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Paula Z. Segal, Esq. | Equitable Neighborhoods Practice | 123 William Street, 16th Floor | New York NY 10038
psegal@urbanjustice.org | (646) 459-306

October 17, 2018

COMMENTS TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
ON PROPOSAL TO ADD FOUR MEGATOWERS TO THE SITE PLAN OF THE TWO BRIDGES
LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (LSRD) AS MODIFICATION OF PRIOR
APPROVED LSRD SITE PLANS
M180506(B) ZSM, M180507(C) ZSM, M180505(A) ZSM

AND ON PROPOSED CERTIFICATION TO MODIFY GROUND-FLOOR COMMERCIAL USE
REQUIREMENT, N180498 ZCM

My name is Paula Z. Segal. I am a senior staff attorney at the Community Development Project (CDP),
a non-profit legal services organization that works with grassroots and community-based groups in New York
City to dismantle racial, economic and social oppression. My practice, Equitable Neighborhoods, works with
directly impacted communities to respond to City planning processes and private developers, helping to make
sure that people of color, immigrants, and other low-income residents who have built our city are not pushed out
in the name of “progress.”

I am submitting these comments today in my capacity as counsel to Good Old Lower East Side -
GOLES, CAAAV: Organizing Asian Communities, Tenants United Fighting for the Lower East Side
(TUFF-LES) and the Lands End One Tenants Association (LEOTA).

We urge you to use the power at your disposal to turn down the out of scale proposals in order to
simultaneously protect the existing low income neighborhood and to shield the City from litigation that will
surely result if the Commission approves these towers via a process that has never been properly promulgated.

I will use my time here today to comment on the obfuscated and illegal process through which these
applications reach you today. You will hear from my clients and their members about the devastation to the

community that the proposed megatowers would bring if approved.
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The Two Bridges LSRD site plan has been under the control of this Commission since the creation of
the LSRD in 1972, when construction plans for buildings in the LSRD that would otherwise not be permitted by
the Zoning Resolution were approved by the Commission in the newly cleared Two Bridges Urban Renewal
Area, conditioned on the plans for the entire area submitted by the public agencies leading the development of
the area.' It is significant that the LSRD was created after the 1961 Zoning Resolution of the City of New York
(herein “ZR”) initially assigned C6-4 zoning to the lots in the LSRD. The LSRD is more restrictive than the
underlying zoning. The zoning resolution is clear that where there are two sets of regulations applicable to a
particular lot, the more restrictive terms control.?

The LSRD is more restrictive and more recent than the underlying zoning, thus all development must
comply with it. The ZR permits development in the LSRD area only as described in the original LSRD
application and subsequent amendments.> Each amendment that has been made has included a site plan as part
of the condition on which approval rest. The enormous buildings the applicants seek to build now were not part
of the original LSRD plan as adopted in 1972, nor part of the amendments made for construction in later
Authorized and Permitted Phases. We have gathered the plans that were part of conditions to the prior approvals
and would be happy to share them with the Commission after the hearing if you cannot get access to them

directly from the Department using the citations we have provided.

'CP21885 (May 15, 1972 CPC approval includes this condition: “The premises shall be developed in size and
arrangement as stated in the application and as indicated on the plans filed with this application™).

2 Zoning Resolution of the City of New York §§ 11-22 (“Whenever any provision of this Resolution and any
other provisions of law, whether set forth in this Resolution or in any other law, ordinance or resolution of any
kind, impose overlapping or contradictory regulations over the use of land... that provision which is more
restrictive or imposes higher standards or requirements shall govern.”)

3 CPC21885 (June 15, 1973; CPC approval is subject to the same conditions enumerated in the May 15, 1972
approval); C760143ZLM (February 9, 1977 CPC approval includes this condition: “The premises shall be
developed in size and arrangement substantially as proposed and as indicated on plans filed with the
application”); N830316ZAM (December 8, 1982 CPC approval includes this condition: “The premises shall be
developed in size and arrangement substantially as proposed and as indicated on the plans filed with the
application”); N850737ZAM (August 28, 1985 CPC approval includes this condition: “The premises shall be
developed in size and arrangement substantially as proposed and as indicated on the plans filed with the
application”); N860727ZAM (March 17, 1986 CPC approval includes this condition: “The premises shall be
developed in size and arrangement substantially as proposed and as indicated on the plans filed with the
application”); C950078ZSM (January 18, 1995 CPC approval includes this condition: “The property that is the
subject of this application (C950078ZSM) shall be developed in size and arrangement substantially in
accordance with the dimensions, specifications and zoning computations indicated on the following plans,
prepared by The Edelman Partnership/Architect, filed with this application and incorporated in this resolution:
Drawing No. A-4, Zoning Data 9/20/94 and Drawing No. A-6, Site Plan, Site Sections 8/31/94”).
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All amendments to the LSRD must be Authorized by this Commission or granted a Special Permit by it
after specific findings are made.* Private applicants are before you now asking for approval to drastically alter
the previous site plans without seeking either a Special Permit or an Authorization. Although they have been
engaging our clients, their elected advocates and their neighbors in a series of meetings over the last two years,
the required findings were only published two days ago as part of the briefing materials for this hearing. These
all contain rote recitals that “no new modifications are required” and “the previously granted [waivers or
modifications] would not change,” as the conclusion to each required finding for all three applications before
you. The identical recital reveals that no true analysis has been done; more starkly, the statement that that
previously granted approval would not change is a direct contradiction to the prior Commission approvals, each
of which was conditioned on a site plan® which will change considerably should these megatowers be built.

The Department of City Planning has made an error here that does not bind the Commission when it
arbitrarily and unlawfully classified these requested approvals to add four new towers as “minor modifications.”
% In fact the ZR does not allow for any modification of previously granted Authorizations and Special Permits in

the Two Bridges LSRD.’

4 See ZR §§ 78-311, 78-312, 78-313. Special Permit applications must go through the Uniform Land Use
Review Procedure (ULURP); City Council may “take up” Special Permit applications for an up or down vote.
ULURP Rules, New York City Charter §§ 197-d(b)(2) - (3) & 197-c(a)(4). In the August 2016 letter,
Department of City Planning’s former Director referred to Section 2-06(g)(5)(ii) of the ULURP Rules in his
letter outlining the Enhanced EIS process for approving a “minor modification” to an existing LSRD. The Rule
the Director attempted to rely on does not belong in the approval process for changes to an LSRD. The Rule he
cited has only been adopted for application in a specific context: when a Land Use application is altered in the
midst of ULURP review after the CPC has voted on a prior version; the rule provides the standard for
determining whether a new CPC vote is needed during the period for City Council review. The text of the Rule
itself is clear: “The Commission shall receive from the City Council during its fifty (50) day period for review
copies of the text of any proposed modification to the Commission's prior approval of an action. Upon receipt
the Commission shall have fifteen (15) days to review and to determine... whether the modification requires the
initiation of a new application.” See Windsor Owners Corp. v. City Council of City of New York, 23 Misc.3d
490 (Sup. Ct., N.Y. Cty. 2009). Any other use of this rule is ultra vires: it is outside the scope of authority
delegated to your Department pursuant to the requirements of the City Administrative Procedure Act. Any
determination based on such a misuse of a rule is null and void. The applications filed by JDS Development
Group, Two Bridges Associates, LP, and Starrett Development are not, at this time, going through ULURP;
there has been no CPC hearing or vote. The rule former Director Weisbrod cited is irrelevant and its application
here is unlawful. It cannot be used to circumvent the approval procedures mandated in the ZR.

