CHAPTER 4

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

. Where impacts
are the same for both options, no distinction is made in the analyses presented. This is true
for such impact categories as zoning, relocation, and cultural resources. Where impacts are

different, they are so noted (e.g., for traffic and air quality).

While the no action alternative assumes that the proposed action would not be
implemented, it does, however, consider the impacts of other proposed projects in the study

area that meet all of the following criteria:

. would occur in the same time frame as this project (i.e., by 1996);
. would be significant;
. would be geographically close enough (i.e., within the primary and sécondary

study areas) to be specifically considered in the impact analyses.

Consequently, a variety of sources were contacted to identify any proposed projects that met

'the above ‘criteria. These sources included:

X City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) filings at the New York City
Department of City Planning (NYCDCP) and New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (NYCDEP);

. Bronx agencies and organizations such as the Bronx Office of City Planning,
and the South Bronx Overall Development Organization (SOBRO).
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The only project identified was Nehemiah Housing in the area south of St. Mary’s Park,
providing 200-250 units with a start year of 1993 and completion by 1994,

While the Nehemiah housing project is the only one close and significant enough to be
- specifically factored into the EIS analyses, it must be noted that the Harlem River Yard
_project is one of several key development projects in the City’s efforts to '-'brin'g\ back the

Bronx". These redevelopment initiatives include:
FOTX : P

. Melroée Commons, a 3000-unit residential complex with 500,000 square feet
of commercial space;
. Morrisania Industrial Park, which will generate over 900 jdbsr;
. NYC Police. Academy relocatihg to the Grand Concoﬁrse;
'« Major expansion of Hostos Community College; "
. Section 404 hbusing projects at a nurfxber of locatibn;

.. Reopening the East 161st Street Courthouse;

e Transportation improvements at Yankee Stadium,

These projects are being coordinated under the planning umbrella of the Bronx Center

Project.

Thus, the Harlem River Yard project becomes another key component in improving.the

institutional, commercial and residential fabric of Bronx County.
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4.1. Land Use

4.1.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

The no action alternative assumes the proposed project wou!d not be built. Under this
scenario, the rémaining manufacturing uses and the isolated residential uses would be
expected to continue to operate, albeit at a somewhat lesser rate of decline than

experienced during the 1970s and 1980s.

In the absence of any actions, it is expected that the area would continue to deteriorate and

there would be further vacancies of manufacturing and commercial spaces. Nearby efforts

.- to revitalize Mott Haven.and the Hub would also be less hkely to succeed. There are several

' _ other proposed pro;ects (1dent1f1ed below) that would assist in stabilizing the ‘area and

| perhaps provrde some support for industrial stablhzatlon

€3

4,1.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Compatibility with Surrounding Area
u -
No zoning change is required for the proposed action. The industrial and commercial

activities proposed for the site conform with the site’s M3-1 and M2-1 zoning, -

The proposed action “would redevelop the mostly vacant 96-acre Harlem River Rail Yard,
establishing a variety of industrial and commercial uses. The following summarizes the

proposed uses and their principal characteristics;

TPD Transfer Statron

sq ft/28ft high
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Operation: Household and commercial garbage will be delivered by truck to
the fully enclosed facility, where it would be compacted before being loaded
into containers for rail shipment to a landfill or waste-to- -energy facility.

2. Paper Fac1hty

Buxldlng 570 000 sq ft/28-50 ft h1gh

Operation: Old newsprint and magazines generated in N YCwould be recycled
into new newsprint through a process of pulping, screening, washing and
deinking. Machines will dry and form the pulp into newsprint.

3. Warehouse
Refrigerated or dry goods warehouse/dlstnbutlon
Acreage: 2
! Bulldmg 80,000 sq ft/up to 39 ft hlgh

4, Intermodal Terminal
Acreage: 28
Buildings: ‘ |
a) Maintenance/administrative/personnel - 20,000 sq ft/1 story
b) Scale House - 5,000 sq ft/1 story
Operation: Center for transfer of goods from truck: to rail and rail to truck.

5. Flower Market
- Acreage: 57
Building: 170,000 sq ft/14 ft high
Fresh flowers would arrive by truck or rail to thls wholesale distribution
center. Orders will be shipped out by truck to metropolitan area florists.

‘Parking would be as required under the Zoning Resolution for M3-1 districts, which is: one
space per 1,000 sq ft or one space per three eiinployeéé for manufacturing uséS"(Whichever
is the greater); or one space per 2,000 sq ft or one space per three employees for storage
or miscellaneous uses. Based on the anticipated buildout of industrial and Wafehousing/
distribuﬁon space, a total of 831 automobile parking spaces would provided under the M3-1

option, the required parking

zoning for the wastepaper recycling option. For the }
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spaces would be 3

the zonihg resolution.

