratio would be 
0.144 acres per 1,000 residents, and the passive open space ratio would be 0.127 acres per 1,000 
residents. Overall, the passive open space ratios for the residential study area would continue to 
fall below the City guidelines (see Table ). 

Table 
No ction Condition  de uacy of Open Space Resources

T   
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QUALITATIVE DISCUSION  

As in the existing condition, residents would have access to open space resources within the 
study area that were not accounted for in the quantitative analysis. These open space resources 
include many small community gardens  the inaccessible community gardens account for 1.85 
total acres of passive open space. These open spaces can be considered as qualitative open space 
amenities. 

The East River Esplanade would continue to connect residents and workers in the study area to 
many open space resources throughout the neighborhood, as well as to the waterfront. Study 
area residents would also continue to have access to open spaces just outside the study area, such 
as Union Square Park and East River Park. Therefore, although the open space ratios are below 
the City’s recommended planning goals, residents and workers in the neighborhood are able to 
enjoy open space amenities elsewhere in the city.  

 THE UTURE ITH THE PROPOSED CTION 
The assessment of the With Action condition examines conditions that are expected to occur as a 
result of the proposed project by the 2018 build year. The capacity of the open space resources 
to serve future populations in the study areas is examined using quantitative and qualitative 
factors. The potential for direct effects on open space is also considered.  

DIRECT E ECTS 

The proposed project would not directly displace any public open spaces, nor would it have any 
adverse impacts on existing open space in terms of air quality, noise, odors, or shadows. 
Therefore, the proposed project and proposed actions would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts on open space due to direct effects. 
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INDIRECT E ECTS 

STUDY AREA POPULATION 

Non-Residential (1/4-Mile) Study Area 
In 2018, the proposed project would introduce approximately 58 workers to the non-residential 
study area over the No Action condition. Therefore, the worker population in the non-residential 
study area would increase to approximately 25,291.  

Residential (1/2-Mile) Study Area 
The proposed project would introduce approximately 155 residential dwelling units over the No 
Action condition, resulting in a net increase of 389 residents to the residential study area (2010-
2014 ACS average household size of 2.51). The population of the residential study area in the 
future With Action condition would be 93,016 residents. 

The age distribution of the residential population is not expected to substantially change as a 
result of the proposed project. Table  shows the estimated number of residents in each age 
cohort, based on the percent share for that age cohort at the time of the 2010-2014 ACS. 

Table  
ith ction Condition  Residential Population ge Distribution 

 C    
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S    
 

STUDY AREA OPEN SPACES 

As in the No Action condition construction on the Dry Dock Playground and Pool would be 
complete and the open space would be made accessible  no other changes to open spaces are 
anticipated in the future With Action condition. In the residential study area, total open space 
acreage would remain at 25.03 acres, of which 13.30 acres would provide active open space 
amenities, and 11.74 acres would provide passive open space amenities. In the non-residential 
study area, total acreage would remain at 7.77 acres, of which 2.92 acres would provide active 
open space amenities and 4.85 acres would provide passive open space amenities.  

ADEQUACY OF OPEN SPACES 

Quantitative Assessment: Non-Residential (1/4-Mile) Study Area 
In the With Action condition, the ratio of passive open space acreage would be 0.192 acres per 
1,000 non-residents. The passive open space ratio would be above the City’s planning guideline 
of 0.15 acres per 1,000 non-residents (see Table ). 
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Quantitative Assessment: Residential (1/2-Mile) Study Area 
In the With Action condition, similar to existing conditions and the No Action condition, the 
total, active, and passive open space ratios in the residential study area would remain below City 
guideline levels. In the With Action condition, the total open space ratio would be 0.269 acres 
per 1,000 residents, the active open space ratio would be 0.143 acres per 1,000 residents, and the 
passive open space ratio would be 0.126 acres per 1,000 residents (see Table ).  

Table 
ith ction Condition  de uacy of Open Space Resources
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Qualitative Assessment  
Although the total, active, and passive open space ratios in the With Action condition would 
remain below City guidelines, residents in the study area would have access to other open spaces 
outside the limits of the study area boundaries, such as Union Square and the East River Park. 
Furthermore, as discussed above, the community gardens excluded from the quantitative 
analysis would also contribute to qualitative amenities in the area.  

When compared to the Borough of Manhattan and the City of New York, the age distribution of 
the residential study area is more heavily weighted toward working-aged adults (ages 18 to 64). 
Younger members of this age group tend to utilize court facilities for active recreation. There are 
many active amenities available along the East River Esplanade and in the East River Park, 
which is just outside the study area boundaries. Older members of this age group tend to utilize 
passive open space resources, in the residential study area there are many community gardens, 
Stuyvesant Square Park and other parks, which provide passive recreation.  

IMP CT SIGNI IC NCE  

According the CEQR Technical Manual, the significance of a project’s effects on open space is 
assessed using both qualitative and quantitative factors. These effects are compared to those that 
would occur in the No Action condition, to determine the effects attributable to the Proposed 
Action.  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, if the decrease in the open space ratio approaches or 
exceeds 5 percent, it is generally considered a substantial change warranting a more detailed 
analysis. However, the change in the open space ratio should be balanced against how well-
served an area is by open space. If the study area exhibits a low open space ratio, even a small 
decrease may warrant a detailed analysis. As portions of the residential study area are within an 
underserved area and open space ratios are low, a detailed analysis was conducted. Likewise, if 
the study area exhibits an open space ratio that approaches or exceeds the planning goal of 2.5 
acres, a greater percentage of change in the ratio may be acceptable. 
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NON-RESIDENTIAL (1/4-MILE) STUDY AREA 

As shown in Table , the passive open space ratio in the With Action condition would 
decrease by zero percent  therefore it is not considered a substantial change. Furthermore, the 
passive open space ratio in the With Action condition (0.192 acres per 1,000 non-residents) is 
higher than the recommended City planning goal of 0.15 acres per 1,000 non-residents.  

RESIDENTIAL (1/2-MILE) STUDY AREA 

As shown in Table , the total, active, and passive open space ratios in the With Action 
condition would decrease compared the No Action condition and would continue to be below 
the level recommended by the City. The additional residents introduced in the future With 
Action condition would exacerbate existing deficiencies in open space resources in the study 
area. In addition, the analysis of the age distribution within the study area indicates that there 
may be greater burden on active open space in the residential study area because of the larger 
proportion of adults and working age people seeking court and field space, as compared to the 
Borough of Manhattan and New York City overall. However, the percentage changes between 
the No Action and With Action conditions for total, active, and passive open space acreages are 
not considered substantial, as the changes are less than one percent.  

Table 
ith ction Condition  Open Space Ratios Su ary
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As informed by Attachment C, Shadows,  Attachment H, Air uality,  and Attachment I, 
Noise,  the proposed project would not directly affect any open spaces near the project site. 

In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact with respect 
to open space in the residential or non-residential study areas. Ï 
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 INTRODUCTION 
This attachment examines whether the proposed project at 432 East 14th Street/435 East 13th 
Street in Manhattan would result in a significant adverse shadow impact on any nearby sunlight-
sensitive resources. According to the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual, sunlight-sensitive resources of concern include public open spaces, sunlight-
dependent features of historic architectural resources, and natural resources that depend on 
sunlight. 

As detailed below, the proposed project would create under an hour of new shadows on one 
sunlight-sensitive resource: the stained glass windows and open-air arcade of the Immaculate 
Conception Church. The detailed shadows analysis found that incremental shadows from the 
proposed project would not substantially reduce the public’s enjoyment of the church’s sunlight-
sensitive features. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse shadows 
impact on this resource.  

 DE INITIONS ND METHODOLOG  
This analysis has been prepared in accordance with CE R procedures and follows the guidelines 
of the CEQR Technical Manual. 

DE INITIONS 

Incre ental shado  is the additional, or new, shadow that a structure resulting from a 
proposed project would cast on a sunlight-sensitive resource. 

Sunlight sensitive resources are those resources that depend on sunlight or for which direct 
sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity. Such 
resources generally include: 

x Public open space such as parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, schoolyards (if open to the 
public during non-school hours), greenways, and landscaped medians with seating. Planted 
areas within unused portions of roadbeds that are part of the Greenstreets program are also 
considered sunlight-sensitive resources. 

x Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the 
public. Only the sunlight-sensitive features need be considered, as opposed to the entire 
resource. Such sunlight-sensitive features might include: design elements that depend on the 
contrast between light and dark (e.g., recessed balconies, arcades, deep window reveals)  
elaborate, highly carved ornamentation  stained glass windows  historic landscapes and 
scenic landmarks  and features for which the effect of direct sunlight is described as playing 
a significant role in the structure’s importance as a historic landmark. 
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x Natural resources where the introduction of shadows could alter the resource’s condition or 
microclimate. Such resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or designated 
resources such as coastal fish and wildlife habitats. 

Non sunlight sensitive resources include, for the purposes of CE R:  

x City streets and sidewalks (except Greenstreets)   
x Private open space (e.g., front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non-

publicly-accessible open space)   
x Project-generated open space cannot experience a significant adverse shadow impact from 

the project, according to CE R, because without the project the open space would not exist.  

 significant adverse shado  i pact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a 
proposed project falls on a sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely 
eliminates direct sunlight, thereby significantly altering the public’s use of the resource or 
threatening the viability of vegetation or other resources. Each case must be considered on its 
own merits based on the extent and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resource’s 
sensitivity to reduced sunlight. 

METHODOLOG  

Following the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary screening assessment is 
first conducted to ascertain whether a project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensitive resources 
at any time of year. The preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of analysis. The 
first tier determines a simple radius around the project site representing the longest shadow that 
could be cast. If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to the 
second tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting for the 
fact that shadows can never be cast between a certain range of angles south of the project site due to 
the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.  

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could be 
reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and 
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.  

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-sensitive 
resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration of the 
incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data needed to 
assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive resources are 
described, and their degree of significance is considered. The results of the analysis and assessment 
are documented with graphics, a table of incremental shadow durations, and narrative text. 

C  PRELIMIN R  SCREENING SSESSMENT 
A base map was developed using Geographic Information Systems (GIS)1 showing the location 
of the proposed project and the surrounding street layout (see igure C ). In coordination with 
the land use and historic and cultural resources assessments presented in other attachments to 

                                                      
1 Software: Esri ArcGIS 10.3  Data: New York City Department of Information Technology and 

Telecommunications (DoITT) and other City agencies, and A RF site visits. 
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this Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS), potential sunlight-sensitive resources were 
identified and shown on the map.  

TIER  SCREENING SSESSMENT 

For the Tier 1 assessment, the longest shadow that the proposed project could cast is calculated, 
and, using this length as the radius, a perimeter is drawn around the project site. Anything 
outside this perimeter representing the longest possible shadow could never be affected by 
project-generated shadow, while anything inside the perimeter needs additional assessment. 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the longest shadow that a structure can cast at the 
latitude of New York City occurs on December 21, the winter solstice, at the start of the analysis 
day at 8:51 AM, and is equal to 4.3 times the height of the structure. 