> See citations in footnotes 1 and 2.

¢ Letter from DCP Director Carl Weisbrod to elected advocates, August 11, 2016, enclosed Exhibit A.

" Modification of previously granted LSRD Authorizations and Special Permits may only be sought and
approved for three specifically identified LSRD parcels in the entire City: (1) vacant parcels in the West Side
Urban Renewal Area, id. § 78-06(b)(2), (2) vacant parcels in Queens Community District 7, id. § 78-06(b)(4),
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Where a “minor modification” has previously been granted and implemented on this LSRD, despite the
prohibition, the change was truly minor and would not impact the character of the neighborhood: a change
proposed by the original applicant (the public Housing and Development Administration, a precursor to the
Department of Housing Preservation and Development) that slightly altered the number of units and stories in a
building that had been previously approved due to a change in modular system to be used for construction;®
Even then, before the change was allowed, the Commission had to determine that it would not to be “a
substantial modification of the plans previously approved.” No such determination has been made here, nor
could it be given the drastic nature of the proposed changes and the new, private, applicants seeking them.

A further irregularity in the process here is the sudden appearance of the second Starrett application. On
page 362 of the briefing materials, we also learned that in addition to the "modification" of the previously
approved plans for the LSRD, Starrett is also seeking a discretionary "Certification to Modify Ground-Floor
Commercial Use Requirement" because 259 Clinton falls into a "high density Commercial District." There are
separate findings listed for this Certification, as separately required by the ZR. This seperate Certification was
not presented at earlier phases of the ad hoc approval process being used here; our clients and the Community
Board have had no opportunity to comment on it.

Finally, the site where Starrett seeks to add a 700-foot building with 765 units on Clinton Street was
mandated to be a permanent playground and open space when the Commission approved its use for staging for

the Department of Environmental Protection’s adjacent water tunnel project a mere ten years ago.'°

and (3) parcels used as open space for the term of the URA Plan in the Ruppert Brewery URA, id. §
78-06(b)(7). Two Bridges is not an LSRD plan that can be modified.

8 See Letter from Roger Starr, Administrator, Housing and Development Administration, to John E. Zuccotti,
Chairman, City Planning Commission, February 3, 1975, enclosed, Exhibit B; Letter from Peter D. Joseph,
Deputy Commissioner, Housing and Development Administration, to City Planning Commission, January 29,
1975, enclosed Exhibit C.

? Letter from John E. Zuccotti, Chairman, City Planning Commission, to John Overback, Borough
Superintendent, Department of Buildings, February 5, 1975, re: CP 21885 Amendment, enclosed Exhibit D.

10 April 21, 2008 / Calendar No. 1 C 070212 PCM CPC report available at
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/about/cpc/070212.pdf (the Two Bridges area “has a
critical need for usable, well-maintained, high-quality open space, and therefore, strongly urges that D.E.P., or
any subsequent city agency or other entity responsible for the playground, assures maximum public access and
maintains it at a high standard”) and enclosed Exhibit E. See Two Bridges tower site was slated to be public
playground, August 10, 2018, The Village, available at
http://thevillager.com/2018/08/10/two-bridges-tower-site-was-slated-to-be-public-playground/
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Thank you very much for your time and attention to the process by which neighborhood change is being
allowed to occur in the Two Bridges neighborhood. Clear and understandable, transparent processes are the

prerequisite for public participation in our city’s democracy.

EXHIBITS
A: Letter from DCP Director Carl Weisbrod to elected advocates, August 11, 2016.

B: Letter from Roger Starr, Administrator, Housing and Development Administration, to John E.
Zuccotti, Chairman, City Planning Commission, February 3, 1975.

C: Letter from Peter D. Joseph, Deputy Commissioner, Housing and Development Administration, to
City Planning Commission, January 29, 1975.

D: Letter from John E. Zuccotti, Chairman, City Planning Commission, to John Overback, Borough
Superintendent, Department of Buildings, February 5, 1975, re; CP 21885 Amendment.

E: April 21, 2008 / Calendar No. 1 C 070212 PCM CPC report available at
https://www 1 .nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/about/cpc/070212.pdf.
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August 11, 2016

Hon. Margaret Chin

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Hon. Rosie Mendez

Hon. Gale Brewer

Council Member, District 1 Council Member, District 2 Manhattan Borough President
250 Broadway, Suite 1882 250 Broadway, Suite 1734 1 Centre Street, 19t Floor
New York, NY 10007 New York, NY 10007 New York, NY 10007

Hon. Daniel Squadron Hon. Alice Cancel
NYS State Senator, District 26
250 Broadway, Suite 2011

New York, NY 10007

Hon. Nydia Velazquez

250 Broadway, Room 2212
New York, NY 10007

500 Pearl Street, Suite 973
New York, NY 10007

RE: Pre-Application Statements (PAS) for Two Bridges
Manhattan Blocks 246, 247 and 248

Dear Council Member Chin, Council Member Mendez, Borough President Brewer, Senator
Squadron, Assembly Member Cancel, and Congresswoman Velazquez:

I appreciate your concerns regarding the proposed changes to the existing Two Bridges
Large Scale Residential Development (Two Bridges LSRD) within the former Two Bridges
Urban Renewal Area, as expressed in your letter to me dated June 22, 2016. I agree that the
development contemplated here is significant when each proposed development is
considered individually, and that the potential impacts to the surrounding neighborhood
require unique consideration when the three proposed projects are assessed cumulatively.

As you are aware, the City Planning Commission created the Two Bridges LSRD in 1972 to
support the Two Bridges Urban Renewal Area approved by the Commission in 1967.
Through the LSRD regulations, the Commission granted waivers for distribution of
permitted rooms without regard for zoning lots or district boundaries; for yard, height, and
setback regulations wholly within the development; and for height and setback regulations
on the periphery of the development. In 1995, the Commission granted additional waivers
for height and setback regulations wholly within the development and for minimum
distance between buildings.

