Chapter 4A: Operational Socioeconomic Conditions

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers whether the completion of Phase Il of the Project by 2035 under the
Extended Build-Out Scenario® would result in new or different socioeconomic impacts as
compared with the completion of Phase Il by 2016 as analyzed in the 2006 Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS). Specifically, the analysis focuses on whether changes in background
conditions by 2035 (rather than 2016) and the introduction of the Phase Il program over an
extended period of time would result in new or different significant adverse socioeconomic
impacts as a result of: (1) direct displacement of residential population from the project site;
(2) indirect displacement of residential population in the study area; (3) direct displacement of
existing businesses from the project site; (4) indirect displacement of businesses in the study
area; or (5) adverse effects on specific industries.

This chapter does not assess the socioeconomic effects of construction activities on existing and
future residents and businesses surrounding the project site. The socioeconomic effects of
prolonged construction are considered separately, in Chapter 3C, “Construction Socioeconomic
Conditions.”

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

This analysis finds that the completion of Phase Il by 2035 under the Extended Build-Out
Scenario would not result in any new or different significant adverse socioeconomic impacts as
compared with completion of Phase Il by 2016. The following summarizes the conclusions
drawn from the analysis.

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS analyzed the direct displacement of 171 residential units housing an estimated
410 residents. Of these 171 residential units, 137 were located on the Phase | project site, and 34
were located on the Phase Il project site. The 2006 FEIS assumed that all of the direct residential
displacement would occur during Phase | of the Project. Of the 171 residential units analyzed in
the 2006 FEIS, four units remain, and all four are located on the Phase Il project site. These units
are located on Block 1128, Lots 85, 86, and 87, and the units house approximately 10 residents.
Residents of these units would be directly displaced from the project site at a later date than

! As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description” and Chapter 2, “Analysis Framework,” this
Supplemental EIS (SEIS) assesses the environmental impacts of the Project as approved in the 2006
Modified General Project Plan (MGPP) and 2009 MGPP, with certain proposed programmatic shifts
among the Phase | and Phase Il sites and proposed parking reductions, and with a prolonged
construction of Phase Il resulting in project completion in 2035 (the “Extended Build-Out Scenario™).
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assumed in the 2006 FEIS. These residents would still be offered relocation assistance in
connection with the acquisition of the properties for Phase Il of the Project. Their displacement
during Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not significantly alter the
socioeconomic conditions in the study area and would not result in any significant adverse
socioeconomic impacts.

DIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS analyzed the direct displacement of 27 businesses and 2 institutions, all of which
was assumed to occur during Phase | of the Project. Of these 29 businesses and institutions, 14
businesses and one institution were located on the Phase | project site and 13 businesses and one
institution were located on the Phase Il project site. Of the 27 businesses and 2 institutions
analyzed in the 2006 FEIS, 2 businesses remain on Site 5 of the Phase | project site, no
businesses remain on the Arena Block of the Phase | project site, and 2 businesses (Global
Exhibition Services and Warburg Storagemart) remain on Block 1120 of the Phase Il project
site, on Lots 19 and 28. These remaining businesses are believed to be currently using the
buildings on these lots for storage. Empire State Development (ESD) has acquired below grade
easements on these lots for the installation of tie-backs to support construction in the LIRR
Yard. In addition, a building located on Lot 4 of Block 1128 of the Phase Il project site is
privately owned and is believed to be used for storage. Though none of the business activities
that were analyzed in the 2006 FEIS remain on the lot, the ownership of the building has not
changed since the 2006 FEIS.

Under the Extended Build-Out Scenario these three businesses would be directly displaced at a
later date than assumed in the 2006 FEIS, but the timing of their displacement would not
significantly alter the socioeconomic conditions in the area and would not result in any
significant adverse socioeconomic impacts. The business owners would still be offered
relocation assistance in connection with the acquisition of the properties for Phase Il of the
Project. Their displacement would not significantly alter the socioeconomic conditions in the
area and would not result in any significant adverse impacts due to direct business and
institutional displacement.

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

Similar to the conclusions in the 2006 FEIS, this SEIS analysis finds that the Extended Build-
Out Scenario would not result in significant adverse impacts due to indirect residential
displacement. The 2006 FEIS conclusions (in italics below), and their applicability to the
Extended Build-Out Scenario, are as follows:

e The 2006 FEIS stated that the number of at-risk households in the study area had been
decreasing and would probably continue to do so without the Project, concluding that it
was probable that the number of at-risk households in the study area in 2010 and 2016
would be substantially lower. Based on the SEIS analysis of income, housing, and recent
development, it is evident that this trend has continued since the 2006 FEIS, and it is
reasonable to assume that the number of at-risk households in the study area has
decreased, and will continue to decrease, in the future independent of the development
of Phase 11 under the Extended Build-Out Scenario.

e In 2006, similarities between the Project housing mix and the housing mix present in the
¥-mile study area indicated that the Project would not substantially change the
socioeconomic profile of the study area. While background income conditions have
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changed since the 2006 FEIS, and would be different in 2035 as compared with 2016,
the SEIS analysis indicates that the housing stock introduced by the Extended Build-Out
Scenario would continue to be similar in tenure to the housing stock in the broader ¥-
mile study area. Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would add a higher
proportion of affordable units than would be expected to be added to the study area in
the Future Without Phase Il (approximately 36 percent as compared with a 20 percent
estimate for other development). The anticipated income distribution of households
introduced by Phase Il of the Project would not shift the distribution of households
across income brackets such that the overall socioeconomic character of the study area
would change significantly. Further, in the Future Without Phase 11, no affordable units
would be added to the Phase Il project site.

e The 2006 FEIS stated that the substantial number of housing units to be added by the
Project could serve to relieve market pressure in the study area by absorbing housing
demand that might otherwise be expressed through increases in rents. The delay in the
completion of Phase Il housing under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not, in
the shorter term, provide a supply of housing that could serve to relieve this market
pressure. However, this delay would not have short- or long-term significant adverse
impacts on future housing market conditions in the study area. Residential market trends
indicate that neighborhoods in the study area have recovered from the 2008 recession in
terms of vacancy and demand. In addition to any Phase Il development, the study area is
expected to gain 9,629 new residential units in planned developments expected to be
complete by the 2035 build year, including 1,922 residential units that would be added
by Phase | of the project. Excluding the Project’s Phase | units, these 7,707 residential
units represent over 1.5 times as many units as were expected to be added to the study
area by the build year in the 2006 FEIS. This additional No Build housing supply would
reduce any adverse effects of the delay in completion of Phase Il housing units, and the
residential units added by the development of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out
Scenario could still serve to relieve upward rent pressure in the study area. In addition,
as per the Project commitments, not more than 50 percent of the Phase Il units are
permitted to be built without completion of at least 50 percent of the Phase Il affordable
units, ensuring that the affordable units would be phased in incrementally. Under
Construction Phasing Plan 1, 50 percent of the Phase Il residential units would be
achieved when Buildings 14, 13, 12, 11, 15, 8, and 9 are completed by late 2029, and
consistent with the Project requirements, these buildings would include at least 50
percent of the Phase Il affordable units (900 affordable units). Under Construction
Phasing Plan 2, 50 percent of the Phase Il residential units would be achieved when
Buildings 15, 5, 14, 6, 7 and 8 are completed by early 2029, and these buildings would
include at least 900 affordable units. Under Construction Phasing Plan 3, 50 percent of
the Phase Il units would be achieved when Buildings 14, 13, 12, 11, 15, 8 and 9 are
completed by early 2032, and would include at least 900 affordable units.! When
compared with the Future Without Phase 11, in which no new housing units—including
affordable units—would be developed on the project site in the Phase Il area of the site,