At a maximum height of 141 feet above East 14th Street, including rooftop mechanical 
structures, the proposed project could cast a shadow up to 606 feet in length (141 x 4.3). Using 
this length as the radius, a perimeter was drawn around the project site (see igure C ). Two 
sunlight-sensitive resources are located within the longest shadow study area  the Lower East 
Side Playground, and Immaculate Conception Church (see description below). Therefore, a Tier 
2 assessment is required. 

TIER  SCREENING SSESSMENT 

Because of the path that the sun travels across the sky in the northern hemisphere, no shadow 
can be cast in a triangular area south of any given project site. In New York City, this area lies 
between -108 and +108 degrees from true north. igure C  illustrates this triangular area south 
of the project site. The complementing area to the north within the longest shadow study area 
represents the remaining area that could potentially experience new project-generated shadow. 
As illustrated in igure C  the two open space resources identified in the Tier 1 screening 
remain within the area that could potentially experience new project-generated shadows. 
Therefore, a Tier 3 assessment is required to model project-generated shadows on specific 
representative days of the year.  

TIER  SCREENING SSESSMENT 

The direction and length of shadows vary throughout the course of the day and also differ 
depending on the season. Shadows move constantly but more quickly at the start and the end of 
the day than they do in the middle of the day. In order to determine whether project-generated 
shadow could fall on a sunlight-sensitive resource, three-dimensional computer mapping 
software is used in the Tier 3 assessment to calculate and display the incremental shadows from 
the proposed project on individual representative days of the year. A computer model was 
developed containing three-dimensional representations of the elements in the base map used in 
the preceding assessments, the topographic information of the study area, and the massing of the 
proposed project.  

REPRESENTATIVE DAYS FOR ANALYSIS 

Following the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, shadows on the summer solstice ( une 
21), winter solstice (December 21) and spring and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21, 
which are approximately the same in terms of shadow patterns) are modeled, to represent the 
range of shadows over the course of the year. An additional representative day during the 
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growing season is also modeled, the day halfway between the summer solstice and the 
equinoxes, i.e., May 6 or August 6, which have approximately the same shadow patterns. 

TIMEFRAME WINDOW OF ANALYSIS 

The shadow assessment considers shadows occurring between one and a half hours after sunrise 
and one and a half hours before sunset. Within the 90 minutes after sunrise and the 90 minutes 
before sunset, the sun is low on the horizon, and its rays reach the vicinity of the project site at 
low angles, producing shadows that are very long, move fast, and generally blend with shadows 
from existing structures until the sun reaches the horizon and sets. Consequently, shadows 
occurring in these two 90-minute periods are not considered significant under CE R, and their 
assessment is not required. 

TIER 3 SCREENING ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

igure C  illustrates the range of shadows that would occur, in the absence of intervening 
buildings, from the proposed development on the four representative days of analysis. The extent 
of shadow is shown between the start of the analysis day (one and a half hours after sunrise) to 
the end of the analysis day (one and a half hours before sunset). 

Because the portion of the proposed building fronting on East 14th Street would be 
approximately 50 feet taller than the portion of the building fronting on East 13th Street, the Tier 
3 Assessment shadows stretch further to the north then to south from the project site. Due to the 
massing of the proposed building, the Tier 3 Assessment found that new shadow could never 
reach the Lower East Side Playground. However, the Tier 3 Assessment also identified that 
without intervening structures, project-generated shadow could fall on the Immaculate 
Conception Church on the March 21/September 21 and December 21 analysis days. Therefore, a 
detailed analysis is necessary to provide additional information on the potential extent and 
duration of incremental shadow on the sunlight-sensitive features of the church. 

D  DET ILED N L SIS 
The purpose of the detailed analysis is to determine the extent and duration of incremental 
shadows that fall on sunlight-sensitive resources as a result of the project and to assess their 
potential effects. To complete the assessment, a baseline or future No Action condition is 
established by appending three-dimensional representations of the existing buildings and 
planned future developments within the vicinity of the project site to the three-dimensional 
model used in the Tier 3 assessment. The future condition with the proposed project (With 
Action) and its shadows can then be compared to the baseline condition to determine the 
incremental shadows that would result with the proposed project. 

The No Action scenario assumes the project site would remain vacant. igure C  illustrates the 
computer models used in the detailed analysis of the future no action scenario and the future 
with the proposed development.  

N L SIS RESULTS 

The analysis found that the sunlight-sensitive features of the Immaculate Conception Church 
would experience 31 minutes of new shadow at the beginning of the March 21/September 21 
analysis day. Table C  shows the entry and exit times and total duration of project-generated 
incremental shadow on the affected resource. 
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The Immaculate Conception Church is located on the same block as the project site, at 414 East 
14th Street. It is a designated New York City Landmark (NYCL) and is listed on the State and 
National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR). The church has several architectural features that 
are considered to be sunlight-sensitive, including stained-glass windows, an open-air arcade, and 
elaborate carved ornamentation. The facades of the Church that include these features were 
modeled in the detailed analysis to assess the impact of incremental shadow from the proposed 
project.  

The detailed analysis found that only the facade of the Church’s interior court which faces the 
project site could experience incremental shadow. igure C  shows a recent photograph of this 
fa ade, located in the interior of the block between East 14th and 13th Streets. igure C  
illustrates the position of incremental shadow on the Church at two times on the morning of the 
March 21/September 21 analysis day. The analysis day would begin (at 7:36 AM) with 
incremental shadow from the proposed project falling on stained-glass windows and the arcade 
of the church. By 8:00 AM, the new shadow would move off the fa ade featuring stained-glass 
windows and remain only on a small portion of the arcade. After 8:07 AM, none of the church’s 
sunlight-sensitive features would be affected by new shadow from the proposed project, and the 
affected facades would receive direct sunlight for the reminder of the morning. 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed project would create 31 minutes of new shadow on one sunlight-sensitive 
architectural resource, the Immaculate Conception Church. The detailed shadow analysis found 
that a portion of the eastern fa ade and arcade of the Church’s interior court would be affected 
by shadows from the proposed project on the morning of the March 21/September 21 analysis 
day. However, the short duration and small extent of shadow would not substantially reduce the 
public’s enjoyment of the church’s sunlight-sensitive features. Therefore, the sunlight-sensitive 
resource would not experience a significant adverse shadow impact and the proposed project 
would not result in a significant shadow impact.  Ï 
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ttach ent D  Historic and Cultural Resources 

 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter assesses the potential of the proposed project to affect historic and cultural 
resources. The project site, located at 432 East 14th Street in the East Village neighborhood of 
Manhattan, would be redeveloped with an 8- and 12-story, 125,258 square foot (sf) building 
with approximately 155 dwelling units and 9,131 sf of commercial floor area. 

As detailed below, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse director 
indirect impacts to known or potential historic architectural resources on the project site or in the 
study area. 

 METHODOLOG  
Historic and cultural resources include both archaeological and architectural resources. The 
study area for archaeological resources is the project site itself where disturbance from 
excavation and construction can be anticipated. In a comment letter dated April 20, 2015, the 
New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) determined that the site has no 
archaeological significance (see ppendix ). In a comment letter dated May 10, 2016, the 
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission also determined that the site has no 
archaeological significance (see ppendix ). Therefore, this attachment focuses on standing 
structures only. 

In general, potential impacts to architectural resources can include both direct, physical impacts 
and indirect, contextual impacts. 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 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 architectural resource, as defined in the New York City Department of 
Buildings (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 
visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property or that alter its 
setting. Therefore, to assess the potential for both physical and contextual effects, the 
architectural resources study area is defined as the area within 400 feet of the project site (see 

igure D ). 

                                                      
1 TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on une 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 that are listed on the NR or New York City Landmarks (NYCLs) resulting from adjacent 
construction, defined as construction within a lateral distance of 90 feet from the historic resource. 
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nown architectural resources include properties that are National Historic Landmarks (NHLs), 
properties listed on the State/National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR) or that have been 
determined eligible for listing (S/NR-eligible), and properties that have been designated as New 
York City Landmarks (NYCLs), determined NYCL-eligible, or calendared for NYCL 
designation. In addition, a survey of the study area was undertaken to identify any buildings that 
could meet S/NR and NYCL eligibility criteria ( potential architectural resources ). 

C  E ISTING CONDITIONS 

RCHITECTUR L RESOURCES 

PROJECT SITE 

The project site at 432 East 14th Street is currently vacant land (see igure D ). The air rights 
parcel at 219 Avenue A (Block 441, Lot 32) is currently occupied by a 5-story residential 
building. There are no architectural resources on the project site. The building on the air rights 
parcel has not been identified as a potential architectural resource. 

STUDY AREA 

There are two architectural resources in the study area. 

The Church of the I aculate Conception and Clergy Houses  (NYCL, S/NR), located at 
406-414 East 14th Street, are located to the west of the project site on the project block (see 

igure D ). The buildings were designed in 1894 by architects Barney and Chapman. Once a 
part of Grace Church Parish, the chapel and clergy houses were known as Grace Chapel and 
Hospital on 14th Street and were furnished as a free-pew  place of worship for those less 
fortunate financially than the members of Grace Church itself. The church and its clergy houses 
are designed in the French Gothic Revival style and faced in stone and smooth brown Roman 
brick. The church is rectangular in form, and rises more than three stories in height. The East 
14th Street fa ade has a plain, asymmetrical gable which contains a large rose window directly 
above the entrance and its arched portal. To the right of the church entrance is a projecting six-
sided chapel, with six pinnacled buttresses and paired pointed-arched windows separated by 
small columns. To the east and adjacent to the church is a six-story-high, freestanding tower. 
Each of its facades contains paired vertical openings, articulated by clusters of slender colonettes 
and terminating in pointed arches. 

East of the church are the clergy houses, a pair of 3 -story brick and stone buildings that closely 
resemble French chateaus. The two houses are joined at their base by a low arch which frames 
the entrance to a small courtyard. Each floor of these buildings is rhythmically articulated by 
double windows and gabled dormer windows are set in the slate roof of the attic story. Belt 
course moldings at the second and fourth floors add decorative accents. 

                                                      
2 The text describing the Church of the Immaculate Conception and Clergy Houses is derived 

from the New York City Landmark designation report (1966) and the National Register of 
Historic Places Inventory Nomination Form, Grace Chapel and Hospital of Fourteenth 
Street/Church of the Immaculate Conception and Clergy House, 1979. 
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Stuyvesant To n (S/NR-eligible) is located to the north of the project site, on an 80-acre 
superblock bounded by East 14th and East 20th Streets, the FDR Drive, Avenue C, and First 
Avenue. The Stuyvesant Town development was built in 1947 by the Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Company to provide inexpensive housing for World War II veterans. It consists of 35 
freestanding brick buildings of 13 and 14 stories, arranged around a central oval (see igure 
D ). The residential buildings have rectilinear footprints of multiple bays and unornamented 
facades. Playgrounds and lawns are interspersed throughout the development. 