NYS Assembly Member, District 65 U.S. Congresswoman, District 7



Page 2 August 11, 2016
Pre-Application Statements (PAS) for Two Bridges
Manbhattan Blocks 246, 247 and 248

The determination of whether a modification to a prior special permit is "major" or "minor"
is based on whether the proposed modification would require new waivers or zoning
actions or increase the extent of any previously granted waivers. The criteria governing this
determination are those codified in Section 2-(6)(g)(5)(ii) of the ULURP Rules (attached).
Here, because the proposed modifications will not require any new waivers or zoning
actions or increase the extent of previously granted waivers, the modifications will be
treated as "minor".

However, although these proposals will not be feviewed as major modifications, the
Department of City Planning is committed to working with you closely as we review the
applications for these developments. We are requiring the completion of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in conjunction with these applications, and are pleased that the
applicants have agreed to a coordinated review of the proposals, to ensure that both any
cumulative and project-specific potential impacts are identified and addressed through the
public process mandated by CEQR,

We are committed to ensuring that the proposed projects are reviewed in accordance with
urban design principles that result in, among other things, an improved streetscape and
pedestrian condition along both South Street and Cherry Street and attention to the
relationship between existing and new buildings on the project sites. We will also closely
examine the affect the proposed buildings will have on light and air in the surrounding
area, as well as the neighborhood consequences related to increased density (such as the
need for schools), among many other factors.

I know that the development of this area is of significant consequence to you and the
neighborhood. We appreciate your engagement with these important land use matters and

look forward to working closely with you as we review these proposals. Please feel free to
reach out to us with any questions at any time.

est regard

e

Carl Weisbrod

Encl: Section 2-06 City Planning Commission Actions
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Pre-Application Statements (PAS) for Two Bridges
Manhattan Blocks 246, 247 and 248

Section 2-06 - City Planning Commission Actions

(5) Review of Council Modifications

The Commission shall receive from the City Council during its fifty (50) day period for review
copies of the text of any proposed modification to the Commission's prior approval of an action.
Upon receipt the Commission shall have fifteen (15) days to review and to determine:

(i) in consultation with the Office of Environmental Coordination and lead agency as
necessary, whether the modification may result in any significant adverse environmental
effects which were not previously addressed; and

(i) whether the modification requires the initiation of a new application. In making this
determination, the Commission shall consider whether the proposed modification:

(A) increases the height, bulk, envelope or floor area of any building or buildings,
decreases open space, or alters conditions or major elements of a site plan in
actions (such as a zoning special permit) which require the approval or limitation
of these elements;

(B) increases the lot size or geographic area to be covered by the action;

(C) makes necessary additional waivers, permits, approvals, authorizations or
certifications under sections of the Zoning Resolution, or other laws or
regulations not previously acted upon in the application; or

(D) adds new regulations or deletes or reduces existing regulations or zoning
restrictions that were not part of the subject matter of the earlier hearings at the
community board or Commission.

If the Commission has determined that no additional review is necessary and that, either, no
significant impacts will result, or that possible environmental impacts can be addressed in the
time remaining for Council review, it shali so report to the Council. The Commission may also
transmit any comment or recommendation with respect to the substance of the modification,
and any proposed further amendment to the modification which it deems as necessary or
appropriate.

If the Commission has determined that the proposed modification will require a supplementary
environmental review or the initiation of a new application, it shall so advise the Council in a
written statement which includes the reasons for its determination.
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: K@‘ﬁ/ HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

)

¥ 4--, NS 100 GOLD STREET, NEW VOPX N. Y. 10033
ALy 1 e

Wéw O-Z:k\) ROGER STARR, Administrator

2\8LS - AmpT 1~ .
February 3, 15

} 21085
P
Hon. John E. Zuccctti, Chairman t@ T R

City Planning Commissioa
2 Lafayette Street
New York, New Yowrxk 10007

~d

5

Re: Land's End HouSing Co. Inc. (HO 73-16)
Anended "Plan and Project”

Dear Mr. Zuccotti: -

In connection with your calendaring this de.>lupment's Large-Scale Plan
amenément for today's Executive Session, we 'Ish to also bring te your
attention the following changes which have taxen n’ace subsequent to
your earlier approval (CP-22359, June 15, 1973), which in turn updates
our Novemier 21, 1974 correspondence with your agency.

1. The modular construction method employecd iaitie ly was the Shelley
gystem; owing to excessivc construction costs aszocc.cted with such
system, we and the Sponscr/Developer have jointly agreed to substitute
the less-costly CAMCI System. This latfer svsicm has been approved

by HUD as an acceptable "COperation Breakthro 17 alternative.

2. The apurtment d¢istribution for the 252 ¢ 'Its (originally 251)
is as follows:

0-8BR: 1u%
1-BR: 36%
2—BR: 2900
3-BR: 217

Even with the elimination of the W-BR unit (originally 5%), we have
mandged to maintain nearly a 4.5 rooms/ apartment ratio:

3. Balconies on most apartments have been added as integral to the
CAMCI System.

4. .~ The numher of stories of the single-slab structure has been raised
to 19 Floors from its original 1G.

We trust you are now in possessioh of sufficient datu Lo permit wou to
«i ', sapprove snch.development 's Large-5cale Plan. /

ot {
Sincerel;
_./_,/‘/-' ?.y,i/ I‘f“ /{/
G A
PETER D. JOSEPfi
Ueputy Compdssioner



FACT SHEET

LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Two Bridges Urban Renewal Area - Site 6A

Lot Area
F.A. Total
Residential
F.A.R.
Iot Coverage
% Lot Coverage
Height Factor
Open Space
Open Space Ratio

Zoning Rocms

Dwelling Units

Parking Spaces

SHELLEY
(Submitted
6l1/73 & approved)
69,048
276,000
276,000
4.00
17,200
24.1%
16
51,848

18.8
1,125

260
59

No Additional Waivers Required

1/22/75

DL
i&Ekal

PROPOSED

CAMCT

71,359
263,000
263,000

3.69

14,000

19.6%
19
57,359

21.8

1,065

252

35

ZONING CAPACITY

Zone C6-4 (R-10)

71,359
713,590
713,590

10 (without
Bonuses)

19 (Assumed)

2,378 (Without
Bonuses)
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HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
100 GOLD STREET, NEW YORK, N. Y. 10038

¢ Zh L
° 8 “‘.. Vi
0 N :
WeW 0 k' ROGER-STARR. 2::;1;::;:!::: of Development 'A.