! It should be noted that at least 30 percent of the residential units built on the Arena Block (in buildings 1,
2, 3 and 4) in Phase | (but no fewer than 300 units) are to be affordable units. The remainder of the
affordable units are to be built in Phase Il or on Site 5.
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the development of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would provide
more relief in total number of residential units as well as through the provision of new
affordable housing.

e The 2006 FEIS stated that most identified at-risk households were more than % mile
from the project site, and separated from the project site by intervening established
residential communities with upward trends in property values and incomes and active
commercial corridors. Current household income data suggest that incomes have
increased throughout the study area since the 2006 FEIS; that there are fewer at-risk
households in the study area; and that remaining at-risk households are still concentrated
in the same census tracts identified in the 2006 FEIS. Trends indicate that intervening
established neighborhood and commercial corridors cited in the 2006 FEIS have become
even more established and would continue to limit the potential for the proposed
residential development in Phase Il of the Project to affect rental rates in tracts
containing potentially vulnerable populations. The SEIS analysis indicates that many of
the remaining at-risk households are still more than Y2 mile from the project site and
separated by more established residential neighborhoods and commercial trends. In
addition, Inclusionary Housing Program Areas that have been added to the study area
since the 2006 FEIS—including to portions of the study area that were identified in the
2006 FEIS as containing low- and moderate-income populations—would protect
affordable housing added or preserved under this program from market-driven rent
pressures.

INDIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT

The Extended Build-Out Scenario would not alter the conclusions of the 2006 FEIS in regards to
indirect business and institutional displacement.

As predicted in the 2006 FEIS, increases in commercial property values have already led to
some indirect business and institutional displacement along retail corridors closest to the project
site. The retail turnover that has occurred since the 2006 FEIS is in part attributable to well-
established residential development trends in the study area, as well as indirect displacement
pressures in the ¥-mile study area, that were predicted as a result of Phase | of the Project.

The development of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario has the potential to result
in indirect business and institutional displacement along certain corridors within ¥ mile of the
project site. This displacement could be limited to an even smaller number of vulnerable
businesses and institutions than described in the 2006 FEIS, and would primarily consist of
neighborhood services stores, light industrial or auto-related uses, and a small number of
institutions located on Vanderbilt Avenue, Flatbush Avenue, and 4th Avenue. The delay in the
completion of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not add any additional
upward pressure on commercial rents beyond what was analyzed in the 2006 FEIS. The
completion of Phase Il over a longer time period would distribute its effects, potentially reducing
the project-induced upward pressure on rents at any given point in time. Therefore, any indirect
business and institutional displacement that may occur as a result of the development of Phase Il
under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not result in adverse indirect business and
institutional displacement effects beyond those disclosed in the 2006 FEIS.
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ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES

The development of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not result in
significant adverse impacts on any specific industries. Of the 27 on-site businesses analyzed in
the 2006 FEIS, 2 businesses remain on Site 5 of the Phase | project site, no businesses remain on
the Arena Block of the Phase | project site, and two businesses remain on Lots 19 and 28 of
Block 1120 of the Phase Il project site and are believed to be currently using the buildings on
these lots for storage. In addition, a building located on Lot 4 of Block 1128 of the project site is
privately-owned and is believed to be used for storage. The development of Phase Il under the
Extended Build-Out Scenario would not result in any additional direct business displacement
beyond what was analyzed in the 2006 FEIS, and would therefore not alter the conclusion of the
2006 FEIS regarding adverse effects on specific industries. The development of Phase Il under
the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not directly affect business conditions in any industry or
category of business within or outside of the study area, nor would it indirectly substantially
reduce employment or impair the economic viability of any industry or category of business.
Similarly, any potential indirect business displacement that could occur as a result of the
development of Phase Il under the Extended Build-Out Scenario would not be expected to
adversely affect conditions within any City industries.

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEWS

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts
due to direct residential displacement. The 2006 FEIS considered direct displacement to include
all housing units on the project site, including owner-occupied units sold to the project sponsors,
rental units for which the renters voluntarily agree to vacate their apartments, and housing units
that were vacant upon acquisition by the project sponsors. As such, the 2006 FEIS analyzed the
direct displacement of 171 residential units housing an estimated 410 residents. Of these 171
residential units, 137 were located on the Phase | project site, and 34 were located on the Phase
Il project site. The 2006 FEIS assumed that all of the direct residential displacement would
occur during Phase | of the Project. The 2006 FEIS concluded that the direct displacement of
these residents would not result in a significant adverse impact because they did not represent a
significant proportion of the study area population and they were not likely to have
socioeconomic characteristics that differed markedly from the study area population as a whole.

DIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts
due to direct business displacement. The 2006 FEIS analyzed the direct displacement of 27
businesses and two institutions, all of which was assumed to occur during Phase | of the Project.
Of these 29 businesses and institutions, 14 businesses and one institution were located on the
Phase | project site and 13 businesses and one institution were located on the Phase Il project
site. The businesses subject to direct displacement by the Project included several gas stations
and automotive repair shops, a truck rental facility, several warehouse, storage, and
import/export businesses, two larger chain retail stores and two small retail shops, a restaurant, a
bar, a union hall, and an art studio. The two institutions subject to direct displacement by the
Project were a privately operated facility that provided temporary housing for homeless families
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through contract with the New York City Department of Homeless Services, and an New York
City Fire Department (FDNY) Special Operations Facility used for equipment cleaning and
storage. The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in any significant adverse
impacts due to direct business and institutional displacement because it found that the displaced
businesses and institutions did not have substantial economic value to the City or region; they
were not subject to publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or protect them; they did not,
individually or collectively, contribute substantially to neighborhood character; and they could
be relocated elsewhere in the City as their operations were not tied to their current locations.