Two buildings in the study area were identified as potential architectural resources in the East 
Village / Lower East Side Rezoning Final Environmental Impact Statement (2005). No 
determination of NYCL or S/NR eligibility was made by LPC at that time. The early 20th 
century, 5-story brick and stone tenement building located at  East th Street was occupied 
by Beat poet Allen Ginsberg for twenty-one years, from 1975-1996 (see igure D ). The 
apartment and neighborhood were featured in numerous poems written while Ginsberg lived in 
the building.  venue  is a 6-story tenement building ornamented with stone window 
architraves, banding, and a decorative cornice. The building dates to the early 20th century. 

D  THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 
In the future without the proposed project, the status of architectural resources could change. 
S/NR-eligible resources could be listed on the Registers, NYCL-eligible properties could be 
calendared for a designation hearing, and properties pending designation as Landmarks could be 
designated.  

Section BC3309 of the New York City Building Code, Protection of Adjoining Property,  
provides some measures of protection for all properties against accidental damage from adjacent 
construction by requiring that all buildings, lots, and service facilities adjacent to foundation and 
earthwork areas be protected and supported. While these regulations serve to protect all 
structures adjacent to construction areas, they do not afford special consideration for historic 
resources. Section BC 3309.4.4 and a second protective measure, the DOB’s TPPN #10/88, 
applies to NYCLs, properties within New York City Historic Districts, and National Register-
listed properties. TPPN #10/88 and this sub-section of the Building Code supplements the 
standard building protections afforded by the Building Code by requiring a monitoring program 
to reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent NYCLs and NR-listed properties 
(within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction 
procedures can be changed. 

PRO ECT SITE 

It is assumed that in the future without the proposed project, the project site will remain vacant. 
No development would occur by the 2018 analysis year. 

STUD  RE  

As discussed in Attachment A, Land Use, oning, and Public Policy,  there are four projects 
within the 400-foot study area that are expected to be constructed by the 2018 analysis year. The 
first site is located at 438 East 12th Street, one block directly south of the project site. It is 
currently under construction for a six-story residential development, anticipated to be completed 
and occupied in 2017. At 222 Avenue A (504-530 East 14th Street), on the southeast corner of 
East 14th Street and Avenue A, ground has been broken on a seven-story mixed-use building 
expected to be completed in 2017. Directly south of the project site, 436 and 442 East 13th 
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Street are both being developed with six-story residential buildings. At six and seven stories, 
these projects will be in keeping with the heights of buildings in the surrounding area, and thus 
will not substantially change the visual setting of the resources noted above. None of these 
projects are within 90 feet of a known architectural resource. Should the potential resources 
noted above be designated in the future, they would be within 90 feet of the projects at 436 and 
442 East 13th Street and would be offered some protection through DOB controls governing the 
protection of adjacent properties from construction activities. 

E  PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

PRO ECT SITE 

With the proposed project, the project site would be redeveloped with a new 8- and 12-story 
mixed-use residential and commercial building. The building would be clad predominantly in 
brick on its street-facing facades, and would have frontage along East 13th and East 14th Streets. 
The East 13th Street portion of the building would be eight stories in height, and the East 14th 
Street portion of the building would be 12 stories in height. The two sections of the building 
would be connected at the cellar level. The proposed retail space would occupy part of the cellar 
level and ground floor along East 14th Street.  

As there are no known or potential architectural resources on the project site, the proposed 
project would not have a direct, physical effect on such resources. 

STUD  RE  

There are no known or potential architectural resources located within 90 feet of the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a direct, physical effect on such resources. 

The proposed project would replace an existing vacant lot. The 12-story portion of the proposed 
building would be similar in height to the 13-story buildings across East 14th Street in the 
Stuyvesant Town development. The East 13th Street fa ade would set back above the sixth floor, to 
be compatible with the existing streetwall along East 13th Street. Thus, the proposed project would 
be in keeping with the heights of buildings in the surrounding area, and would not substantially 
change the visual setting of the resources noted above. Further, the anticipated materials for the 
proposed building, brick, stucco and metal, are consistent with those of the existing study area 
buildings. Therefore, the proposed building would not introduce incompatible visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements to the setting of the architectural resource. 

As described in Attachment C, Shadows,  the proposed project would create under an hour of 
new shadows on the stained glass windows of The Church of Immaculate Conception  however 
this would not be considered a significant adverse effect on this architectural resource, because 
the project-generated shadows would not substantially reduce the public’s enjoyment of the 
church’s sunlight-sensitive features. 

In its comment letter dated April 20, 2015, SHPO concluded that the proposed project would not 
have an impact on historic resources listed or determined eligible for listing on the New York 
State and National Registers of Historic Places. 

Overall, the proposed project would not adversely impact any known or potential architectural 
resources on the project site or in the study area. Ï 
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 INTRODUCTION 
This attachment considers the potential of the proposed project to affect urban design and visual 
resources. The proposed project would construct a mixed-use residential and commercial 
building at 432 East 14th Street/435 East 13th Street (Block 441, Lot 23) in the East Village 
neighborhood of Manhattan, Community District 3 (the project site ). The project would utilize 
approximately 3,970 square feet of air rights from Block 441, Lot 32, which is currently and 
would continue to be occupied by a 5-story mixed-use building. The proposed project would 
contain approximately 149,009 gross square feet (gsf) of residential use (155 dwelling units, 
including 31 affordable units) and approximately 17,168 gsf of retail space in the portion of the 
project located on East 14th Street.  

Under the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, urban design is 
defined as the totality of components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. 
These components include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spaces, natural resources, 
and wind. An urban design assessment under CE R must consider whether and how a project 
may change the experience of a pedestrian in a project area. The CEQR Technical Manual 
guidelines recommend the preparation of a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual 
resources, followed by a detailed analysis, if warranted based on the conclusions of the 
preliminary assessment. The analysis provided below addresses urban design characteristics and 
visual resources for existing conditions and the future without and with the proposed project. 

 METHODOLOG  
Based on the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual 
resources is appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestrian to observe, from the street 
level, a physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoning. Examples include projects 
that permit the modification of yard, height, and setback requirements, and projects that result in 
an increase in built floor area beyond what would be allowed as‐of‐right  or in the future 
without the proposed project. 

The proposed actions include an override to waive applicable floor area, height, and setback 
regulations. These would allow for the development of a project that includes physical 
alterations observable by pedestrians that are not allowed by existing zoning. Therefore, the 
proposed project meets the threshold for a preliminary assessment of potential impacts to urban 
design and visual resources. 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the study area for urban design is the area where the 
project may influence land use patterns and the built environment, and is generally consistent 
with that used for the land use analysis. For visual resources, the view corridors within the study 
area from which such resources are publicly viewable should be identified. Consistent with 
CEQR methodologies, the study area for the urban design and visual resources analysis has been 
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defined as a 400-foot radius around the project area, consistent with the analysis of land use, 
zoning, and public policy (see igure E ). 

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of pedestrian wind conditions for 
projects that result in the construction of large buildings at locations that experience high wind 
conditions (such as along the waterfront, or other location where winds from the waterfront are 
not attenuated by buildings or natural features), which may result in an exacerbation of wind 
conditions due to channelization  or downwash  effects that may affect pedestrian safety. The 
proposed project would not result in the construction of large building at a location that 
experience high wind conditions, and thus a pedestrian wind analysis is not warranted. 

C  E ISTING CONDITIONS 

UR N DESIGN 

PROJECT SITE 

The project site is a through-block lot located in the middle of the block bounded by East 13th 
and East 14th Streets, First Avenue, and Avenue A (Block 441, Lot 23)  (see igures E  and 
E ). The site is vacant  it was previously occupied with a one-story former post office building, 
which was recently demolished. A green, wooden construction fence encloses the lot along East 
14th and East 13th Streets (see igure E , photo 1). The air rights parcel for the project, 219 
Avenue A (Block 441, Lot 32) is occupied by a five-story, 7,092 gsf brick residential building 
with ground-floor retail. The building, which has been painted white, features projecting window 
lintels and an ornate central-pediment cornice (see igure E , photo 2). 

STUDY AREA 

The 400-foot study area developed in a typical urban grid pattern, and the topography is 
relatively flat. It primarily contains low-scale mixed-use brick buildings developed beginning in 
the early 20th century. East 14th Street is a major east-west thoroughfare in the study area. North 
of East 14th Street, Stuyvesant Town occupies an 80-acre superblock bounded by East 14th and 
East 20th Streets, the FDR Drive, Avenue C, and First Avenue. Four private loop roads extend 
through the superblock. The loop road within the study area, 14th Street Loop, aligns with 
Avenues A and B. This large complex acts as a physical and visual barrier to the north of the 
project site. The discussion below focuses first on the area’s urban design its basic layout and 
structures and then describes its visual resources. 

Streets, Streetscape, Open Space, and Natural Features 
As described above, the study area is generally developed in a grid pattern, although north of 
East 14th Street several blocks were combined to create the Stuyvesant Town superblock. While 
the street grid is broken by Stuyvesant Town, its 14th Street Loop aligns with Avenue A and is a 
U-shaped street with sidewalks. Street furniture in the study area includes street lamps, traffic 
lights, Citi Bike parking station, bus stop signs, fire hydrants, trash cans, and benches. Mature 
street trees line East 14th Street, while the narrower side streets have smaller street trees. East 
14th Street is a major east-west street in the study area, with four lanes of two-way traffic and 
street parking, as well as a one-way (westbound) lane and street parking separated from the main 
roadway by a raised, planted median (see igure E , photo 3).  
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Figure E-3

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET
Photographs of Project Site and Air Rights Parcel

2Building on air rights parcel, view from Avenue A

1Proposed project site with five-story walk-ups beyond. A large, newly constructed 
residential building is seen on the far right. View looking southwest.



Study Area Views
Figure E-4

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

4Avenue A is a wide street with long views that include mature street trees just outside of 
the study area. View looking south.

3East 14th Street is a wide east-west cross street in the study area with a raised median 
dividing lanes of traffic. View looking east. 



ttach ent E  Urban Design and isual Resources 

 E-3  

Avenue A is an 80-foot-wide, two-lane thoroughfare that runs north-south through the study area 
with parallel parking and bike lanes along both sides of the roadway (see igure E , photo 4). 
East 13th Street is a 60-foot-wide, west-bound cross street with parking on either side of the 
street and a Citi Bike station near Avenue A. East 12th Street is a 60-foot-wide east-bound cross 
street with parking on either side of the street. 