January 29, 1975

City Planning Commission
2 Lafayette Street
Hew York, New York 10007

Re: Large Scale Pesidential
Development Plan
Two Eridges Urban Renewal-Parcel-6A

Centlemen:

Submitted herewith for your approval is a proposed minor change to the Subject Plan
which was approved by the Commission May 17, 1972 CP-21385 Cal. MNo. 43 and by the
Board of Estimate May 25, 1972 Cal, Mo. 208.

This change censists of a minor adjustment in the project statistics and the site plan
resulting from the conversion of the project to be built on Parcel 6A from a Shelley
system to a CAMCI system. Attached are revised pages 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 of the Large
Scale Plan which incorporate the necessary modifications. Also attached is a fact
sheet indicating the comparative statistics of the Shelley vs. CAMCI projects.

No new zoning authorizations are necessary. Please note that coverage, floor area, and
zoning rooms have decreased and that open space has increased. The height of the build-

ings has increased from 16 to 19 floors. The slight increase in site area is merely
due to a statistical error in the previous submission.

A minor change to the Mitchell-Lama brochure is being submitted under separate cover.
Your earliest consideration will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

\/ . CW
Roger Starr
Administrator




FACT SHEET

LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Two Bridges Urban Renewal Area - Site 6A

Iot Area
F.A. Total
Residential
F.A.R.
Lot Coverage
% Lot Coverage
Height Factor
Open Space
Open Space Ratio

Zoning Roaoms

Dwelling Units

Parking Spaces

SHELLEY

(Submitted
6[Ll1/73 & approved)
69,048
276,000
276,000
4.00
17,200
24.1%
16
51,848

18.8
1,125

260

59

No Additional Waivers Required

1/22/75

DL
RRtal

PROPOSED

CAMCT

71,359
263,000
263,000

3.69

14,000

19.6%

19
57,359

21.8

1,065

252

35

ZONING CAPACITY

Zone C6-4 (R-10)

71,359
713,590
713,590

10 (without
Bonuses)

19 (Assumed)

2,378 (Without
Bonuses)



THE CITY OF NEW YORK
HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

TWO BRIDGES URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT

FEBRUARY, 1972
Revised: June, 1973; January 1975

APPLICATION FOR LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

ILARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Total
Lot Area 8.3 Acres
Zoning Rooms 7,000
Dwelling Units 1,400
Stage I
e Parcel 7
Lot Area 0.73 Acres
Zoning Rooms 1,280
Dwelling Units 256
Stage II
Parcel 6A
Lot Area 1.64 Acres
Zoning Rooms 1,065

Dwelling Units 252



TWO BRIDGLES URBAN RENEWAL AREA

APPLICATION FOR LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPIENT

The attached tables and site plans contitute the largc scale residential
development plan for the redevelopment area of the Two Bridges project.
This plan conforms with the Two Bridges Renewal Plan and proposed

controls now before the City Planning Commission.

The intention of the Large Scale Plan is to provide the hest possible
housing enviromment in texrms of the analysis of the actual site and
futgre development plans of the city. The proposcd development of the
site, which emerged after discussions with community groups and potential
sponsors, remove all the existing substandard and blighting structures
replacing them with a comprehensive and coordinated project of needed
-
residential and community facilities, as well as related uses. The

proposed redevelopment is consistent with and complimentary to other

developments within the neighborhood.

The Large Scale Residential Development has been divided into 6 parcels:
Parcel 8 is to be developed as a Public Park, Parcels 4 and 7 with Low-

income housing, and Parcels 5,,06A and 6B with moderate income housing.

[aS]



WO BRIDGES U.R.A.
AUTIIORIZATION REQUESTED UNDER ARTICLL VII

CHAPTER 8 OF TIIE ZONING RESOLUTION

Table 1 describes the proposed development in terms of building bulk,
density and off-street parking requirements under the Urban Renewal Controls
and as related to the capacity permitted by the Zoning Resolution. As shown
in the table, the proposed overall development is within the limits

established by the Zoning Resolution.

The zoning capacity and the proposed bulk and zoning rooms for each parcel

requiring waivers is shown on Table 2.

Table 3 summarizes the authorizations reguested with respect to the distribution
of bulk, zoning rooms, parking, height and setbhack, and minimum spacing
between buildings requircments as shown on the site plan which is attached.

yi
The proposed development requires a transfer of bulk zoning rooms within

the four housing parcels. The total development proposed in terms of
building bulk, zoning rooms parking and commercial and community facilities floor

area is as pernitted by zoning.

Authorizations have previously been granted to permit sky exposure plane pernetration
on the exterior and interior streets. The parcels have been planned as a unit
to derive the maximum benefit from the available open space and views with

a minimum adverse effect on surrounding propecrty.



‘The

TIHE AUTHORIZATIONS PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED FOR STAGE I ARE:R

Section 78-311 (a) to pemmit the distribution of zoning

rooms without regard for zoning lot lines.and district.

boundary lines as required by Section 23-223.

Section 78-311 (d) to pemmit the location of huildings without
regard for yard regulations as required by Section 23-47

and 23-53.

Section 78-311 (e) to permit the location of buildings

without regard for height and set back regulations on the
interior of the project as required by Sections 23-632 and

23-64.

special permit authorization previously requested for Stage I is:
Section 78-312 (d) to permit the location of buildings without
recard for height and set back regulations, on the pcriphery

of the"project as required by Section 23-632 amd Z3-64.
authorization previously requested for Stage II Parcel 6A was:
Section 78-311 (d) to permit the location of buildings without
regard for yard regulations as required by Sections 23-47 and

23-53.

pal



932 98z (butuoz Aq paainbsa se) S°deus Lutired

- 00%‘T s3Tun SUTTISMA
L08'TT 000‘L suooy fLutuog
- €°PT oT3ey sowds uadp
- ooL'tee aoedg uado
0°0T 30°p oT3Ry BOIY IOOTJI
[ A 103003 IULTaN
0T ' ¥S€E 50T ‘pS¢E (~3°s) eaay 301
TeT3usp1ssy
- ¢ ¥ oT3Ey @oeds uado
- 357 ‘0€T soeds usdp
0°0T 8h v 0TI1®Y ®OIY IOOTJ
cT T 10303 u:mwmm

TeTOIRUNIOD

SST3TTTOoRd A3 TUnuo)

TeTIUSpPTSaY
S0S°‘CET Te3ol (°J4°S) 9hexsao)d 3071

00gE‘Ew TeIoIBIOD

005’ v¥ SeT3TTTORd A3TUnUWOD

006'SPS’T IETIUSPTISaY
0€9‘629°¢€ 00L°929'T Te30L (°Jd°S) eday I00TJ
€96'C9¢ £96°79¢€ eaxy 307
cLa pue (0Td) ¥-90 32TI3STQ buTuOoZ

X3toeae) uetd °S°71 :