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in significant adverse indirect
residential displacement impacts.! The conclusion was based on the following factors: 1) due to
existing upward trends in residential property values and incomes, the number of at-risk
households in the study area had been decreasing and was likely to continue to decrease in the
future independent of the Project; and 2) the Project would not be likely to substantially affect
residential property values in areas identified as having an at-risk population. Using the Census-
based methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual, the 2006 FEIS identified an estimated
2,929 households in 10 census tracts potentially at risk of indirect residential displacement in the
future with or without the Project. The 2006 FEIS found that the Project was unlikely to lead to
substantial indirect displacement due to four limiting factors. First, as explained above, the at-
risk population in the study area was likely to decrease in the future with or without the proposed
project. Second, similarities between the Project housing mix and the housing mix present in the
study area in 2006 indicated that the Project would not substantially change the socioeconomic
profile of the study area. Third, the Project would introduce a substantial number of housing
units to the study area, which could alleviate upward pressure on rental rates, reducing
displacement pressures on the at-risk population in the study area. And fourth, a majority of
households identified as at-risk were located more than a % mile from the project site; these at-
risk households were separated from the project site by established residential communities with
existing upward trends in property values and incomes and active commercial corridors. Based
on these factors, the 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project was not likely to lead to substantial
indirect residential displacement in the 10 census tracts identified as containing at-risk
households. Therefore, the 2006 FEIS found that the Project would not result in any significant
adverse indirect residential displacement impacts.

! The 2006 FEIS analysis of indirect residential displacement considered the Project’s residential mixed-
use variation, which included: a sports arena; 6,430 residential units; approximately 300,000 sf of office
space; approximately 247,000 sf of retail; and a 180-room hotel. Like the commercial mixed-use
variation, this variation also included eight acres of open space, an enclosed, publicly accessible “Urban
Room,” and community facility uses in portions of the retail and residential space. In addition, both
program variations included approximately 3,670 parking spaces, a new subway entrance at the
southeast corner of Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues, and several roadway and pedestrian circulation
changes near the project site. Based on the Census 2000 average household size for the Y2-mile study
area, the 2006 FEIS reported that the residential mixed-use program would add approximately 13,500
residents to the study area by 2016.

June 2014 4A-6



Chapter 4A: Operational Socioeconomic Conditions

INDIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in significant indirect business or
institutional displacement impacts.® It concluded that while the introduction of new residents,
workers, and visitors to the project site could alter existing economic patterns in certain portions
of the study area, these changes would not lead to a substantial amount of indirect business or
institutional displacement because: 1) many of the existing businesses in 2006 had the potential
to capitalize on the new population, and the resulting increase in sales could allow them to afford
increases in rental rates; 2) some of the commercial corridors in the study area had already
experienced substantial increases in commercial rental rates leading up to 2006 and these
upward trends were expected to continue in absence of the Project so that any businesses or
institutions vulnerable to indirect displacement pressures would already have relocated in the
future without the Project; and 3) a majority of the institutional uses located in the study area
were owner-occupied or government-owned and therefore would not be vulnerable to indirect
displacement pressures.

The 2006 FEIS concluded that any potential indirect business and institutional displacement due
to the Project would be limited to a small number of businesses and institutions located within ¥
mile of the project site, primarily along Vanderbilt Avenue, Flatbush Avenue, and 4th Avenue. It
determined that, due to the proximity of Phase | development sites, any indirect displacement on
Flatbush Avenue and 4th Avenue would most likely take place during Phase | of the Project.
Similarly, any indirect displacement on Vanderbilt Avenue was deemed more likely occur
during Phase 1l of the Project as new residents moved to the eastern portions of the project site.
It concluded that the businesses and institutions that would be vulnerable to indirect
displacement were not unique to the %-mile study area, did not have substantial economic value
to the City, and did not have locational needs that would preclude them from relocating
elsewhere in the study area or City. It found that the displacement of any of these potentially
vulnerable businesses or institutions would not substantially affect neighborhood character, and
would not represent a significant adverse impact.

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES

The 2006 FEIS concluded that the Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on
any specific industry. It determined that the Project would not directly affect business conditions
in any industry or category of business within or outside of the study area, nor would it
indirectly substantially reduce employment or impair the economic viability of any industry or
category of business.

! The 2006 FEIS assessment of indirect business and institutional displacement analyzed the Project’s
commercial mixed-use variation, which was assumed to result in the development of a sports arena,
5,325 residential units, approximately 1.6 million sf of office space, and 247,000 sf of retail on the
project site by 2016. Like the residential mixed-use variation, the commercial mixed-use variation
included eight acres of open space, an enclosed, publicly accessible “Urban Room” and community
facility uses in portions of the retail and residential space. In addition, both program variations included
approximately 3,670 parking spaces, a new subway entrance at the southeast corner of Atlantic and
Flatbush Avenues, and several roadway and pedestrian circulation changes near the project site.
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C. METHODOLOGY

BACKGROUND

As described in the 2012 CEQR Technical Manual, the socioeconomic character of an area
includes its population, housing, and economic activities. Socioeconomic changes may occur
when a project directly or indirectly affects any of these elements. Although socioeconomic
changes may not result in environmental impacts, they are disclosed if a project would affect
land use patterns, low income populations, the availability of goods and services, or economic
investment in a way that changes the socioeconomic character of the area. In some cases, these
changes may be substantial but not adverse. In other cases, these changes may be good for some
groups but bad for others. The objective of the CEQR analysis is to disclose whether any
changes created by the project would have a significant adverse impact on the area’s population,
housing, and/or economic activities as compared with what would happen in the future without
the proposed project.

An assessment of socioeconomic impacts distinguishes between impacts on the residents and
businesses in an area and separates these impacts into direct and indirect displacement for both
of those segments. Direct displacement occurs when residents or businesses are involuntarily
displaced from the actual site of the proposed project or sites directly affected by it. For
example, direct displacement would occur if a currently occupied site were redeveloped for new
uses or structures or if a proposed easement or right-of-way encroached on a portion of a parcel
and rendered it unfit for its current use. In these cases, the occupants of a particular structure to
be displaced can usually be identified, and therefore the disclosure of direct displacement
focuses on specific businesses and a known number of residents and workers.

Indirect or secondary displacement occurs when residents, business, or employees are
involuntarily displaced due to a change in socioeconomic conditions in the area caused by the
proposed project. Examples include the displacement of lower-income residents who are forced
to move due to rising rents caused by higher-income housing introduced by a proposed project.
Examples of indirect business displacement include higher-paying commercial tenants replacing
industrial uses when new uses introduced by a project cause commercial rents to increase.
Unlike direct displacement, the exact occupants to be indirectly displaced are not known.
Therefore, an assessment of indirect displacement usually identifies the size and type of groups
of residents, businesses, or employees potentially affected.