Active streets and street trees of varying size are the defining features of the streetscape. East 
14th Street and Avenue A are busy with both vehicle and foot traffic. As a major east-west 
thoroughfare, East 14th Street has numerous bus lines and the First Avenue subway station of 
the L line is located at the corner of East 14th Street and First Avenue (see igure E , photo 2). 
A Citi Bike station is located just east of Avenue A on East 13th Street, adding to the foot traffic 
in the area (see igure E , photo 6). The east-west cross streets are heavily treed, with those 
along East 14th Street being larger, particularly on the north side of the street. As described 
more fully below, Stuyvesant Town consists of freestanding residential buildings set within 
landscaped grounds (see igure E , photo 5). These grounds consist of grassy areas with trees, 
landscaped pedestrian passageways that run north-south and east-west through the complex, 
sidewalk seating areas, basketball, tennis, bocce and volleyball courts, and playgrounds. East of 
Avenue A, the Dias y Flores Garden is a community garden space located along East 13th 
Street. Another community garden is located along East 12th Street, just east of the study area, 
and the Lower East Side Playground is located at the southwest corner of the study area, 
adjacent to a public intermediate/high school. 

Built Environment 
The built environment within the study area is predominantly four- to six-story brick-clad 
buildings constructed in the first decade of the 20th century. ust east of the project site on East 
14th Street, the project block is developed with one-story shops with glass and metal storefronts. 
The rest of the project block is mostly occupied with five-story walkup brick apartment 
buildings with ground-floor retail. A newly-constructed narrow, 8-story, 80-foot-tall, metal and 
glass residential building is located at 420 East 14th Street/427 East 13th Street (see igure E , 
photo 1). This building is a through-block structure, with its other, much wider facade fronting 
onto East 13th Street (described below). The Church of the Immaculate Conception and Clergy 
House (see Attachment D, Historic and Cultural Resources ) is located at 406-414 East 14th 
Street. The 3 -story clergy houses are built out to the sidewalk, while the church building is set 
back approximately 14 feet. The buildings are clad in brownstone and dark brown brick (see 

igure E , photo 7).   

ust west of the project site on East 13th Street is the newly-constructed through-block building 
described above. The wider East 13th Street portion of the building provides the main residential 
entrance and rises a total of 77 feet with a setback at the sixth floor (see igure E , photo 8). 
The facade is largely glazed, with metal frames, colorful accent panels, and projecting glass and 
metal balconies. The Immaculate Conception School, a tan brick, stone, and metal clad building 
built in 1946, is located adjacent to the through-block building and south of the church and 
clergy houses. The central portion of the school building rises four stories before a setback, 
while two 70-foot-tall sections are located at the east and west ends of the building (see igure 
E , photo 8).  

The south side of East 13th Street between First Avenue and Avenue A is developed with a mix 
of brick-clad, one- to six-story buildings dating to the early 20th century. A two-story, five bay 
wide brick building located at 408 East 13th Street has a one-story shed-roof, metal rooftop 
addition. 410-420 East 13th Street is a cluster of three six-story, identically designed brick and 



Study Area Views
Figure E-5

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

6East 13th Street at Avenue A. A Citi Bike parking station is located on the 
southeast corner. View looking northeast.

5View to Stuyvesant Town, looking east on East 14th Street near First Avenue



Study Area Views
Figure E-6

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

8East 13th Street between First Avenue and Avenue A contains a newly-constructed 
residential building and a brick school building. View looking northwest.

7Church of the Immaculate Conception and Clergy Houses. View looking south.
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limestone apartment buildings constructed in 1907. All retain their projecting window surrounds, 
detailed window lintels, and second-floor belt course. Only 420 East 13th Street retains the 
original metal cornice (see igure E , photo 9).  

ust north of the project site, the Stuyvesant Town development consists of 35 freestanding brick 
buildings of 13 and 14 stories, arranged around a central oval (see igure E , photo 5). Along 
East 14th Street, the buildings reach a height of approximately 133 feet. The residential 
buildings have rectilinear footprints of multiple bays and unornamented facades. Playgrounds 
and lawns are interspersed throughout the development. On the perimeter, the buildings are 
aligned with the street grid, and commercial spaces are located along portions of East 14th Street 
frontages. Within the study area, Stuyvesant Town acts as a visual and physical barrier, with the 
large brick buildings breaking only for a one-story grocery store and the 14th Street Loop. At the 
intersection of East 14th Street and the 14th Street Loop, there are fenced, corner grassy areas 
with trees.  

Buildings along Avenue A between East 14th and East 12th Streets vary in height from 38 feet 
to 65 feet. Buildings are primarily clad in brick, and many retain their original details such as 
projecting window surrounds, window lintels, and cornices (see igure E , photo 10). The 
buildings are all built out to the sidewalk, creating a uniform street wall. 

East of Avenue A, East 13th Street within the study area is developed with a mix of four- to six-
story brick buildings. On the northeast corner of the intersection of Avenue A and East 13th 
Street is a newly-built, brick and concrete block four-story building with a one-story section on 
East 13 Street. This building is contextually designed, referencing details from neighboring 
buildings such as quoins, a rusticated first floor, contrasting window lintels, and a simplified 
cornice (see igure E , photo 6). In the middle of the block at 523-525 East 13th Street is a 
large, nine-story brick apartment building. The four-bay-wide central section of the building is 
recessed and rises seven stories before a setback  the two two-bay-wide outer portions of the 
building rise six-stories before a setback.    

On the block bounded by East 12th and East 11th Streets, First Avenue, and Avenue A, a charter 
middle school and a public high school are housed in the former P.S. 60 building, a through-
block structure in the middle of the block bounded by East 11th and 12th Streets, First Avenue, 
and Avenue A. The five-story, 60-foot-tall H-plan school building was built in 1923 and is clad 
in brick and limestone. Two raised entrances are recessed from the street, and parking spaces are 
provided between these. The Lower East Side Playground, which includes playground 
equipment, a basketball court, and a soccer field is located to the west of the school building. To 
the west of the playground on East 11th Street is a community garden. A brightly colored mural 
is painted on the building west-adjacent to the soccer field (see igure E , photo 11). A newly-
constructed building is located opposite the school building, at 427 East 12th Street. The black 
brick and metal building rises six-stories without setbacks. East of the school is a large site 
currently under construction for a residential building (see below under Future Without the 
Proposed Project ). 

East of Avenue A, East 12th Street contains three four-story brick apartment buildings with 
ground-floor retail and two five-story brick apartment buildings, one with ground-floor retail. 
These buildings were all constructed in the beginning of the 20th century (see igure E , photo 
12). 



Study Area Views
Figure E-7

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

10View looking northwest from East 12th Street and Avenue A

9South side of East 13th Street, view looking southeast from east of First Avenue



Study Area Views
Figure E-8

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

12East 12th Street east of Avenue A contains a mix of brick buildings constructed in the 
early part of the 20th century. View looking east.

11A soccer field and brightly painted mural are part of the playground space on the 
south side of East 12th Street. View looking southwest.
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ISU L RESOURCES 

PROJECT SITE 

As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, a visual resource is the connection from the public 
realm to significant natural or built features, including views of the waterfront, public parks, 
landmark structures or districts, otherwise distinct buildings or groups of buildings, or natural 
resources. As described above, the project site is vacant, and there are no visual resources 
located on the project site. The five story residential building on the air rights parcel is not 
considered to be a visual resource.  

STUDY AREA 

Visual resources within the study area consist of historic architectural resources and natural 
resources. As described above, the Immaculate Conception Church and Clergy House located 
west of the project site on the project block are stone and brick buildings dating to 1894 (see 

igure E , photo 7). The tall bell tower of the church is a notable visual element within study 
area views.  

Along East 14th Street, views are long. To the west, views include the Consolidated Edison 
Company Building (a New York City Landmark that has been determined eligible for listing on 
the State and National Registers of Historic Places) located at the northeast corner of Irving 
Place and East 14th Street. The tall, white tower with hipped roof rises approximately 478 feet 
and is a distinctive landmark in the area (see igure E , photo 13). To the east, views extend to 
the large Con Ed power plant located at the East River waterfront. Within the study area, the 
landscaped grounds and mature trees within and surrounding Stuyvesant Town are considered to 
be a visual resource. 

Views east and west along East 12th and East 13th Streets tend to be shorter as the streets are 
narrower and lined with street trees. Avenue A provides long views to the south, including 
mature trees in Tompkins Square Park  views to the north on the avenue terminate at Stuyvesant 
Town.  

D  THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

PRO ECT SITE 

Absent the proposed project, it is assumed that the project site will remain vacant and no 
development would occur.  

E ECTS O  OTHER UTURE PRO ECTS 

As discussed in Attachment A, Land Use, oning, and Public Policy,  there are four developments 
that are expected to be constructed by the 2018 analysis year in the 400-foot study area. 438 East 
12th Street, a six-story, approximately 80-foot-tall, 82-unit residential development, is 
anticipated to be completed and occupied in 2017. As currently designed, the facade will feature 
brick, aluminum, and glazing. At 222 Avenue A (504-530 East 14th Street), a seven-story, 
approximately 80-foot-tall, 150-unit mixed-use building is expected to be completed in 2017. 
Additional construction is underway at 436 and 442 East 13th Street, which are both being 
developed with six-story, six unit buildings. 



Study Area Views
Figure E-9

9.28.16

432 E 14TH STREET

13View west to Consolidated Edison building, from East 14th Street and Avenue A
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E  PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

UR N DESIGN 

The CEQR Technical Manual guidelines state that if the preliminary assessment shows that 
changes to the pedestrian environment are sufficiently significant to require greater explanation 
and further study, then a detailed analysis is appropriate. Examples include projects that would 
potentially obstruct view corridors, compete with icons in the skyline, or make substantial 
alterations to the streetscape of a neighborhood by noticeably changing the scale of buildings. 
Detailed analyses also are generally appropriate for areawide rezonings that include an increase 
in permitted floor area or changes in height and setback requirements, general large-scale 
developments, or projects that would result in substantial changes to the built environment of a 
historic district or components of a historic building that contribute to the resource’s historic 
significance. 

PROJECT SITE 

In the future with the proposed project, a new, mixed-use residential and commercial building 
would be constructed on the site. The proposed building would have frontage along East 13th 
and East 14th Streets (see igures E  and E ). The East 13th Street portion of the building 
would be eight stories in height (approximately 80 feet), with a setback above the sixth floor (see 

igure E ). The East 14th Street portion of the building would rise 12 stories (124 feet) 
without setbacks (see igure E ). Retail space would occupy the first floor of the East 14th 
Street portion of the building.  

STUDY AREA 

The proposed new building would be in keeping with the uses, height, and massing of buildings 
in the study area (see igures E  and E ). The East 14th Street portion of the building 
would be similar in height to the 13- and 14-story buildings (133 feet tall) located across the 
street in Stuyvesant Town (see igure E ). The East 13th Street portion of the building would 
have a set back above the sixth floor to maintain the surrounding streetwall height on this street. 
The height of this portion of the building would be in keeping with other recently constructed 
buildings in the area, most notably the adjacent through-block development at 420 East 14th 
Street/427 East 13th Street. The footprint and massing of the proposed building would be in 
keeping with the larger developments in the study area, such as the adjacent through-block 
building, Stuyvesant Town, and 523-525 East 13th Street.  