A31oede) buiuogz snsasp juswdoleasg wnuwixely pasodoad
{

I J719VYd4L
NYTd ININdOTIAIA TYIINIQISTI JTIVOS HDUVI

VIV TYHINIE NVEdN SIOAI¥d OHL



ot

9%0°T

0°0T
9¢
8¢ IE

06€°LTE
GELTE

c-Ld

ALIDVdVD

o€

96¢
08Z°T

L*9
$86°6T
w6
9¢
G8E°‘TE

Sv°'6

00%°TT
00%°TT

00S°‘¢
005°96¢C
000°00¢
GELETE
R (oT¥) %-90

NvVId *S5°1

L 'TIDYYd

66

8LS°C

0°0T
(@Innssy) 61
T B6SCCTL

03%°€069
08%°069

6SSTL
(0TY) ¥-9D

ALIDVdVD

(poatnbey
uot3ledr1ddy vsd)se
782
S90°T

: 8°1¢
6S¢°LS

69°¢

61

65S‘TL

69°¢

000°YT

seoedg buijaeg
s3TuUn SUITTaAMQ
smooy Suruozy

otiey 9oedg usadg
@oedg uadg

oT3BY B9IY 100TJ
10328 3Iy8ToH
(*4°s) ®9ay 307
TBTIUapPTSaY

0T31BY ®BO1IY 100714

TBTI3IUSPISaY

000‘VT T®30L (°d'S) @8ea2a0) 307

000°¢9¢
000°¢97

65¢ 1L

(01¥) %-90

NVid °S*1

V9 THDY¥Vd

IBIOoI2WmO)
S9T3TITOo®Bg L3Tunummo)
TEBT3usprssy

Tei0l (°d°S) ®91y 10074

B91Y 307

39T13STQ 3utuoyz

ALIDVdVO ONINOZ SASYHA INIWAOTIAIQA WAWIXVK dIS0d0¥d

¢ dJT9dVL

NVId INAWJOTIAIQA TVIINIQISIY ATIVOS ADUVI

VIYV TVMINIY NVEYN STEOHATIYL OMI



‘33 LST

“3F SST

1S yanos

35 UOjuUITD

pP250a01d UOT3RI3aUldg
suetrd .sansodxd X3S

TTei 3uoxg
JO uoT3Ees07T

auon

QUON L T=dxed

(3923) peqiss
JUOII LMWTUTH

sbutprTng

Z-Ld 3 (0T¥)¥-90

SIUSWRITNDIY Oeq3as pue JYbISH g

082’1 Son*1
005‘¢ -
0C5 ‘962 000°¢9Z
000’00€ £60°coz
00%’TT G601
00%’TI 0C0° VT
SEL'TE 63 1L
(0T¥) $-9D
L T®o1eg Y9 T1@21ed

sulooy buTtuoz pue ‘MIng JO UOTINGTIIISTA °*¥

suwooy butuogz

S9TATTTIoRI A3 TUNUMIO)D
TERTOIBUMIOD
T2T3U=pISay
T230L (°d°S) ®BOIY I00TJ
TeTIUSPTISaY 89beIraao) 107

(“3°s) Te3I0l ®bexsaon 3071

(-a-s) esay 3071

SUOTSTAOId FIUBWIOTDAS(Q 2VTOS obae] xopun pejsenbay suoT3eZTIOYINY

€ JI4YL

MVId IHINdOTIAIA IVIINIQISTY ATYDS IDYVT

VIUY TYHMEANTY NYFEN dILSISSYHA SIOAINME OML



— - IEIEETOE Py SN 11 Y 3 J.).J:
- FRE
—_— - - —_—— —_— g AA a.... .. ]
- : . 4 . umMW\ .r.u
. - . . » s
- = S R O
).-._33...|.un. BLALE NSFTIEENE SN T3 (121692 ONY | 100 B SNO'LD3S . *
NYg 3.5 Tvednds 2 3115 W04 i
[ LI T & L (AN & wOILD3S
- ln LaBG Y VB On 31K 79 U6 M y
MO LTeL SN ACT ;:..“ ._...”: .rq.s:mux.». $FCunna WInILTIZ BCs SIVITRIT SLIT 20 SVIEY 3IN £ 0315303 MON SNOLLYDHIOM DNINGZ i I |
" TITVANING — NV STHATTT OM T
e 22 VIRTY TVALINGT NV STHOHATTT OALT
14 ooy 00s HOH (4]
AMVONNOE TTVDS 20¥) — e — o — o — C
\ ANVONNOR TYMINGH NYBUN - e e ! asee sorah
. WAARL ey s vy L / ) - e |
- - i <
. nu:.iuﬂl?..bx O-4{---- ./ R
( - 2 - . B |
{ —em e Al i =
. ] " v e 3 :ll‘f“
. < e e s 4 e e g e —— »w \
” _! i e om - A Y z $ w
b — i = gae 7 i33us TwoevR S te 21,90 3 uza‘yluw.:m winos urlI_W\|lIl,Jl- ?
I & e s mmmw—— 2c 60 Rt 0D % S
et - 4w — A — |HHUM“HU‘4. )
=4 ] o - = =3 —— Al
’ T ar e - - TR BT e |I|.||.|||FI.|‘ | 2
4 P G o 7 ———
i Dk o
we m Ve (e '
E - v k.
: | : : \ | :
AJ . Lra esr “ — 4 P 8 T .
Mnll chwas 31 m.. g z L ettt 4 - / : ﬂ,.
z [, - i 1 T B - YyemmT PR, “ -
. X L Sap bl o 4 ® _ J e g : !
* ol LR RS FEETSLEN A g ———
. - 14350701 LS witem LRFS N RO S . n “vd 5
. re— _b : b o i [4) :
= - h © v (1)
._ ® g, " g Ly
a0
¢ i |
§ T ey
PR Y ! = =
= T TR T e e mmm—n 2
= I|+..||.“h'| - = T
N 331uds  suyIud . na. " . va t I
7 b . — _’ 8 : / Y
* e R —= ! j w
: H PR kI o \ N : _ i ‘ ~ : h
8 AP | !
= \//\!/» A NS V. _ » ~ - ~ ) «/ - - - ' ‘a .l_ :
S ; 5y b g # Cd K ' LN " . ~ |
L S ' “ o~ | YAEND I 5 Bk ~ E| __
b AN P ~ N\ v 5 . | i
“ (4 25 g IR i
e o —zd - RN
$3800n viCw¥RE VI v ) m $1500H  SWIILAN m_
b . _ ; l,.w.l ! ] = ! -
.I1llm||l...v = < ] P TR
. Sm e - e ot ! § _ H | _.; \
.- e .. . . Dt i _ « p) ‘ ! ! _.L v
% ; gl R WRRNHITAY
. . ol . | _ B
. K PR s B T B R TR
. ——y _: o HE \
w1 1 . G ! I ]
52 s Rrern e piaiganiminlt { SO !
L R . _ e — j e % 3
. M Lo i T I !
* w o PERTN A . ._ IL\.
' z —_—— et [ Sl —_— _ . mm. L2 L
e e 1y ¢ I N - epal o N
| L M . sl €z ._ J “ . " i ./J [ l..m Muﬁl s L
- ' v z — — 1 \ — oup T S T
oo < 2 2 tte _ g ) E ! .».\y‘l.icn 1““.«.
o s - R S Y A .,,l..d.-.m = -
Tinve - - - D T T . hs £ :.l,».x..r.rai-fr
SNOIUTH IO IIVEL TS ONY e s I e - - -~ A o
.4 ﬂn \ I —— = / M = .m-.ﬂ..uﬂ..nh.l
1y Lol S B 1
. B [