Some projects may affect the operation and viability of a specific industry not necessarily tied to
a specific location. An example would be new regulations that prohibit or restrict the use of
certain processes that are critical to certain industries. In these cases, the City Environmental
Quality Review (CEQR) review process may involve an assessment of the economic impacts of
the project on that specific industry.

ANALYSIS FORMAT

This SEIS analysis focuses on the potential for indirect residential and business displacement
impacts resulting from the Extended Build-Out Scenario that are different from those disclosed
in the 2006 FEIS. The 2006 FEIS based the analysis of indirect residential displacement on the
residential mixed-use variation; the analysis of indirect business displacement was based on the
commercial mixed-use variation. The difference between the two variations relates principally to
the mix of commercial and residential uses in two of the Phase I buildings (Building 1 and Site
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5). This analysis assumes the commercial mixed use variation which includes up to 4,932
residential units, including up to 1,800 affordable units, and approximately 156,000 gsf of retail
in Phase 11.".

The analysis of indirect displacement begins by characterizing existing conditions based on the
latest demographic data, field surveys, research and interviews. This establishes a baseline for
assessing current and future socioeconomic trends in the area. As described in Chapter 2,
“Analysis Framework,” the Future Without Phase Il in the SEIS is defined by Phase | of the
Project and other development projects expected to occur in the area by 2035. Each analysis then
assesses the potential for new or different significant adverse socioeconomic impacts as
compared with the conclusions of the 2006 FEIS. In this SEIS the future with the Extended
Build-Out Scenario is compared with the Future Without Phase Il to determine how changed
background conditions and the extended timing could affect the conclusions of the 2006 FEIS.

STUDY AREA DEFINITION

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the socioeconomic study area typically reflects the
land use study area, and should reflect the scale of the project relative to the area’s population.
The socioeconomic analysis in the 2006 FEIS analyzed a %2-mile primary study area and a %-
mile secondary study area. For indirect residential displacement, the preliminary assessment
used the Y2-mile and ¥-mile study areas and the detailed analysis used the ¥-mile study area
divided into seven neighborhood subareas. For indirect business and institutional displacement,
the 2006 FEIS preliminary analysis used a ¥%:-mile study area approximated with zip codes. The
detailed analysis focused on both the %:-mile zip code-based study area, as well as a Ys-mile
study area for the analysis of indirect business and institutional displacement due to increasing
commercial rents.

The SEIS study areas reflect the socioeconomic study areas and subareas used in the 2006 FEIS,
adjusted for changes in census tract and block group boundaries since 2000. The conclusions of
the 2006 FEIS were based on the %-mile study area and subareas and the ¥z-mile study area, and
therefore the analyses in the SEIS focus on these study areas. All socioeconomic study areas are
described in further detail as they are referenced in the body of this chapter. Study area
boundaries are depicted in Figures 4A-1, 4A-4, 4A-5, 4A-6, and 4A-7.

DATA SOURCES

Data related to residential conditions, including population, housing, poverty and income data,
were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 and 2010 Censuses and the 2007-2011
American Community Survey (ACS). ACS data were used for median household income and
household income distribution, population living below the poverty level, and median home
value and contract rent, as these data were not available from the 2010 Census. Unless otherwise
noted, income, home value, and median contract rent data were inflated to 2013 dollars using the

! The residential and commercial mixed use variations would result in the same amount of retail space.
While the residential mixed use variation would result in fewer affordable units in Phase Il than the
commercial mixed use variation (1,771 as opposed to 1,800 affordable units in Phase 1), the difference
would not affect the conclusions of the analysis of indirect residential displacement. Therefore, the
commercial mixed use variation is considered in the indirect residential displacement analysis as it
maximizes the total number of units introduced in Phase II.
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U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer Price Index for all Urban
Consumers for New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island. For comparison purposes, income,
home value, and median contract rent values from the 2006 FEIS were also inflated to 2013
dollars, and therefore do not directly reflect the values reported in the 2006 FEIS.

Land use and parcel data were collected from the New York City Department of Finance’s Real
Property Assessment Data (RPAD) 2012 database and the Automated City Register Information
System (ACRIS). Additional real estate data were obtained from the New York Times online
Real Estate section and from Streeteasy.com.® This information was supplemented with
discussions with local residential real estate brokers and field visits to the study area in May and
June of 2013.

Employment and business data at the borough and zip code level were obtained from the New
York State Department of Labor Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW). In
order to provide a more complete picture of total employment in the %-mile study area, the zip
code data are supplemented with references to employment data from ESRI Business Analyst
Online, a commercial data provider that calculates employment estimates for any defined
geographic area. The ESRI data capture employment that is located within the ¥-mile study
area, including employment located outside of the two-zip-code area. Retail surveys were
conducted in May and June of 2013. This information was supplemented with discussions with
local commercial real estate brokers in November and December of 2013.

D. DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS analyzed the direct displacement of 171 residential units housing an estimated
410 residents. Of these 171 residential units, 137 were located on the Phase | project site, and 34
were located on the Phase Il project site. The 2006 FEIS assumed that all of the direct residential
displacement would occur during Phase | of the Project. Of the 171 on-site residential units
analyzed in the 2006 FEIS, four residential units remain, and all four are located on Lots 85, 86,
and 87 of Block 1128 of the Phase Il project site. Lot 85 contains one owner-occupied unit. Lot
86 contains one renter-occupied unit and one owner-occupied unit. Lot 87 contains one owner-
occupied unit. The Extended Build-Out Scenario would not result in any additional direct
residential displacement beyond what was analyzed in the 2006 FEIS.

Assuming the average household size that was assumed in the 2006 FEIS for the project area
block groups (2.4 persons per household), these four units house approximately 10 residents.
While residents of these units would be directly displaced from the project site at a later date
than assumed in the 2006 FEIS, they would still be offered relocation assistance in connection
with the acquisition of the properties for development of Phase Il. The displacement of
approximately 10 residents in connection with the development of Phase Il would not
significantly alter socioeconomic conditions in the study area and would not be considered a
significant adverse impact.

! Streeteasy.com provides aggregated real estate listings from various sources including real estate
associations, city records, brokerages, and property owners.
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E. DIRECT BUSINESS AND INSTITUTIONAL DISPLACEMENT

The 2006 FEIS analyzed the direct displacement of 27 businesses and two institutions, all of
which were assumed to occur during Phase | of the Project. Of these 29 businesses and
institutions, 14 businesses and one institution were located on the Phase | project site and 13
businesses and one institution were located on the Phase Il project site. Of the 27 businesses and
two institutions that were analyzed in the 2006 FEIS, 2 businesses remain on Site 5 of the Phase
| project site, no businesses remain on the Arena Block of the Phase | project site, and two
businesses remain on the Phase Il project site, on Lots 19 and 28 of Block 1120. These two
businesses—Global Exhibition Services and Warburg Storagemart—are believed to be currently
using the buildings on these lots for storage. ESD has acquired below-grade easements on these
lots for the installation of tie-backs to support construction. In addition, a building located on Lot
4 of Block 1128 of the Phase Il portion of the project site is privately owned and is believed to
be used for storage.