The proposed project would not be anticipated to adversely affect any urban design features of 
the study area, and would not adversely affect the experience of the pedestrian. 

ISU L RESOURCES 

According to the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, additional visual resources analysis 
is required if: a project would partially or totally block a view corridor or a natural or built 
resource or a natural or built visual resource, and that resource is rare in the area or considered a 
defining feature of the neighborhood  or, a project would change urban design features so that 
the context of a natural or built visual resource is altered (for example, if a project alters the 
street grid so that the approach to the resource changes  if a project changes the scale of 
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surrounding buildings so that the context changes  or if a project removes lawns or other open 
areas that serve as a setting for the resource).  

ey considerations in the assessment of the significance of a visual resource impact may include 
whether the project obstructs important visual resources and whether such obstruction would be 
permanent, seasonal, or temporary  how many viewers would be affected  whether the view is 
unique or do similar views exist  or whether the visual resource can be seen from many other 
locations. 

PROJECT SITE 

There are no visual resources located on the project site or the air rights parcel. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no significant adverse impacts to on-site visual resources. 

VISUAL REOURCES 

The proposed building would not block any view corridors or views to any visual resources. 
Visual resources, including the Church of the Immaculate Conception and Clergy House and 
landscaping surrounding Stuyvesant Town, are located in close proximity to the project site  
however, views to these resources would not be obstructed, and the proposed project would not 
alter the existing street grid or remove open areas that serve as a visual setting for either 
resource. Both resources would remain prominent in views from surrounding streets. Other 
visual resources in the area, such as the Consolidated Edison Building and the mature trees 
located within Tompkins Square Park, are located at a greater distance from the project site, and 
thus the addition of the proposed building would be less notable in the long views toward those 
resources.  

Overall, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on urban design or 
visual resources, or the pedestrian’s experience of these characteristics of the built and natural 
environment. The proposed project does not merit further analysis of urban design and visual 
resources. Ï 
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 INTRODUCTION 
This attachment addresses the potential for the presence of hazardous materials resulting from 
previous and existing uses both on the project site and in the surrounding area, and potential 
risks related to the proposed project with respect to any such hazardous materials. The building 
formerly on the project site has been demolished, and the property is currently a vacant lot, 
capped with the former concrete building slab. The proposed project includes construction of a 
twelve-story mixed-use building with a shared cellar and landscaped areas fronting East 14th 
Street and an eight-story residential building with a shared cellar fronting East 13th Street. 

This assessment was based on the findings of a May 2014 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) performed by HydroTech Environmental Corp., an October 2014 Subsurface 
(Phase II) Investigation prepared by A RF, Inc., a May 2015 Geotechnical Report prepared by 
Mueser Rutledge Consulting Engineers, and Soil Waste Classification Results reports prepared 
by A RF, Inc. dated November 19, 2014, September 4, 2015, and October 5, 2015. 

 E ISTING CONDITIONS 

SU SUR CE CONDITIONS 

The project site is approximately 20 feet above sea level. During the Subsurface (Phase II) 
Investigation, a layer of fill material was observed to depths ranging from 0 to 13 feet (or more) 
overlying apparent native material including sand. Groundwater was encountered between 13 
and 15 feet below grade. Bedrock was not encountered in any of the borings, which extended to 
20 feet. During a subsequent geotechnical investigation conducted in April and May 2015 by 
Mueser Rutledge Consulting Engineers, groundwater was observed at depths ranging from 12 to 
12.5 feet below grade. Based on topography, groundwater is expected to flow east towards the 
East River, located approximately -mile away. Actual groundwater flow can be affected by 
many factors, including bedrock geology, past filling, subway tunnels, and subsurface geology. 

H RDOUS M TERI LS SSESSMENT 

The Phase I ESA identified that the project site was utilized as an ice cream factory and wagon 
builder in 1920, and Department of Sanitation wood and oil yard in 1950. The Phase I ESA also 
identified a former New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
Brownfield Cleanup (BCP) site located immediately northwest adjacent to the project site with 
releases of hazardous materials associated with dry cleaning. The Subsurface (Phase II) 
Investigation identified somewhat elevated levels of semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) 
and metals in soil. Elevated levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and SVOCs in 
groundwater and VOCs in soil vapor were also identified. These studies are discussed in more 
detail below. 
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PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT—432 EAST 14TH STREET,, MANHATTAN, 
NEW YORK, HYDRO TECH ENVIRONMENTAL, CORP., MAY 2014 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment identified two recognized environmental conditions 
(RECs), i.e., the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products in, 
on, or at a property. The first was a 1,000-gallon underground storage tank (UST) containing No. 
2 fuel oil beneath the southern portion of the building. The second was the northwest adjacent 
NYSDEC BCP site. A petroleum spill was reported to have occurred at the dry cleaner 
previously located at 427-429 East 13th Street. Although the BCP site remediation was 
completed in December 2007, a potential for residual soil vapor and vapor intrusion was 
identified. The suspected presence of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) throughout the 
building was also identified. 

SUBSURFACE (PHASE II) INVESTIGATION—432 EAST 14TH STREET, NEW YORK, NEW 
YORK, AKRF, INC., OCTOBER 2014. 

The investigation included a geophysical survey and the advancement of six borings with the 
collection and laboratory analysis of six soil and four groundwater samples. Four subsurface soil 
vapor points were also installed to collect soil vapor samples. The geophysical survey identified 
an anomaly consistent with the suspected UST, in the loading area near East 13th Street. The 
borings encountered up to 15 feet of historical fill material (sand and silt with gravel, brick, 
asphalt, concrete, brick, and glass) underlain by apparent native sand. Groundwater was first 
encountered between approximately 13 and 15 feet below grade, but bedrock was not 
encountered. Laboratory analysis of the soil samples indicated levels of certain VOCs, SVOCs, 
and metals were above 6 NYCRR Part 375 Restricted Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives  
however, these are based on long-term exposure to soil in a multi-family residential setting, a 
scenario which does not occur now and would not occur in the future with the proposed project. 
Groundwater samples did not meet drinking water criteria, but groundwater in Manhattan is not 
used as a source of drinking water. Twenty-four VOCs associated with petroleum or chlorinated 
solvents were detected in the soil vapor samples, including tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and 
trichloroethylene (TCE) above the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) indoor air 
guidance values (AGVs) in one or more samples.  

SOIL WASTE CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS—432 EAST 14TH STREET, NEW YORK, NEW 
YORK, AKRF, INC., NOVEMBER 19, 2014 AND SEPTEMBER 4, 2015 REPORT ADDENDUM  

The report detailed the laboratory results, sampling methodology, and quality assurance 
procedures that were employed during waste characterization soil sampling. The results 
indicated that the majority of the soil/fill materials requiring excavation for the new building 
foundation could be disposed of as non-hazardous material. The test results for Toxicity 
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) lead included in the report identified TCLP lead at 
5,400 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg), above the hazardous waste threshold of 5,000 ug/kg at 
one sample location identified as SB-C1 (0-15’). Based on these results, the soil from grid C1 
would need to be transported and disposed of in accordance with hazardous waste regulatory 
requirements. 
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SOIL WASTE CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS REPORT ADDENDUM #2—432 EAST 14TH 
STREET, NEW YORK, NEW YORK, AKRF, INC., OCTOBER 5, 2015 

The report detailed the laboratory results, sampling methodology, and quality assurance 
procedures that were employed during additional waste characterization soil sampling for 
polycyclic biphenyls (PCBs) and herbicides as well as additional total and TCLP lead testing to 
determine the extent of the hazardous area identified during prior testing. The results indicated 
the subsurface soil beneath the site did not contain PCBs or herbicides above the laboratory 
reporting limits. The results for the soil samples collected for TCLP lead indicated that the 
previously identified hazardous levels in soil boring SB-C1 were not reproducible  therefore, the 
hazardous-lead soil appeared to be limited to the immediate vicinity of boring SB-C1. For 
disposal planning purposes, the soil 10 feet to the east, west and south, and north to the building 
wall of SB-C1 would need to be excavated, transported, and disposed off-site as hazardous 
waste. 

REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN AND CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, 
SUBSURFACE—432 EAST 14TH STREET, NEW YORK, NEW YORK, AKRF, INC., APRIL 
2016. 

The Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP) were 
prepared for the proposed development to present procedures for managing soil and groundwater 
during subsurface disturbance activities. The document included measures for the removal of 
underground storage tanks (USTs), the excavation and the installation of a vapor barrier beneath 
the new building as a protective measure against potential vapor intrusion. The RAP and 
CHASP were approved by the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
on September 8, 2016 (see Appendix A).  

C  THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 
In the future without the proposed project, the project site would be expected to remain in its 
existing condition. Without excavation for new development, there would be no significant 
potential for exposure to subsurface contaminants. The UST, which is no longer in use, would 
require removal or closure-in-place in accordance with NYSDEC regulatory requirements. 

D  PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 
The greatest potential for exposure to any hazardous materials would occur during the proposed 
project’s construction, which would require subsurface disturbance to construct the cellar and 
foundations of the new building. The potential for significant adverse impacts would be avoided 
by adhering to the following: 

x An RAP and CHASP have been approved by the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP), the City agency overseeing the development of this 
property, for implementation during subsurface disturbance. The RAP and CHASP are 
based on the findings of the Subsurface Investigation and waste classification testing and 
address requirements for: management of excavated soils (including stockpiling and 
transportation/disposal of excess soil), dust control, and contingency measures should 
unforeseen petroleum tanks or soil contamination be encountered. The RAP includes a 
provision for a vapor barrier beneath/outside of the foundations of the new building as an 
protective measure against potential vapor intrusion.  
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x The known UST and any additional petroleum tanks encountered during construction would 
be removed (along with any contaminated soil) in accordance with applicable regulations, 
including New York City Fire Department and NYSDEC requirements (including those 
relating to spill reporting and tank registration).  

x If dewatering is necessary during construction, water would be discharged to sewers in 
accordance with DEP requirements. Groundwater would likely require treatment with 
granular activated carbon filters prior to discharge into the New York City sewers system.  

With these measures in place, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts related to hazardous materials. Upon completion of the DEP-approved remedial 
requirements, a P.E.-certified Remedial Closure Report will be submitted to DEP for review and 
approval. This report will demonstrate that all remedial activities have been properly 
implemented, including site capping and installation of a vapor barrier, in accordance with the 
DEP-approved RAP and CHASP. Ï 
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 INTRODUCTION 
This attachment examines the potential effects of the proposed project on the study area’s 
transportation systems. Specifically, it compares conditions in the future with the proposed 
project against conditions in the future without the proposed project in order to determine the 
potential for significant adverse transportation-related impacts. The analyses consider the 2018 
project completion year to identify potential impacts, and if warranted, determine project 
improvement measures that would be appropriate to address those impacts. The travel demand 
projections, trip assignments, and capacity analysis presented in this attachment were conducted 
pursuant to the methodologies outlined in the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual. 