10N

<
3

THE CITY OF NCW YORK

CITY PLANNING CLMMIS

ACIAT

: INDICATES PROPERTY

REZONED BY AMENDMENT
4 EFFECTIVE:DECEMBER 28,1973

ssevewy
ITIXTY

jis

Time T3 AT W
A B

_ﬁ__,_’—,-,-
e

HRLY
net
eapy Pt

Y

Fan

S LNoEvVIYE, S
w a3

~ I

JOHN BaRAY N

PARK

S wgiroes 57
and

| ey
|

s

' =
”

STALRN
- r_ 216

i

W
DY
EX

22 C23 €24 €25

c21

c15
(W canans
Lk 4,

c14
[

C11

C12
C22 ) BRSNS (A RN

crt

1870 11
=)

N ZA R AN e

COPYRIGHTED BY THE CITY OF NEw YORR



EidiAe #2342 altPIE L 0C2 LdIS 028123y

T2 M'ON 1903 5ig) i AYm Ve
L01-0 ARION 1381004

egrow TR ALY
-
A T [T

BUIH MY I -0MIBIINIONT=F0NLIIIINDTY
$31vIJ2088Y NINTEO NOLDIA

QEVOS INIWJOVIAR0IT GNY ONISAOH
AW OA MIK 40 AL BHIL

(MY TvmbaR wvean) L0041 LFO34 TYNU :
VISY TYMBIHIE NYRXAN

$ivaAqI¥g OMIL

[T I KL RAR IS

T LR I W A
_ 90wttt B sNdenIEY

qynnn3t

pz,ﬁgux

SUIENNN 13IYVe S

AMYON- 2@ 1J370Ud  eassw

cu:;
g3wnear 3oL 1ow D Bl

]
2] D

SNI0HY9 B
yn3InE3AN00

ANINZON0ININ 300 w04 03ANIIIM —~ u

127738 03 ACK) LNIAISTI ¥IVAILIS " m

wAINGIAN0D

(37w38 ox 1omi aw3nisvd axmn [}
wonasvs ey 23

tegva) 3rand [}

v ouannoas cunnivannn [

IVILNIOEIY _ _

15 nostovn

15 cu39sny

NV1d 3snN AQGNV1

15 NORNITD
15 wosy3333°

15 ‘.3“091340“

G -




{ -
\\\\ * Ao \
. t _LL UL G

Social Services
1974

POTENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT ON PUBLIC SCHOOQLS

J:
—5 w3
5CHOOL DISTRICT: il

NAME OF PROJECT:y,ng5 End II (HO 75-3) AN -
LOCATION: Ty Bridges URA-Clinton St., Cherry St., South St., ani Rutgers St.
SPONSOR: National Kinney Corpe and Two Bridges Sattlement Housing Corp.

FINANCING: ity Mitchell Lama/236 > 1
DWELLING UNITS: TOTAL 70 0-BED 3L 1-BED 128 2-BED270  3-BED 27
100% L.85% 18.2% |~ - 38 - 38,
STUDENTS GENERATED FROM PROPOSED HOUSING PROJECT ' T =0
K-4: 99 5-8: 63 9-12: 63 '
BASIS FOR CALCULATIONS: Ratios K-4: 14 . 5-8: 9 9-12: 9

Excluding 0 § 1 BED DU'S (if over 30% of total) ~

STUDENTS GENERATED FROM NEARBY PIPELINE HOUSING PROJECTS

~-- . .. Exp.Date : : 5 :
: Name ~ ~ Occuvpancy X-4 5-8 K-8 9-12 -
Seward Park Txtension Area . - - A S ] :
(Sites 34, 38, 3C) . il S ; e
Mariana Bracotti Plaza - 97, . 21, - o - 35, .. 10
Two Bridg&yRROUNDING SCHOOLS ol ; : R
Tw SSURROL ( "k 278 120 - 298 120
{STTe 5,06 rnase IJ oite | | 1975-6 Yo un 1975 . I T S
School " Grades . Distance = Built - Enrollment Czpacity Under ~ Tre
Ps137 PK-6  1/2 mile 1966 566 1076 =510 Ao
ps- 2(S.D. 2) k-6 1 mile = 1959 - 946 - 1304 © -358 down sl
ps- 134 PK-b 11/4 mile 1960 581 1003 - =427 down sl
.56 - 19 3/}, mile 1968 1312 3662 . —350 down sl
i - Is- 65(5.0.2) 8-9 1 3/l mile - 1906 1073 1423 -350 down sl
L3R ! Seward Park ) 2 miles 1929 3211 - 2506 4705 up slig
!F%tudents can attend - e
other Man. H.S.)
New Schools .
School Distance Exp. Completion Cap.
P.S. 12), ECF (S.D. 2) 2 miles - 1-76 1205 ._
P.S. 142 2 miles =75 1272 - .
TeS., 125, 1 i . 2 3/l miles - 7-76 - 1800 -
SUMMARY AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES
Total students generated by this project K=L 5-38 . k=8 9-12
and neighboring pipeline housing projects ‘ 491 323 81, % 323

There is adequate space in the surrourdi

ng schools to accomodate the students generated by thi

new oroiject as well as the students generated by nearby pipslire housirg projscts.
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(Cp-21883)

Pebraary 5, 1975

foraugh Superintendent
partmsat of Buildings
Bunicipal Bullding
New York, M. Y. 10097
K.B. 39/1975

ATIENTION: Nr. Jobn Overbeck
bBear Hir:

On July 28, 1972, i» coumection with N.B. 57 and 5871971, you were advised
that the spplication of the Kousing snd Development Amw:utm pursuant te
Sections 7&-311(a), 78-311(d), 78-31i(e) and 78-312(d) of the Zoniag Resclution
for the grant of a spesisl permit and specisl pernmit suthorizatiens, imvelving
8 larpe-sculo rosidemtial developmeat within the Two Bridges Urban Benewal Area,
on preoperty bounded pensrally by Plke S1ip, Cherry Street, Nentgosery Street, and
South Street, Borcugh of Manhsttan, was approved Ly the City Plenaing Commission
snd subsequeatly approved by the Bourd of Datimate om May 25, 1872 (Cal. Bo, 208)
on which date said resclation of approval becsme effective,

THERE SPECIAL PERMITE AND AUTSORIZATIONS BERE APPROVAD SOLELY FUMSUAST TO
SECTIONS 78-311(a), 78-311(d}, 78-311(e) AND 78-312(d) OF THE IONING RESOLUTION
ARD WERE SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION SY THS DEPARTHENT OF SUILDINGS POR COMPLIARCE
¥ITH ALL OTHER APPLICABLE PROVISICKS GF THE IONING RESCLBTION,

A copy of the application (CP-21835) teogether with a site plas referred te
in the application and & gopy of the Board of Estisate resolution of approvel
were oaclesed for your infermatioa.

On Jume 15, 1873 (Cal. #6), the City Plamaing Cosmlssion adepted a yeso-
lution, spproving the spplicatien of the Housing and Development Administratioa
for the grent of an additional authorisstiesn, pursuant to Sectien 74-311(d) of
the :mn. Sosviution involviag Parcel €A of the sbovs lavge-scale residential
deovelopuent



Berough Superiatendent -2~ February 5, 1975

The tousing and Development Adminmlatration Bes submitted a revised appli-
cation, dated Janusry 4B, 1975, reflectiog changes in the design of the preject
te be built oa Parcel $A. A copy of the vevised application 1s enclused for
your infecrmatioca.

tThe Comuission has detezmined that the enclesed revisions do not comstitute
& substantis) sedification of the plams previocwsly spproved, asd are coasistent
with the originel spproval pussuas? ¢o Suum Je-511¢a), 76-331(d). 78-53i(9)
and 76-312(d) of the Zealng Reselimtiea.

it is noted that the number of adeessory off-street parkisg spaces n
PFarcel &A has been reduced to less than the einisun swount now reguired by
Fection 36-352 of the Zosing Reseluticn. The Cummissics scvertheloss spproves
the enclesed rovisiuvas with the understanding that the parkiang deficiensy can
be vosolved in ocno of Iwo ways:

1. An ancndnont of the foming Resvlution, which would reduce the off-
strest perking required ia residential bulldings svuth of 110th strest in
Hanhattan, is sow uwader cendideration. If enactad, it wight ozsblie the
project, as now proposed, to eonforn with regard to pazhing.

2. 1f the above smsndasut ¢f the Zoning Reselution i3 mot eaancted, the
tiauelng anl Developuent Aduinlstration msy apply to the Seard of Scandsrds and
Appuals for o verlsace to reduce the awount of parking requived.

Sincorsly,

Johnm £, Zuccettd
Chalrsan

Eue.

RR:bl

cc: Mr. Robert Reach Office of Design, Room 9240 Housing § Developmefit Administration
100 Gold St. N.Y. 10038
Arleen Hauptman Room 1408 :
Mr. Harold Edelman Edelman § Salzman 434 Sixth Ave. N.Y. 10011
Mr. Geoffrey Fulton Schuman § Lichtenstein 200 E. 42nd St. N.Y. 10017
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

April 21, 2008 / Calendar No. 1 C 070212 PCM

IN THE MATTER OF an application submitted by the Department of Environmental
Protection and the Department of Citywide Administrative Services, pursuant to Section 197-c
of the New York City Charter for site selection and acquisition of property located at 257 South
Street (Block 246, p/o Lot 1), Borough of Manhattan, Community District 3, for use as a
maintenance and construction staging area for City Water Tunnel No. 1.

This application (C 070212 PCM) was filed on November 17, 2006, by the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) and the Department of Citywide Administrative Services
(DCAS) for acquisition of privately owned property located at 257 South Street, Community
District 3, Borough of Manhattan, for use as a maintenance and construction staging area during

tunnel operations at Shaft 21 of City Water Tunnel No. 1.

BACKGROUND

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) proposes to use privately owned property
located at 257 South Street (Block 246, part of Lot 1) as a maintenance and construction staging
area during tunnel operations at Shaft 21 of City Water Tunnel No. 1. Both the proposed
acquisition area and the site of Shaft 21 on the adjacent Lot 13 are on a block bounded by
Cherry, South, Rutgers and Clinton streets, in the Lower East Side near the East River, in

Manhattan Community District 3.

The 19,792-square-foot portion of the lot proposed for acquisition is located in a C6-4 zoning
district in the Lower East Side section of Manhattan, Community District 3, and is the site of a

former playground for an adjacent residential development, which has been closed since 1997.



The proposed acquisition area is irregularly shaped and has street frontages on South and Cherry
streets, located just west of the FDR Drive viaduct. The former playground area was closed by

the site’s owner due to disrepair and is closed off with chain-link fencing.

The City of New York currently receives water through two primary routes: City Water Tunnel
(CWT) No. 1, completed in 1917 and which supplies parts of the Bronx, downtown Brooklyn,
and Manhattan; and City Water Tunnel No. 2, which began operating in 19306, supplying the rest
of the Bronx and Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island. To avert problems caused by the
potential failure of one or both existing water tunnels (neither of which has ever been closed for
repairs), and to ensure that the City's future water needs are met, the Board of Water Supply in
1966 proposed a new water-supply system consisting of four stages, collectively referred to as
City Water Tunnel No. 3. FEach stage consists of the planning, approval process and

construction of a designated number of shaft sites.

Stage 1 is completed, Stage 2 is under construction, and Stages 3 and 4 are being planned. After
the completion of CWT No. 3, in approximately ten years, DEP will take CWT No. 1 off-line
for inspection and rehabilitation. DEP would then do the same with CWT No. 2 and then

alternate inspections and repairs among the three tunnels at ten-year intervals.

The proposed acquisition site is critical to the future maintenance operations on CWT No. 1,
since it is located directly adjacent to Lot 13 (Shaft No. 21 reaches CWT No. 1’s deepest point).
The acquisition site would be enclosed by fencing and would serve primarily as a maintenance
and construction staging area for personnel and equipment; no tunnel-related construction or

excavation is planned. Additionally, such maintenance would not occur until CWT No. 3 is fully

Page 2 C 070212 PCM



operational, in approximately ten years.  The actual operations would include the
removal/draining of water from the tunnel (to the East River via existing underground
distribution systems) and would facilitate the eventual inspection, maintenance and

reconstruction as needed, of CWT No.1.