While these three businesses would be directly displaced at a later date than analyzed in the
2006 FEIS, they would still be offered relocation assistance in connection with the acquisition of
the properties. Their displacement during Phase Il of the Extended Build-Out Scenario would
not significantly alter the socioeconomic conditions in the area and would not result in any
significant adverse impacts due to direct business displacement.

F. INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The objective of this assessment is to determine whether the completion of Phase Il by 2035
under the Extended Build-Out Scenario could result in new or different indirect residential
displacement pressures as compared with those identified in the 2006 FEIS, which assumed that
Phase Il would be complete by 2016. Under the Extended Build-Out Scenario, the Project’s
overall residential program (including Phase | and Phase I1) would be the same as analyzed in
the 2006 FEIS. However, for purposes of analysis this SEIS assumes that Phase |1 of the Project
may have more residential units in the Extended Build-Out Scenario (up to 4,932 as compared
with 4,323 in Phase Il of the Project in the 2006 FEIS). In addition, socioeconomic conditions
have changed since the 2006 FEIS, including the size and demographic composition of the
area’s residential population, as well as current and projected trends in residential property
values and incomes. Accordingly, this SEIS analysis updates demographic and housing data
utilized in the 2006 FEIS analysis of indirect residential displacement in order to reexamine the
analysis that formed the basis of the 2006 FEIS conclusions. This analysis also projects future
socioeconomic conditions and trends out to 2035, rather than 2016, and examines the potential
effects of the Extended Build-Out Scenario on those trends.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The %-mile study area encompasses the Brooklyn neighborhoods of Bedford-Stuyvesant,
Boerum Hill, Clinton Hill, Downtown Brooklyn, Fort Greene, Gowanus, Park Slope, and
Prospect Heights (see Figure 4A-1). As described in detail below, the study area has changed
since the 2006 FEIS in terms of population size, median household income, and housing
conditions. In general, the population has increased in the ¥-mile study area, with areas such as
Downtown Brooklyn, Gowanus, and Boerum Hill experiencing the highest levels of new
residential development. Since the analysis presented in the 2006 FEIS, median household
income has increased in the %2-mile study area as a whole and in all of the subareas, as residents
with higher incomes have moved into new, market-rate residential units or are paying higher
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rents for residential units in existing buildings. The poverty rate decreased in the study area and
in all of the subareas during this time. The subareas vary in terms of housing types, with
brownstones in Park Slope, Fort Greene, Clinton Hill, Prospect Heights, and Bedford-Stuyvesant
in various states of upkeep and renovation, modern residential towers in Downtown Brooklyn,
and converted industrial space in Gowanus. The ¥%-mile study area also contains several public
housing developments in the Boerum Hill, Gowanus, Fort Greene, and Downtown Brooklyn
subareas, and a concentration of Mitchell-Lama housing in the Clinton Hill and Fort Greene
subareas. Notably, some of the most dramatic increases in income, home values, and rental rates
have occurred in areas within the ¥%-mile study area that were identified in the 2006 FEIS as
having low- and moderate-income population potentially at-risk of indirect displacement. These
areas, specifically portions of Prospect Heights, Clinton Hill, Downtown Brooklyn, and
Bedford-Stuyvesant, are discussed in detail below.

POPULATION

According to the U.S. Census, the ¥-mile study area had a population of 132,375 in 2010 (see
Table 4A-1). The study area population increased by 1.8 percent between 2000 and 2010—a
rate slightly higher than in Brooklyn (1.6 percent) and lower than in New York City as a whole
(2.1 percent). The 1.8 percent population growth in the study area was also higher than in the
previous decade, which was the most recent trend data presented in the 2006 FEIS. Since 1980,
population growth has increased each decade in the study area, while in Brooklyn and New York
City as a whole, population growth peaked between 1990 and 2000, growing at slower rates
between 2000 and 2010.

Table 4A-1

Population: 1990-2010
Total Population Percentage Change

Area 1990 2000 2010 1990-2000 2000-2010
Bedford-Stuyvesant 9,456 9,520 9,359 0.7% -1.7%
Boerum Hill 13,122 13,584 14,333 3.5% 5.5%
Clinton Hill 21,415 21,076 22,310 -1.6% 5.9%
Downtown Brooklyn 6,354 7,480 7,549 17.7% 0.9%
Fort Greene 14,960 15,206 13,997 1.6% -8.0%
Gowanus 8,653 8,641 9,235 -0.1% 6.9%
Park Slope 26,698 26,878 27,540 0.7% 2.5%
Prospect Heights 27,579 27,672 28,052 0.3% 1.4%
Y-mile Study Area Total 128,237 130,057 132,375 1.4% 1.8%
Brooklyn 2,300,664 2,465,326 2,504,700 7.2% 1.6%
New York City 7,322,564 8,008,278 8,175,133 9.4% 2.1%
Notes: Census Tract boundaries have changed since Census 2000 and the ¥-mile study area for 2010 (which is

used for the 2007—2011 ACS) is slightly larger than the ¥2-mile study area for 2000 presented in the 2006
FEIS. According to RPAD data, the 2010 study area contains 686 more residential units than the 2000
study area, in the Bedford-Stuyvesant and Boerum Hill subareas. The boundaries of some subareas have
also changed since the 2000 Census: the 2010 Downtown Brooklyn subarea contains two blocks of the
2000 Fort Greene subarea; the 2010 Clinton Hill subarea contains five blocks of the 2000 Bedford-
Stuyvesant subarea; and the 2010 Gowanus subarea contains one block of the 2000 Boerum Hill subarea.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990, 2000, and 2010 Census, Summary File 1.

Growth in Downtown Brooklyn accounted for the majority of the study area’s growth between
1990 and 2000, while most other subareas grew at slower rates or remained stable. In contrast,
between 2000 and 2010, almost all the subareas experienced population growth, while growth in
Downtown Brooklyn slowed. The subareas of Gowanus, Clinton Hill, and Boerum Hill
experienced the highest rates of growth in the study area between 2000 and 2010. Population
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growth rates increased in all subareas in the study area with the following exceptions:
Downtown Brooklyn, where growth leveled to 0.9 percent; Bedford-Stuyvesant, where
population was relatively stable between 1990 and 2000 and declined by 1.7 percent between
2000 and 2010; and Fort Greene, which experienced modest growth between 1990 and 2010 (1.6
percent), and the sharpest decline in population between 2000 and 2010 (-8.0 percent).