PRINCIP L CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed project’s incremental vehicle, bus, and subway trips during the weekday AM, 
midday, and PM peak hours would be below the CEQR Technical Manual analysis thresholds of 
50 peak hour vehicle trips, 50 peak hour bus riders in a single direction of travel, and 200 peak 
hour subway trips, respectively. Therefore, detailed traffic, bus line haul, and subway analyses 
are not warranted and the proposed project is not expected to result in any significant adverse 
traffic or transit impacts. 

Based on a detailed assignment of project-generated pedestrian trips, one sidewalk and clean 
were identified as warranting detailed analysis for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours. Analyses performed for these pedestrian elements showed that the proposed project 
would not result in any significant adverse pedestrian impacts. Since no area crosswalks and 
traffic intersections were identified to require a detailed analysis of potential impacts, an 
assessment of vehicular and pedestrian safety at area intersections is also not warranted. 

The CEQR Technical Manual states that if a quantified traffic analysis is not required, it is likely 
that a parking assessment is also not warranted. Per conclusions made above for traffic, an on- 
and off-street parking analysis is not required and the proposed project is not expected to result 
in any significant adverse parking impacts. 

 PRELIMIN R  N L SIS METHODOLOG  ND SCREENING 
SSESSMENT 

The CEQR Technical Manual recommends a two-tier screening procedure for the preparation of 
a preliminary analysis  to determine if quantified analyses of transportation conditions are 
warranted. As discussed below, the preliminary analysis begins with a trip generation analysis 
(Level 1) to estimate the volume of person and vehicle trips attributable to the proposed project. 
If the proposed project is expected to result in fewer than 50 peak hour vehicle trips and fewer 
than 200 peak hour transit or pedestrian trips, further quantified analyses are not warranted. 
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When these thresholds are exceeded, detailed trip assignments (Level 2) are performed to 
estimate the incremental trips at specific transportation elements and to identify potential 
locations for further analyses. If the trip assignments show that the proposed project would result 
in 50 or more peak hour vehicle trips at an intersection, 200 or more peak hour subway trips at a 
station, 50 or more peak hour bus trips in one direction along a bus route, or 200 or more peak 
hour pedestrian trips traversing a pedestrian element, then further quantified analyses may be 
warranted to assess the potential for significant adverse impacts on traffic, transit, pedestrians, 
parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety. 

C GROUND 

For the purposes of this analysis, trip estimates are based on the program shown in Table G . 
In the future with the proposed actions (the With Action  condition), the project site would be 
redeveloped with a mixed-use residential building with frontage along East 13th and East 14th 
streets. The proposed project would contain approximately 155 dwelling units (including 31 
affordable units) and approximately 17,168 square feet of retail space on portions of the ground 
floor and cellar level. Absent the proposed actions, in the future without the proposed actions 
(the No Action  condition), no development is anticipated to occur on the project site. 

Table G
uture ith ction Develop ent Progra  ssu ptions

C   N   I  
      

      
 

The proposed uses would result in incremental trip generation, as detailed below. The proposed 
building would have pedestrian access on both the East 13th Street and East 14th Street sides of 
the building. The East 13th Street side would provide partial access to the residential use. The 
East 14th Street side would provide access to both the residential and retail uses. 

LE EL  SCREENING SSESSMENT 

A Level 1 trip generation screening assessment was conducted to estimate the numbers of person 
and vehicle trips by mode expected to be generated by the proposed project during the weekday 
AM, midday, and PM peak hours. These estimates were then compared to the CEQR Technical 
Manual thresholds to determine if a Level 2 screening and/or quantified operational analyses 
would be warranted. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

Trip generation factors for the proposed project were developed based on information from the 
2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the 2008 East 
Village/Lower East Side Rezoning EIS, the 2012 NYU Core FEIS, and U.S. Census Data, as 
summarized in Table G . 
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Table G
Travel De and ssu ptions
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 O    
    

   
   

D  D  T    
G  R    
      
          
  M MD M M MD M 
D  T    
         
D  D        

       
       
       

S    CEQR Technical Manual 
   East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning EIS  
            
   NYU Core FEIS  

 

Residential 
The daily person trip rate and temporal distribution are from the CEQR Technical Manual. 
Modal splits are based on the ourney-to-Work ( TW) data from the 2011-2015 U.S. Census 
Bureau American Community Survey (ACS). The directional distributions for all peak periods 
are from the 2008 East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning EIS. The vehicle occupancies are from 
the 2011-2015 U.S. Census ACS for autos and from the East Village/Lower East Side Rezoning 
EIS for taxis. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and directional distributions are from the 
CEQR Technical Manual. 

Local Retail 
The daily trip generation rate for the local neighborhood retail component is from the CEQR 
Technical Manual. The modal splits were obtained from the 2012 NYU Core FEIS. The vehicle 
occupancies were obtained from the NYU Core FEIS. The temporal and directional distributions 
for all peak periods were obtained from the CEQR Technical Manual and the NYU Core FEIS, 
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respectively. The daily delivery trip rate and temporal and directional distributions are from the 
CEQR Technical Manual. 

TRAVEL DEMAND PROJECTION SUMMARY 

As summarized in Table G  the proposed project would generate a total of 231, 734, and 492 
incremental person trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
Approximately 15, 40, and 28 incremental vehicle trips would be generated during the same 
respective time periods. 

Table G
Trip Generation Su ary  Incre ental Trips

 T   T  
  I O   T  S  C    T  I O  T  D  T  

 
            
            
            

 
            
            
            

 
            
            
            

 

LE EL  SCREENING 

TRAFFIC 

As shown in Table G , the proposed project would generate 15, 40, and 28 incremental vehicle 
trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. Because these peak 
hour incremental vehicle trips are below the CEQR Technical Manual analysis threshold of 50 
peak hour vehicle trips, a detailed traffic analysis is not warranted and the proposed project is 
not expected to result in any significant adverse traffic impacts. 

TRANSIT 

As detailed in Table G , the proposed project would generate 72, 74, and 95 incremental 
person trips by subway during the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
Because these peak hour incremental trips would not result in trip-making exceeding the CEQR 
Technical Manual analysis threshold of 200 peak hour trips at any single subway station/line, a 
detailed analysis of subway facilities is not warranted and the proposed project is not expected to 
result in any significant adverse subway impacts. Similarly, the incremental bus trips generated 
by the proposed project 19, 46, and 36 person trips during the weekday AM, midday, and PM 
peak hours, respectively would not result in trip-making exceeding the CEQR Technical 
Manual analysis threshold of 50 peak hour bus riders for any bus route in a single direction. 
Therefore, a detailed bus line-haul analysis is also not warranted and the proposed project is not 
expected to result in any significant adverse bus line-haul impacts. 

PEDESTRIANS 

All person trips generated by the proposed project would traverse the pedestrian elements (i.e., 
sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks) surrounding the project site. As shown in Table G , the net 
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incremental pedestrian trips would be greater than 200 during the AM, midday, and PM peak 
hours. A Level 2 screening assessment (presented in the section below) was conducted to 
determine if there is a need for additional quantified pedestrian analyses. 

LE EL  SCREENING SSESSMENT 

As part of the Level 2 screening assessment, project-generated trips were assigned to specific 
intersections and pedestrian elements near the project site. As previously stated, further 
quantified analyses to assess the potential impacts of the proposed project on the transportation 
system would be warranted if the trip assignments were to identify key pedestrian elements 
incurring 200 or more peak hour pedestrian trips. 

SITE ACCESS AND EGRESS 

The proposed building would have pedestrian access on both the East 13th Street and East 14th 
Street sides of the building. The East 13th Street side would provide partial access to the 
residential use. The East 14th Street side would provide access to both the residential and retail 
uses. 

PEDESTRIANS 

As shown in Table G , the projected peak hour pedestrian trips would exceed the CE R 
analysis threshold of 200 pedestrians during the midday and PM weekday peak hours. Level 2 
pedestrian trip assignments were individually developed for all the proposed development 
components and are shown in igures G  through G  and discussed below.  

x Auto Trips Motorists would park at parking facilities in the study area. 
x Taxi Trips Taxi patrons would get dropped off and picked up along East 14th Street, East 

13th Street, First Avenue, and Avenue A. 
x City Bus Trips City bus riders would use buses along East 14th Street, First Avenue, and 

Second Avenue, and would get on/off at bus stops nearest to the project site.  
x Subway Trips Subway riders were assigned to the First Avenue Station (L train). 
x Walk-Only Trips Pedestrian walk-only trips were developed by distributing project-

generated person trips to surrounding pedestrian facilities (i.e., sidewalks, corner reservoirs, 
and crosswalks) based on population data as well as the land use characteristics of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Based on the detailed assignment of pedestrian trips, 1 sidewalk and 2 corners were selected for 
detailed analysis for the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak hours, as shown in Table G . 
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Table G
Pedestrian Level  Screening nalysis Results Selected nalysis Locations
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C  TR NSPORT TION N L SIS METHODOLOGIES 

PEDESTRI N OPER TIONS 

The adequacy of the study area’s sidewalk and corner reservoir capacities in relation to the 
demand imposed on them is evaluated based on the methodologies presented in the 2010 HCM, 
pursuant to procedures detailed in the CEQR Technical Manual. 

The primary performance measure for sidewalks and walkways is pedestrian space, expressed as 
square feet per pedestrian (SFP), which is an indicator of the quality of pedestrian movement and 
comfort. The calculation of the sidewalk SFP is based on the pedestrian volumes by direction, 
the effective sidewalk or walkway width, and average walking speed. The SFP forms the basis 
for a sidewalk Level of Service (LOS) analysis. The determination of sidewalk LOS is also 
dependent on whether the pedestrian flow being analyzed is best described as non-platoon  or 
platoon.  Non-platoon flow occurs when pedestrian volume within the peak 15-minute period 

is relatively uniform, whereas, platoon flow occurs when pedestrian volumes vary significantly 
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with the peak 15-minute period. Such variation typically occurs near bus stops, subway stations, 
and/or where adjacent crosswalks account for much of the walkway’s pedestrian volume. 