The proposed acquisition site is an approximately 20,000-square-foot portion of Lot 1, which is
an approximately 71,000-square-foot lot generally located at the corner of South Street and
Clinton Street. Lot 1 is currently improved with a 19-story residential building, a surface parking
lot for approximately 35 cars, trees and landscaping and the inactive playground area. Lot 1 is
coterminous with zoning Lot 13, an approximately 2,000-square-foot corner lot located at the
intersection of Cherry and Clinton streets. Lot 13 is occupied by a one-story building, housing
mechanical equipment and the entry point for Shaft 21 of CWT No. 1. The acquisition area
would generally be limited to the inactive playground area immediately adjacent and surrounding

Lot 13.

In the interim period before CWT No. 3 becomes fully operational and work on CWT No.1
begins (in approximately ten years), DEP proposes to restore the playground area with new
equipment and landscaping for use by the community. During work on CWT No. 1, the
playground equipment and landscaping would be removed. Upon completion of shaft-related
work the playground space and equipment would be restored, but DEP would retain control of

the site.

The remainder of the subject block includes a mix of low- and high-rise residential buildings

making up the Lands End Housing complex as well as additional surface parking and open
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space uses. On the blocks to the north of the subject block are two public housing development
sites occupying three large blocks, the La Guardia Houses and Vladeck Houses. On the block
directly across Clinton Street to the east are a high-rise residential building, P.S. 137 and two
student playgrounds. Further east along the FDR Drive and past Pier 36 is the East River Park,
which extends north to East 15% Street. South Street and the elevated portion of the FDR

Drive are immediately to the south (waterside) of the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This application (C 070212 PCM) was reviewed pursuant to the New York State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and the SEQRA regulations set forth in Volume 6 of the New
York Code of Rules and Regulations, Section 617.00 ez seq. and the New York City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Rules of Procedure of 1991 and Executive Order No.
91 of 1977. The designated CEQR number is 05SDEP044M. The lead agency is the Department

of Environmental Protection.

After a study of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action, a negative

declaration was issued on August 15, 2000.

UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW
This application (C 070212 PCM) was certified as complete by the Department of City Planning

on November 13, 2007, and was duly referred to Community Board 3 and the Manhattan

Borough President in accordance with Title 62 of the Rules of the City of New York, Section 2-

02(b).
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Community Board Public Hearing

Community Board 3 held a public hearing on this application on December 11, 2007, and on
December 18, 2007, by a vote of 32 to 3 with one abstention, adopted a resolution

recommending approval of this application subject to the following conditions:

o the proposed open space and play area is maintained as such for all periods over
the course of the project that construction is not taking place, and

o DEP commit to funding the playground in perpetuity.

Borough President Recommendation

The application was considered by the Borough President, who issued a recommendation on

February 19, 2008, approving the application

City Planning Commission Hearing

On February 13, 2008 (Calendar No. 14), the Commission scheduled February 27, 2008 for a
public hearing on this application (C 070212 PCM). The hearing was duly held on February 27,

2008 (Calendar No. 33). There were three speakers in favor of the application.

Two Project Managers for DEP spoke in favor of the application while also addressing the
concerns raised at the Community Board public hearing. They stated that DEP would continue

to explore options for creating a maintenance plan for the proposed playground area.
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The Deputy Director of Land Use for the Manhattan Borough President re-iterated his office’s
recommendation for approval of the project and restated the request by the Community Board

that a maintenance plan be instituted for the proposed playground area.

There were no other speakers and the hearing was closed.

CONSIDERATION

The City Planning Commission believes that the application for acquisition of privately owned
property located at 257 South Street (Block 246, part of Lot 1), for use as a maintenance and
construction staging area during tunnel operations at Shaft 21 of City Water Tunnel No. 1 is

appropriate.

The completion and eventual operation of CWT No. 3 will meet the 1966 goals of the Board of
Water Supply and help ensure that the city’s future water demands are met. It is one of the
City’s largest and most critically important infrastructure projects. In bringing a level of
redundancy to the existing water supply system, the new tunnel will allow DEP to perform
inspection, maintenance and repairs as required on CWT No. 1 and CWT No. 2, which have

operated without interruption since 1917 and 1930, respectively.

The proposed site is adjacent to the access point to Shaft 21 of CWT No. 1; because Shaft 21
marks the tunnel’s lowest point, future operations involving the removal of water from Tunnel
No. 1 are centered there. The proposed acquisition area would be used as a staging and access

area only, and only during the periods of scheduled work on the tunnel.
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The proposed acquisition area is a part of a larger zoning lot which is partially occupied by a
residential building, a surface parking lot adjacent to the residential building and a closed
playground area. The proposed acquisition area is limited to the area generally occupied by the
closed playground area, which has not been open for use since 1997. As part of the DEP’s use
of the site, DEP proposes to install new safety surfaces, playground equipment and landscaping
in order to create a usable public open space, which would be available before and after the

conclusion of tunnel operations, anticipated to begin in approximately 2017.

In response to concerns about the maintenance of the proposed playground, the Commissioner
of DEP, in a letter dated April 7, 2008, stated that “DEP will be responsible for maintaining the

site until responsibility is transferred to another agency or appropriate entity.”

The Commission notes that this community has a critical need for usable, well maintained, high
quality open space and, therefore, strongly urges that DEP, or any subsequent city agency or other
entity responsible for the playground, assures maximum public access and maintains it at a high

standard.

RESOLUTION
RESOLVED, that the City Planning Commission finds that the action described herein will have no

significant impact on the environment; and be it further

RESOLVED, by the City Planning Commission, pursuant to Section 197-c of New York City
Charter, that based on the environmental determination and consideration described in this

report, the application (C 070212 PCM) of the Department of Environmental Protection and
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the Department of Citywide Administrative Services for site selection and acquisition of
property located at 257 South Street (Block 246, part of Lot 1), for use as a maintenance and
construction staging area for City Water Tunnel 1, Community District 3, Borough of

Manbhattan, is approved.

The above resolution, duly adopted by the City Planning Commission on April 21, 2008
(Calendar No. 1), is filed with the office of the Speaker, City Council, and the Borough President
of Manhattan in accordance with the requirements of Section 197-d of the New York City

Charter.

AMANDA M. BURDEN, AICP, Chair

KENNETH J. KNUCKLES, Esq., Vice Chairman

IRWIN G. CANTOR, P.E.,, ANGELA R. CAVALUZZI, R.A,,

ALFRED C. CERULLO, III, BETTY Y. CHEN, MARIA M. DEL TORO,
RICHARD W. EADDY, NATHAN LEVENTHAL, SHIRLEY A. MCRAE,
JOHN MEROLO, Commissioners
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