As shown in Table 4A-2, in 2010, the largest proportion of study area residents were White
(50.0 percent)." Since 2000, the African American population declined in all subareas in the %-
mile study area, and most dramatically in Prospect Heights, Clinton Hill, and Bedford-
Stuyvesant. Minority residents represented 56.4 percent of the total study area population in
2010, as compared with 71.3 percent in 2000.

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

As shown in Table 4A-3, the %-mile study area contained a total of 59,880 households in 2010,
with an average household size of 2.14 persons per household; this is lower than the average
household size for Brooklyn and New York City as a whole. The average household sizes for the
study area, Brooklyn, and New York City all decreased since 2000. The Downtown Brooklyn,
Boerum Hill, and Gowanus subareas experienced the highest percentage increases in humber of
new households (19.7 percent, 12.7 percent, and 11.8 percent, respectively).

Between 2007 and 2011, the median household income in the ¥-mile study area was $77,363—
an increase of approximately 15.7 percent since 1999 (see Table 4A-4). Median household
income has increased in the study area since 1989, growing at a faster rate between 1999 and
2011 than during the previous decade, which was the most recent data in the 2006 FEIS. The
median household income for the ¥%-mile study area between 2007 and 2011 was higher than in
Brooklyn and New York City as a whole during the same time, where median household income
decreased since 1999 (by 0.8 percent and 4.3 percent, respectively). Downtown Brooklyn
experienced the highest increase in median household income between 1999 and 2007-2011
(40.9 percent), largely due to new high-density market rate residential construction during this
time. Park Slope, Bedford-Stuyvesant, and Fort Greene also experienced high increases in
median household income during this time (24.0 percent, 18.3 percent, and 17.9 percent,
respectively). All of these neighborhoods are known for historic brownstone architecture, though
Park Slope had considerably higher median household income than Bedford-Stuyvesant and Fort
Greene.

! The sum of the percentage of minority residents and White residents exceeds 100 percent because White,
Black, Asian, and Other population may include Hispanic residents (see Table 4A-2).
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Table 4A-2
Race and Ethnicity: 2000 and 2010*
African Hispanic or
White American Asian Other® Latino* Total Minority®
Area’ ‘00 ‘10 ‘00 ‘10 ‘00 [ ‘10 ‘00 ‘10 ‘00 ‘10 ‘00 ‘10
Bedford Stuyvesant | 4.7 | 22.1 | 835 643 [17] 3.0 | 10.2| 55 12.4 16.0 98 82.8
Boerum Hill 52.9 | 65.1 24.3 16.9 4 6.5 | 188 | 6.5 27.8 19.9 58.7 45.0
Clinton Hill 18.8 | 38.6 | 68.8 47.9 4 5.4 8.4 2.9 10.3 9.8 84.4 | 65.0
Downtown Brooklyn | 19.5 | 37.1 56.6 38.1 86| 124 | 153 | 6.2 20.5 17.8 86.7 68.9
Fort Greene 215 | 36.2 | 61.7 458 | 2.7| 6.7 14 6.1 11.5 16.1 83.5 69.1
Gowanus 47.1 | 56.3 25.8 24.2 26| 51 [ 245 9.8 37.3 31.5 66.5 58.4
Park Slope 68.4 | 76.3 | 145 9.1 51| 6.2 | 121 ] 3.6 17.6 12.5 39 30.5
Prospect Heights 22.7 | 43.2 61.6 404 | 42| 6.6 | 115 | 4.6 14.3 13.0 80.6 61.3
Y-mile Study Area
Total 34.7 | 50.0 48.1 336 | 41| 63 | 13.2| 9.7 17.2 15.2 71.3 56.4
Brooklyn 412 | 428 | 36.4 343 [ 76| 10.5| 148 | 11.8 19.8 19.8 65.3 64.3
New York City 44.7 | 44.0 26.6 25.5 9.9] 128 | 18.9 | 17.0 27 28.6 65 66.7
Notes: 1. White, Black, Asian, and Other population may include Hispanic residents (see note 3).
2. Census Tract boundaries have changed since Census 2000 and the %-mile study area for 2010 (which is
used for the 2007—2011 ACS) is slightly larger than the ¥2-mile study area for 2000 presented in the 2006
FEIS. According to RPAD data, the 2010 study area contains 686 more residential units than the 2000
study area, in the Bedford-Stuyvesant and Boerum Hill subareas. The boundaries of some subareas have
also changed since the 2000 Census: the 2010 Downtown Brooklyn subarea contains two blocks of the
2000 Fort Greene subarea; the 2010 Clinton Hill subarea contains five blocks of the 2000 Bedford-
Stuyvesant subarea; and the 2010 Gowanus subarea contains one block of the 2000 Boerum Hill subarea.
3. In order to draw comparisons to the data presented in the 2006 FEIS (which reported race in ways that
would compare to 1990 Census categories) the 2000 and 2010 Census Categories of “Asian Alone” and
“Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander Alone” were combined into “Asian” and the categories of
“American Indian and Alaska Native alone,” “Some other race alone” and “Two or more races” were
combined into “Other.”
4. The Hispanic or Latino category consists of those respondents who classified themselves in one of the
several Hispanic origin categories in the Census questionnaire. People of this ethnic group may be of any
race.
5. The total minority population includes residents of all races and ethnic groups except non-Hispanic
Whites.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2000 and 2010 Census, Summary File 1.
Table 4A-3
Household Characteristics: 1990-2010
Total Households Average Household Size
Area 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010
Bedford-Stuyvesant 3,279 3,413 3,624 2.82 2.76 2.55
Boerum Hill 5,360 5,655 6,372 2.24 2.15 2.11
Clinton Hill 9,384 10,000 10,808 2.19 2.06 1.99
Downtown Brooklyn 2,177 2,598 3,109 2.51 2.28 2.07
Fort Greene 5,897 6,463 6,309 2.33 2.19 2.08
Gowanus 3,143 3,458 3,865 2.75 2.48 2.36
Park Slope 12,161 13,009 13,232 2.17 2.06 2.08
Prospect Heights 10,298 11,541 12,561 2.62 2.34 2.19
¥-mile Study Area Total 51,699 56,137 59,880 2.38 2.22 2.14
Brooklyn 828,199 880,727 916,856 2.74 2.75 2.69
New York City 2,816,274 3,021,588 3,109,784 2.54 2.59 2.57
Notes: Census Tract boundaries have changed since Census 2000 and the ¥-mile study area for 2010 (which is
used for the 2007-2011 ACS) is slightly larger than the ¥2-mile study area for 2000 presented in the 2006
FEIS. According to RPAD data, the 2010 study area contains 686 more residential units than the 2000
study area, in the Bedford-Stuyvesant and Boerum Hill subareas. The boundaries of some subareas have
also changed since the 2000 Census: the 2010 Downtown Brooklyn subarea contains two blocks of the
2000 Fort Greene subarea; the 2010 Clinton Hill subarea contains five blocks of the 2000 Bedford-
Stuyvesant subarea; and the 2010 Gowanus subarea contains one block of the 2000 Boerum Hill subarea.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990, 2000, and 2010 Census, Summary File 1
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Table 4A-4
Income Characteristics: 1989-2011
Median Household Income™ ** Population Below Poverty Level
Income Percent Change (Percent)”
1989 to 1999 to
1989 1999 2007-2011 1999 2007-2011 1990 2000 2007-2011