Street corners are not easily measured in terms of free pedestrian flow, as they are influenced by 
the effects of traffic signals. Street corners must be able to provide sufficient space for a mix of 
standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians (crossing the street or 
moving around the corner). The HCM methodologies apply a measure of time and space 
availability based on the area of the corner, the timing of the intersection signal, and the 
estimated space used by circulating pedestrians. The total time-space  available for these 
activities, expressed in square feet-second, is calculated by multiplying the net area of the corner 
(in square feet) by the signal’s cycle length. The analysis then determines the total circulation 
time for all pedestrian movements at the corner per signal cycle (expressed as pedestrians per 
second). The ratio of net time-space divided by the total pedestrian circulation volume per signal 
cycle provides the LOS measurement of available SFP. The LOS standards for sidewalks and 
corner reservoirs are summarized in Table G . The CEQR Technical Manual specifies 
acceptable LOS as mid-LOS D or better (minimum of 31.5 SFP platoon flows for sidewalks  
minimum of 19.5 SFP for corners) in Central Business District (CBD) settings, which include 
the project study area. 

Table G
Level of Service Criteria for Pedestrian Ele ents

LOS 
S

C  R  N   
          
    d      d      d   
    d      d      d   
    d      d      d   
    d      d      d   
 d   d   d   

N        
S           CEQR Technical Manual  

 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT CRITERIA 

The determination of significant pedestrian impacts considers the level of predicted decrease in 
pedestrian space between the No Action and With Action conditions. For different pedestrian 
elements, flow conditions, and area types, the CE R procedure for impact determination 
corresponds with various sliding-scale formulas, as further detailed below. 

Sidewalks 
There are two sliding-scale formulas for determining significant sidewalk impacts. For non-
platoon flow, the determination of significant sidewalk impacts is based on the sliding scale 
using the following formula: Y t /(9.0  0.31), where Y is the decrease in pedestrian space in 
SFP and  is the No Action pedestrian space in SFP. For platoon flow, the sliding-scale formula 
is Y t /(9.5  0.321). Since a decrease in pedestrian space within acceptable levels would not 
constitute a significant impact, these formulas would apply only if the With Action pedestrian 
space falls short of LOS C in non-CBD areas or mid-LOS D in CBD areas. Table G  
summarizes the sliding scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical Manual for determining 
potential significant sidewalk impacts. 
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Table G
Significant I pact Guidance for Side al s 
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Corner Reservoirs 
The determination of significant corner impacts is also based on a sliding scale using the 
following formula: Y t /(9.0  0.31), where Y is the decrease in pedestrian space in SFP and  
is the No Action pedestrian space in SFP. Since a decrease in pedestrian space within acceptable 
levels would not constitute a significant impact, this formula would apply only if the With 
Action pedestrian space falls short of LOS C in non-CBD areas or mid-LOS D in CBD areas. 
Table G  summarizes the sliding scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical Manual for 
determining potential significant corner reservoir impacts. 
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Table G
Significant I pact Guidance for Corners 
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D  DET ILED PEDESTRI N N L SIS 
As described above in Section B, Preliminary Analysis Methodology and Screening 
Assessment,  Level 1 and Level 2 screening analyses were prepared to identify the pedestrian 
elements warranted a detailed analysis. Based on the assignment of pedestrian trips, one 
sidewalk and one corner were selected for analysis for the weekday midday and PM peak hours. 

 E ISTING CONDITIONS 

Pedestrian data were collected in une 2016 in accordance with procedures outlined in the CEQR 
Technical Manual during the weekday hours of 7:00 AM to 10:00 AM, 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, 
and 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM. Peak hours were determined by comparing rolling hourly averages and 
the highest 15-minute volumes within the selected peak hours were selected for analysis. The 
existing peak hour pedestrian volumes are shown in igures G  through G . As shown in 
Tables G  and G , all sidewalk and corner reservoir analysis locations currently operate at 
favorable LOS A and B. 
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Table G
 Existing Conditions  Side al  nalysis
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Table G
 Existing Conditions  Corner nalysis
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THE UTURE ITHOUT THE PROPOSED CTIONS 

In the No Action condition, no new development would take place on the project site. No Action 
condition pedestrian volumes were estimated by increasing existing pedestrian levels to reflect 
expected growth in overall travel through and within the study area. As per CEQR guidelines, an 
annual background growth rate of 0.25 percent was assumed for the years 2016 to 2018. A total 
of 8 development projects expected to occur in the No Action condition (No Build projects) were 
identified as being planned for the 1/4-mile study area (see igure G ). However, some of these 
planned projects are modest in size and would be very modest traffic generators. After reviewing 
the development programs for each of the planned projects, it was determined that background 
growth will address the increase in pedestrian levels for 5 of the small- to moderate-sized projects in 
the study area. For the other No Build projects, person and vehicle trips were determined and 
incorporated into the No Action analyses. Table G  and igure G  summarize the projects 
that were accounted for in this future 2018 baseline, including those that were considered as part 
of the study area background growth. Trips generated in the No Action condition are shown in 

igures G  through G . 
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Table G
No uild Projects Expected to be Co plete by 
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STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

As shown in Tables G  and G , in the No Action condition, both sidewalk and corner 
reservoir analysis locations will continue to operate at favorable LOS A and B. 
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Table G
 No ction Condition  Corner nalysis
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PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

Project-generated pedestrian volumes were assigned to the pedestrian network considering current 
land uses in the area, population distribution, available transit services, and surrounding pedestrian 
facilities. The hourly incremental pedestrian volumes presented above in Section B, Level 2 
Screening Assessment,  were added to the projected 2018 No Action volumes to generate the 2018 
With Action pedestrian volumes for analysis (see igures G  through G ). 

STREET-LEVEL PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 

As shown in Tables G  and G , both sidewalk and corner reservoir analysis locations 
would continue to operate at favorable LOS A and B. Based on the CEQR Technical Manual 
sliding scale impact thresholds, no significant adverse pedestrian impacts were identified for 
either one of the sidewalk and corner analysis locations during the weekday AM, midday, or PM 
peak hours. 
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 INTRODUCTION 
The potential for air quality impacts associated with the proposed mixed-use project at 432 East 
14th Street in the East Village neighborhood of Manhattan (Block 441, Lots 23 and 32) was 
analyzed.  

The proposed project is not expected to significantly alter traffic conditions. The maximum 
hourly increase in traffic volume due to the proposed project would not exceed the 2014 City 
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual carbon monoxide screening threshold 
of 170 auto trips during peak hour at nearby intersections in the study area, nor would it exceed 
the particulate matter (PM) screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311 of 
the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, a mobile source analysis is not required. 

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 major or large emission sources (e.g., a power 
plant) requiring federal or state facility permits. To assess the potential effects of these existing 
sources on the proposed project, a review of existing permitted facilities was conducted. The 
nearest existing major or large emission source is the East River Generating Station operated by 
Con Edison, located more than 1,000 feet from the project area. Therefore, analysis of the 
potential impact of large sources on the proposed project is not required. 

The proposed project involves the development of a mixed-use building containing 155 dwelling 
units and commercial use with a 12-story frontage facing East 14th Street, and an 8-story 
frontage facing East 13th Street. Since the proposed building would include a fossil fuel-fired 
heat and hot water system, an analysis of potential future pollutant concentrations from this 
source was conducted. As presented below, there would be no potential for significant adverse 
air quality impacts from the proposed project’s heat and hot water systems. Therefore, overall, 
no significant adverse air quality impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

 METHODOLOG  
Two analyses were prepared to assess the potential for air quality impacts associated with 
emissions from the proposed project’s heat and hot water systems, according to the methods 
described in the CEQR Technical Manual. It was conservatively assumed that the heat and hot 
water system would utilize No. 2 fuel oil. The main pollutant of concern when burning No. 2 fuel 
oil is sulfur dioxide (SO2). An initial screening analysis was prepared using the methodology for 
the initial screening of impacts from heat and hot water system described in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, and further screening was prepared using the EPA approved AERSCREEN model to 
evaluate potential impacts on concentrations of 1-hour average nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 1-hour 
average concentrations of SO2, and 24-hour and annual average concentrations of PM less than 2.5 
micrometers in diameter (PM2.5).  
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INITI L SCREENING 

An initial screening analysis was performed using the methodology described in Section 322.1 
of Chapter 17 of the CEQR Technical Manual. This methodology determines the threshold of 
development size below which the action would not have a significant adverse impact for most 
pollutants and averaging periods. The screening procedure utilizes information regarding the 
type of fuel to be burned, the maximum development size, and the exhaust stack height to 
evaluate whether or not a significant impact is possible. 

Based on the distance from the development to the nearest building of similar or greater height, 
if the maximum development size is greater than the threshold size in the CEQR Technical 
Manual, then there is the potential for significant air quality impacts and a refined dispersion 
modeling analysis would be required. Otherwise, the source passes the screening analysis.  

The nearest building of similar or greater height would be 630 feet from the project site. This is 
further than the 400 foot maximum screening distance, therefore a distance of 400 feet was 
chosen in accordance with the guidance provided in the CEQR Technical Manual. 

However, since the screening does not address the most recently introduced standards, additional 
screening was undertaken (see below).  

ERSCREEN N L SIS 

Potential 1-hour NO2, 1-hour SO2, and 24-hour and annual average PM2.5 impacts from the 
proposed project’s heat and hot water system’s emissions were evaluated using the EPA’s 
AERSCREEN model (version 15181 EPA, 2015). The AERSCREEN model predicts worst-case 
1-hour average concentrations downwind from a point, area, or volume source. AERSCREEN 
generates application-specific worst-case meteorology using representative minimum and 
maximum ambient air temperatures, and site-specific surface characteristics such as albedo, 
Bowen ratio, and surface roughness length.1 The AERSCREEN model was used to calculate 
worst-case ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants from the proposed project downwind of 
the stack. Potential 1-hour average NO2 and 1-hour average SO2 concentrations, added to 
representative background concentrations in the area, were compared with the National Ambient 
Air uality Standards (NAA S). Potential 24-hour and annual average incremental concentrations 
of PM2.5 were compared with PM2.5 de minimis criteria thresholds defined in the CEQR Technical 
Manual. 

The model incorporates the Plume Rise Model Enhancements (PRIME) downwash algorithm, 
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). AERSCREEN applies the PRIME algorithm based 
on inputs from the Building Profile Input Program for PRIME (BPIPPRM) to provide a detailed 
analysis of downwash influences on a direction-specific basis. AERSCREEN also incorporates 
complex terrain algorithms and uses a terrain processor to account for the terrain in the vicinity 
of the source on a direction-specific basis. 

                                                      
1 The albedo is the fraction of the total incident solar radiation reflected by the ground surface. The Bowen 

ratio is the ratio of the sensible heat flux to the latent (evaporative) heat flux. The surface roughness 
length is related to the height of obstacles to the wind flow and represents the height at which the mean 
horizontal wind speed is zero based on a logarithmic profile. 
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The AERSCREEN model was run both with and without the influence of building downwash, 
using urban diffusion coefficients that were based on a review of land-use maps of the area. 
Other model options were selected based on EPA guidance. 