Bedford-
Stuyvesant $34,896 | $39,430 $46,661 13.0% 18.3% 35.9% 32.5% 25.2%
Boerum Hill $68,736 $76,466 $85,205 11.2% 11.4% 21.5% 16.8% 14.8%
Clinton Hill $55,970 | $60,929 $65,673 8.9% 7.8% 16.7% 17.4% 13.6%
Downtown
Brooklyn $54,349 $51,619 $72,720 -5.0% 40.9% 26.4% 26.4% 17.8%
Fort Greene $51,038 | $53,910 $63,556 5.6% 17.9% 24.6% 29.1% 22.0%
Gowanus $45,197 $59,668 $60,744 32.0% 1.8% 32.5% 28.0% 18.7%
Park Slope $74,699 | $89,633 | $111,129 20.0% 24.0% 13.2% 9.7% 6.1%
Prospect Heights $57,019 $62,731 $70,721 10.0% 12.7% 21.4% 17.7% 15.6%
Y-mile Study
Area Total $59,493 $66,893 $77,363 12.4% 15.7% 21.3% 19.4% 14.7%
Brooklyn $50,566 | $46,520 $46,126 -8.0% -0.8% 22.7% 25.1% 22.1%
New York City $58,513 $55,435 $53,033 -5.3% -4.3% 18.9% 20.8% 19.4%
Notes: Census Tract boundaries have changed since Census 2000 and the ¥-mile study area for 2010 (which is

used for the 2007—2011 ACS) is slightly larger than the ¥2-mile study area for 2000 presented in the 2006
FEIS. According to RPAD data, the 2010 study area contains 686 more residential units than the 2000
study area, in the Bedford-Stuyvesant and Boerum Hill subareas. The boundaries of some subareas have
also changed since the 2000 Census: the 2010 Downtown Brooklyn subarea contains two blocks of the
2000 Fort Greene subarea; the 2010 Clinton Hill subarea contains five blocks of the 2000 Bedford-
Stuyvesant subarea; and the 2010 Gowanus subarea contains one block of the 2000 Boerum Hill subarea.
1. The median income represents a weighted average of the median incomes of all the Census tracts and
block groups in a given area.
2. Median incomes shown in constant 2013 dollars unless otherwise specified.
3. The ACS collects data throughout the period on an on-going, monthly basis and asks for respondents’
income over the “past 12 months.” The 2007-2011 ACS data therefore reflects incomes over 2007 and
2011, while Census 2000 data reflects income over the prior calendar year (1999).
4. Percent of population with incomes below established poverty level. The U.S. Census Bureau uses its
established income thresholds poverty levels to define poverty levels.

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 and 2000 Census, Summary File 3; American
Community Survey 2007-2011 Five-Year Estimates; February 2013 Consumer Price Index for New York-
Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PA Area.

The proportion of the population in the study area living below the poverty level has decreased since
2000, from 19.4 percent of the study area population to 14.7 percent between 2007 and 2011(see
Table 4A-4). Between 2000 and 2007-2011, the percentage of population living below the poverty
level decreased in all census tracts in the study area. The percentage of population living below the
poverty level in 2007-2011 was lowest in the Park Slope subarea (6.1 percent) and highest in the
Bedford-Stuyevsant subarea (25.2 percent). These subareas had the highest and lowest median
household income, respectively. Fort Greene also had a relatively high percentage of population
living below the poverty level (22.0 percent), although it had a relatively high, and increasing,
median household income. The relatively high percentage of population living in poverty is largely
due to the presence of portions of the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) Ingersoll and
Whitman Developments, while the influx of new residents attracted to the surrounding brownstone
architecture have contributed to the relatively high median household income.

Prospect Heights

The Prospect Heights subarea contained 12,561 households in 2010, the second highest number
of households after Park Slope (see Table 4A-3). As shown in Table 4A-2, in 2010, the
proportions of African American and White residents were similar, with a slightly higher
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proportion of White residents. Between 2000 and 2010, the proportion of African American
residents decreased by approximately 21 percentage points (from 61.6 to 40.4 percent), and the
proportion of White residents increased by approximately 20 percentage points (from 22.7 to
43.2 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, the number of Hispanic residents declined slightly, from
14.4 percent to 13.0 percent. The subarea’s average household size of 2.19 persons per
household was slightly higher than the average for the study area of 2.14, although it has
decreased since 2000, when it was 2.34. As shown in Table 4A-4, the median household income
in Prospect Heights was $70,721, the third highest after Park Slope and Boerum Hill. This
represents a 12.7 percent increase over the median household income in 1999, the last year for
which data was reported in the 2006 FEIS. Approximately 15.6 percent of the population of the
Prospect Heights subarea was living below the poverty level in 2007-2011, down from 17.7
percent in 2000 as reported in the 2006 FEIS. As discussed in detail below in the “Housing”
section, the Prospect Heights subarea has become a more popular residential neighborhood, due
to evolving retail along Vanderbilt Avenue and new residential development.*

Park Slope

As shown in Table 4A-3, the Park Slope subarea contained 13,232 households in 2010, the highest
number of households in the study area. As shown in Table 4A-2, the Park Slope subarea had the
highest proportion of White residents in 2010 (76.3 percent), which represented an increase since
2000 (68.4 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, the proportion of African American residents in
Park Slope declined from 14.5 to 9.1 percent, and the proportion of Hispanic and Latino residents
declined from 17.6 to 12.5 percent. Overall, Park Slope had the lowest minority population of all
the subareas in both 2000 and 2010. Park Slope was the only subarea to experience a slight
increase in average household size between 2000 and 2010 (from 2.06 to 2.08 persons per
household), but still had a lower average household size than the average for the study area as a
whole in 2010 (2.14 persons per household). Median household income in Park Slope was
$111,129 in 2007-2011, the highest in the study area and more than double that of Brooklyn and
New York City (see Table 4A-4). This represented a 24.0 percent increase over the 1999 median
household income reported in the 2006 FEIS, when it was also the highest in the study area.
Approximately 6.1 percent of the population in the Park Slope subarea was living below the
poverty level in 2007-2011, down from 9.7 percent in 2000 as reported in the 2006 FEIS. In both
1990 and 2007-2011, Park Slope had the lowest percentage of population living below the poverty
level in the study area. As discussed in detail below in the “Housing” section, the Park Slope
subarea has experienced consistently increasing home prices and rental rates.

Gowanus

The Gowanus subarea had 3,865 households in 2010, a small number relative to the rest of the
study area, and indicative of the subarea’s predominantly industrial character (see Table 4A-3).
As shown in Table 4A-2, compared with the other subareas, the racial and ethnic composition of
the Gowanus population remained relatively stable between 2000 and 2010, with an overall 8.1
percentage point decrease in the total minority population. The average household size in
Gowanus decreased since 2000, from 2.48 persons per household to 2.36 in 2010, the second
highest in the study area after Bedford-Stuyvesant. As shown in Table 4A-4, median household

! “prospect’-ing for sales: prices and activity on the rise in Prospect Heights.” The Real Deal website,
June 1, 2013. Accessed June 19, 2013.
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income was $60,744 between 2007 and 2011, representing a slight increase since 1999. In
contrast, median household income in Gowanus increased by 32 percent between 1989 and
1999—the highest increase of all the subareas during this time, and the most recent data reported
in the 2006 FEIS. The percentage of population living below the poverty level was 18.7 percent
in 2007-2011, a significant decrease from the 28.0 percent poverty rate in 2000, but the third
highest rate in the study area. This is largely due to the presence of the Gowanus and 572
Warren Street NYCHA public housing developments, which house a total of 3,228 residents—
accounting for 35 percent of the residential population of the subarea. As discussed in detail
below in the “Housing” section, the Gowanus subarea has seen increasing residential demand
while housing inventory remained relatively low.

Boerum Hill

As shown in Table 4A-3, the Boerum Hill subarea contained 6,372 households in 2010. As
shown in Table 4A-2, in 2010 the Boerum Hill subarea had the second highest proportion of
White residents (65.1 percent) after Park Slope, and the second lowest proportion of African
American residents (16.9 percent) after Park Slope. Boerum Hill had the second highest
proportion of Hispanic residents of all the subareas in 2010 (19.9 percent). Between 2000 and
2010, the Hispanic and Black populations in Boerum Hill each decreased by approximately 7 to
8 percentage points. The average household size for Boerum Hill decreased slightly between
2000 and 2010 (from 2.15 persons per household to 2.11). Median household income increased
from $76,466 in 1999 to $85,205 in 2007-2011, in both decades representing the second highest
median household income in the study area after Park Slope (see Table 4A-4). In contrast to
Park Slope, which had a low 6.1 percent poverty rate from 2007-2011, Boerum Hill had a 14.8
percent poverty rate. While this was the third lowest in the study area, it was significantly higher
than Park Slope. This is likely due to the presence of the Wyckoff Gardens NYCHA
development, which houses 1,966 residents in the Boerum Hill subarea. As discussed in detail
below in the “Housing” section, the Boerum Hill subarea contains few new developments, but
residential demand has continued to increase.

Downtown Brooklyn

Downtown Brooklyn had 3,109 households in 2010, which represented an increase from 2,598
in 2000, but the lowest number in the study area (see Table 4A-3). As shown in Table 4A-2, the
minority population in Downtown Brooklyn decreased from 86.7 percent in 2000 to 68.9 percent
in 2010, but still remained higher than the percentage of minority residents in Brooklyn as a
whole (64.3 percent). As described above, Downtown Brooklyn is a primarily commercial
district with a growing residential population. Average household size in Downtown Brooklyn
was 2.07 in 2010, a decrease from 2.28 in 2000. Reflecting the population introduced by new
market rate residential development in the area, median household income in Downtown
Brooklyn increased by 40.9 percent between 1999 and 2007-2011, from $51,619 to $72,720 (see
Table 4A-4). Median household income in Downtown Brooklyn was the second lowest in the
study area as reported in the 2006 FEIS, and has since increased to the third highest in the study
area after Park Slope and Boerum Hill. The poverty rate in Downtown Brooklyn decreased
between 2000 and 2007-2011, from 26.4 percent to 17.8 percent.

Fort Greene

Fort Greene was the only subarea to experience a decrease in total households since the data
presented in the 2006 FEIS. As shown in Table 4A-3, Fort Greene had 6,309 households in
2010, down from 6,463 in 2000. The minority population in Fort Greene decreased from 83.5
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percent of the population in 2000 to 69.1 percent of the population in 2010 (see Table 4A-2).
Most of this decrease was seen in the African American population, which decreased by
approximately 16 percentage points. At the same time, Fort Greene was one of the only subareas
to experience an increase in the proportion of Hispanic residents, from 11.5 to 16.1 percent. As
discussed in detail below in the “Housing” section, the Fort Greene subarea experienced
relatively little residential development during this time.> Average household size decreased
during this time, from 2.19 persons per household to 2.08. Median household income in Fort
Greene was $63,556 in 2007-2011, a notable 17.9 percent increase since 2000 (see Table 4A-4).
The poverty rate decreased since the 2000 data presented in the 2006 FEIS, but at 22.0 percent it
was still the second highest in the study area in 2007-2011.

Clinton Hill

As shown in Table 4A-3, Clinton Hill had 10,808 households in 2010, and the average
household size decreased from 2000 to 1.99—the lowest in the study area. As shown in Table
4A-2, the racial and ethnic composition of the Clinton Hill population is similar to that of the
nearby Fort Greene subarea, with a lower percentage of Hispanic residents (9.8 percent)—the
lowest in the study area. The total minority population in Clinton Hill decreased by 19
percentage points between 2000 and 2010, but is similar to that of Brooklyn as a whole. Median
household income was $65,673 in 2007-2011, similar to neighboring Fort Greene, but lower
than the median for the study area (see Table 4A-4). Median household income in Fort Greene
increased by 7.8 percent compared with the data for 2000 presented in the 2006 FEIS. The
poverty rate decreased during this time, from 17.4 percent in 1999 to 13.6 percent in 2007-2011.

Bedford-Stuyvesant

The Bedford-Stuyvesant subarea had 3,624 households in 2010 (see Table 4A-3). As shown in
Table 4A-2, the proportion of White residents in Bedford-Stuyvesant increased from 4.7 percent
in 2000 to 22.1 percent in 2010, but was still the lowest in the study area and lower than in
Brooklyn as a whole. Bedford-Stuyvesant was also one of the only subareas to experience an
increase in the proportion of Hispanic residents, from 12.4 percent in 2000 to 16.0 percent in
2010. The average household size decreased between 2000 and 2010, from 2.76 persons per
household to 2.55. From 1990 to 2010, the Bedford-Stuyvesant subarea had the