Nitrogen oxides (nitric oxide NO  and NO2, collectively referred to as NOx) are emitted mostly 
as NO and are transformed to NO2 as part of the chemical reactions in the atmosphere. 
Maximum 1-hour average NO2 concentrations were estimated using an NO2 to NOx ratio of 0.8. 
The 0.8 ratio used for the maximum 1-hour concentration is the recommended default ratio per 
EPA’s guidance for NO2 modeling.2 

EMISSION RATES AND STACK PARAMETERS 

The stack exhaust parameters and emission rates used in the AERSCREEN analysis are 
presented in Table H . Annual emissions rates from the heat and hot water system were 
calculated based on fuel consumption estimates, using energy use estimates based on the type of 
development and size of the building (166,177 gross square feet gsf ) as recommended in the 
CEQR Technical Manual, and applying the EPA’s emission factors for No. 2 fuel oil-fired 
boilers.3 The short-term emission rates were calculated by scaling the annual emissions to 
account for a 100-day heating season. The exhaust from the heat and hot water system was 
assumed to be vented through a single stack located on the bulkhead roof of the building at a 
height of 145 feet above grade (3 feet above the roof). The exhaust velocity was calculated based 
on the exhaust flowrate for the boiler capacity estimated using the energy use of the proposed 
project and EPA’s fuel factors4. Assumptions for stack diameter and exhaust temperature for the 
proposed system were obtained from a survey of boiler exhaust data performed and provided by 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and were used to calculate 
the exhaust velocity. 

Table H  
Heat and Hot ater Syste  Stac  Para eters and 

E ission Rates 
S   

    
    

      
     

Emission Rate (grams/second)
    
    

     
    

 

                                                      
2 EPA. Memorandum: Clarification on the use of AERMOD Dispersion Modeling for Demonstrating 

Compliance with the NO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. September 30, 2014. 
3 EPA. Compilations of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42. Fifth Edition, Volume I, Chapter 1, 

Section 3. http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42. September, 1998. 
4 Table 19-2 40 C.F.R Chapter I Subchapter C Part 60 
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RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

A receptor is specific location at which concentrations are projected. Receptor information 
provides the distance from the source, terrain height, and height above ground for selected 
locations. The screening analysis considered the effect of the proposed project’s stationary 
source emissions on a residential building located at 445 East 14th Street (which is the nearest 
building with a height above 100 feet above grade, at approximately 130 feet away from the 
proposed project on the side closest to the receptor building), as well as other adjacent buildings 
that are three to seven stories shorter than the proposed project (with heights between 50 and 90 
feet above grade) that were also considered due to its proximity. 

BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS 

To estimate the maximum expected total NO2 and SO2 concentrations at a given receptor, the 
maximum concentration increments predicted from the heating system were added to the 
corresponding background concentrations (see Table H ). These background levels represent 
the 98th and 99th percentile annually of the daily-highest 1-hour average NO2 and SO2 
concentrations, respectively (these are the statistical forms of the respective standards) that were 
measured at the nearest New York State Department of Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) background monitoring station for each of the pollutants. It was 
conservatively assumed that these high background concentrations occur on all days.  

Table H
Maxi u  ac ground Pollutant Concentrations

or Heat and Hot ater Syste  nalysis

   L  
 

C  
S  

 
        
        
          
       

N  
    

    
    de minimis             

        
 de minimis          

 

The background concentration for annual average PM2.5 is not used since the criterion for this 
standard is based on incremental concentrations only, as described above. However, the de 
minimis criterion for 24-hour average PM2.5 takes into account the background concentration. 

PRO LE IMP CTS O  THE PROPOSED PRO ECT 

INITIAL SCREENING 

The results of the simplified screening analysis are presented in igure H . The distance below 
which impacts might occur on buildings of similar height was determined to be approximately 
141 feet. There would be no building of similar height within 400 feet of the project site. 
Therefore, a distance of 400 feet was chosen in accordance with the guidance provided in the CEQR 
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Technical Manual. Since annual average SO2 is the critical pollutant in this analysis, impacts 
would also not be expected for the annual average NO2, PM10, and CO standards. 

AERSCREEN ANALYSIS 

The results of the AERSCREEN analysis for 1-hour average NO2, 1-hour average SO2, and 24-
hour and annual average PM2.5 are presented in Table H . The projected potential impacts from 
the proposed project’s heat and hot water system on all pollutant concentrations are less than 
their respective thresholds (NAA S and de minimis criteria). 

Table H
Maxi u  Modeled Pollutant Concentrations g

 
 

 
M  M  

I  C  
T  I  

C  C  
      
      

  
    
     

N  
  

     de minimis           
         

     de minimis     
 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the results of both screening analyses, the proposed project’s heat and hot water 
systems would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. Ï 
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 INTRODUCTION 
The proposed project at 432 East 14th Street 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, the effects of ambient noise adjacent to the project site (including noise 
from vehicular traffic) are addressed in the following attachment. The analysis determines the 
level of building attenuation necessary to ensure that the proposed building’s interior noise 
levels satisfy applicable 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual 
interior noise criteria. 

 COUSTICS UND MENT LS 
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). 

EIGHTED SOUND LE EL D  

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 I , the 
threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA  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. 
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Table I  
Co on Noise Levels 
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N               

       
S     Handbook of Environmental Acoustics,  

         
     

 

SOUND LE EL DESCRIPTORS 

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment and 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.  

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 little, Leq will be approximately equal to the L50 or the median value. 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. In community noise measurements, it has been observed that the Leq is generally 
between L10 and L50. 

For purposes of the proposed project, the L10 descriptor has been selected as the noise descriptor 
to be used in this noise impact evaluation. The 1-hour L10 is the noise descriptor used in the 
CEQR Technical Manual noise exposure guidelines for CE R classification.  
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C  NOISE ST ND RDS ND CRITERI  

NE  OR  CE R NOISE CRITERI  

The CEQR Technical Manual defines attenuation requirements for buildings based on exterior 
noise level (see Table I ). Recommended noise attenuation values for buildings are designed to 
maintain interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower for residential uses and interior noise levels of 
50 dBA or lower for commercial uses and are determined based on exterior L10(1) noise levels. 

Table I
Re uired ttenuation alues to chieve cceptable Interior Noise Levels

 M  U  C  U  
  

  
 

   d     d     d     d     
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S         

 

D  E ISTING NOISE LE ELS 
Existing noise levels at the project site were measured at two locations. Site 1 was located on 
East 14th Street between First Avenue and Avenue A, and Site 2 was located on East 13th Street 
between First Avenue and Avenue A (see igure I ). 

At the receptor sites, the existing noise levels were measured for a 20-minute period during the 
three weekday peak periods AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM), midday (MD) (12:00 PM to 2:00 
PM), and PM (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM). Measurements were taken on February 11, 2016 and 
February 25, 2016. 

E UIPMENT USED DURING NOISE MONITORING 

Measurements were performed using a Br el & j r Sound Level Meter (SLM) Type 2260, a 
Br el & j r -inch microphone Type 4189, and a Br el & j r Sound Level Calibrator Type 
4231. The SLM has a valid laboratory calibration within 1 year, as is standard practice. The 
Br el & j r SLM is a Type 1 instrument according to ANSI Standard S1.4-1983 (R2006). The 
microphone was mounted at a height of approximately five feet above the ground surface on a 
tripod and at least approximately five feet away from any large reflecting surfaces. The SLM 
was calibrated before and after readings with a Br el & j r Type 4231 Sound Level Calibrator 
using the appropriate adaptor. Measurements 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, L90, and 1/3 octave band levels. 
A windscreen was used during all sound measurements except for calibration. All measurement 
procedures were based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI Standard S1.13-2005. 

The results of the existing noise level measurements are summarized in Table I . 
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Table I
Existing Noise Levels in d

S  L  
T  

 L  L  L  L  L  

        
  

     
     
     

        
  

     
     
     

N              
 

At the receptor site, vehicular traffic was the dominant noise source. Measured levels are 
relatively low to moderate and reflect the level of vehicular activity on the adjacent roadways. In 
terms of the CE R criteria, the existing noise levels at Site 1 are in the marginally 
unacceptable  category and the existing noise levels at Site 2 are in the marginally acceptable  
category. 

E  NOISE TTENU TION ME SURES 
As shown in Table I , 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 45 dBA 
or lower for residential uses and 50 dBA or lower for commercial uses. The results of the 
building attenuation analysis are summarized in Table I . 

Table I
CE R uilding ttenuation Re uire ents

T   
 

R  S  
M  M  

L    
 R

  

  
  

   
    

    

  
  

   
      

N  
               

    
              CEQR Technical Manual   

            
 

The attenuation of a composite structure is a function of the attenuation provided by each of its 
component parts and how much of the area is made up of each part. Normally, a building fa ade 
consists of wall, glazing, and any vents or louvers associated with the building mechanical 
systems in various ratios of area. Currently, the proposed design for the building includes 
acoustically rated windows and central air conditioning as an alternate means of ventilation. The 
proposed building’s fa ades, including these elements, would be designed to provide a 
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composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (OITC) rating1 greater than or equal to those 
listed in above in Table I , along with an alternative means of ventilation in all habitable rooms 
of the residential units. By adhering to these design specifications, the proposed building will 
provide sufficient attenuation to achieve the CE R interior noise level guideline of 45 dBA or 
lower for residential uses and 50 dBA or lower for commercial uses, which would be considered 
acceptable according to CE R interior noise level guidelines. 

 MECH NIC L E UIPMENT 
It is assumed that the building’s mechanical systems (i.e., HVAC 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 to avoid producing levels that would result in any significant increase in 
ambient noise levels. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse 
noise impacts related to building mechanical equipment. Ï 

 

                                                      
1 The OITC classification is defined by ASTM International (ASTM E1332) and provides a single-

number rating that is used for designing a building fa ade including walls, doors, glazing, and 
combinations thereof. The OITC rating is designed to evaluate building elements by their ability to 
reduce the overall loudness of ground and air transportation noise. 
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 [X] No archaeological significance 
 
 
Comments: ARCHAEOLOGY REVIEW ONLY. 
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SIGNATURE       DATE 
Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 
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Sincerely,

Ruth L. Pierpont
Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation

Based upon this review, it is the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation’s opinion that your project will have no impact on archaeological and/or historic 
resources listed in or eligible for the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places.

If further correspondence is required regarding this project, please be sure to refer to the 
OPRHP Project Review (PR) number noted above.

Re:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP). We have reviewed the project in accordance with the New York State 
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (Section 14.09 of the New York Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation Law). These comments are those of the OPRHP and relate only to 
Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include potential environmental impacts to New York 
State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered 
as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8) and its implementing 
regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617).

April 20, 2015

Mrs. Claudia Cooney
Vice President
AKRF, Inc.
440 Park Avenue South
7th floor
New York, NY 10016     

HFA
435 East 13th Street Residential Development
432 East 14th Street, New York, NY 10009
15PR01790

Dear Mrs. Cooney:

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • www.nysparks.com

ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ROSE HARVEY
Commissioner
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