The proposed reuse of the project site for permitted industrial and commercial uses poses
no major land use impacts on the surrounding community. This finding is based on the fact
that the site is substantially buffered by other industrial uses from the re51dent1al sectlon of
Mott Haven, which begins on East 135th Street, at least three blocks north of the prolect
site. There are some isolated pockets of residential use in the mdustnal district that
surrounds the site. However, these are already non-conforming with zoning and have 1ong
coexisted with the heavy industrial uses that typify much of the district. The proposed action

will not, therefore, alter the relative incompatibility of these remanent residential uses with

.. the dominant industrial nature of the area. s e s

The parkland across the Bronx Kill from the Project Site, oﬁ Randalls Island, will come into

. closer contact with industrial use as a result of the redevelopment of the site. However, the

wi

park is in similar juxtaposition with other existing industrial uses:at its eastern end, where

«. the Con Edison generator and Surface Transit Garage are located, with no apparent
‘i"f._ prolg}em. The:~ fact that the. primary activities of the proposed facility would be enclosed

..impyli"es that no adverse land use impacts will extend across the Bronx Kill to Randall’s

Island. IS s Co R

Relationship to Public Policy and Plans in the Area

As noted above, the proposed action is in conformity with existing zoning for the site. The

site has long been a rail yard with distribution functions, in turn surrounded by other

. industrial activities and located in a heavy manufacturing district, represented by an M3-1

designation. This section of the South Bronx waterfront is designated in the NYC

Comprehensive Waterfront Plan as a "Significant Maritime/Industrial Area’, (Department

of City Planning, New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan,1992). The City’s strategy

for areas so designated emphasizes:
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One exception to the low elevation of the proposed structures is the wastepaper recycling
facility at the extreme eastern end of the site. This facility is expected be housed in a
building 50 feet high. Several of the buildings in proximity to this part of the site are of an
equal or greater elevation. The Coﬁ Edison station is 7 to 8 stories high, and several loft
buildings on Willow Avenue in this vicinity are 6 stories. In consequence; the facility will niot ‘
be out of character frommany other of the industrial buildings in this part of the study area.

No particularly significant views would be lost as a result of this facility. -

The study area beyond the project site would not be directly affected by the proposed
action. Thc,,éxisting .i,ndustrial buildings and character of the'surrounding blocks would buffer
~and screen the activities on the project site from the residential community to the north.
Little of the redevelopment would be visible from the residential district; except from the
higher floors of those residential towers that have wide panoramic views of much of the
- City. The low elevations of most of the proposed structures would not, hovwever,’-be out of
character with their immediate industrial surrounds. Neither would they act to block views
of the green spaces of Randalls Island, the water views across the East River towards Long
Island Sound, and south to the skyscrapers of Midtown Manhattan, enjoyed by these high-

rise residents.
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4.3 Socioeconomics

4.3.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

Demographics

The present non-residential character of the project site would remain unchanged without
the proposed action. Without the proposed action there would be no redevelopment of this

area and no increase in employment at the site. The present minimal level of employment

-at the project site (approximately two security guards and several workers associated: with

- the warehouse operations) would be expected to continue.

- Noother projects are known to be planned and in operation by the proposed project’s Build

Year. Consequently, no. identifiable growth in employment is likely to occur in the study

- area under the no action alternative. The trend of declining employment described in

 Chapter 3 would be expected fo continue. -y

O Y O A G

- Under, the no action alternative, there would be no new employmerit associated with the

proposed action and consequently, there would be no increase in related state and city tax

. revenues. ... . .

B T RTREIETE OF L PR NP LI S

- 4,3.2 Impacts of _the Proposed Action

Demographics

The industrial character of the proposed project will have no direct impact 6n the numbers

~of the residential pbpulati,on of the study area.

t
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Gassman Coal presently occupies about two acres in the northwest portion of the site. The
present lease expires in October 1994 at which time coal activities will be relocafed to
- nearby, off-site facilities currently operated by the Gassman Coal Co. The Harlem River
Yard construction schedule is compatible with this timeframe and would have 1o impact on

Gassman Coal operations.

~ The NYCTA presently occupies about seven acres east of the Little Hell Gate Bndgefor
employee parking and vehicle storage related to their bus garage. The NYCTA will
undertake -a major renovation of the facility and all personnel and:functions will be
transferred to another facility in the Bronx while the renovation is underway. At this time

it is not known what functions will return to-the site,

AN

Off-site secondary displacement and induced development impacts are a potential issue for

certain types of actions of this magnitude. This situation occurs when existing business
. tenants-are outbid by new:tenants attracted to the area because of the improved'conditions
- attributed to development likely to occur under the proposed action.

By forestalling the further expansion of blight and deterioration at the site and improving

employment opportunities, the proposed action would attenuate the existing trend toward

abandonment and bi;siness decline in areas immediately adjacent. It is-mot -expected,.

however, that the proposed action would result in any significant industrial or residential
-secondary displacement. . ' ‘

. Lt
EoL

Induced Development
¢The Seqondary employment impacts of the proposed action will likely be absorbed as
expansions of existing businesses, particularly those relating to transportation, food, and

lodging.  Opportunities to open new business serving the project could be readily
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accommodated by development.of the numerous vacant.buildings orlots.in proximity to.the

project site.
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The total increased worker population would place demands on certain community facilities
and services although, unlike a residential project, these would not be upon schools. School
impacts are, therefore, not considered here. Impacts of an industrial project and expanded
workforce are most likely to affect public safety services, health care services, and recreation
facilities. (Impacts on roads, sewers and water facilities are dealt with elsewhére).

Police and Fire - )
,;vl?‘olice and fire services.in the area would serve a new totally secured state-of-the-art

multimodal transportation and industrial park.:

. This would be a safer and more secure environment than the open lots-and 'deteriorated
'warehouses that charactérize much of the site presently. From the. perspective of the %public

~safety departments, the proposed action would represent a significant improvement in their

ability to serve the area (NYFD and NYPD, November 1992). Both departments have -

~indicated they would have no problems in continuing’ tb’é;adjequately serve 'the ‘area. The
Police precinct preséntly serves a residential population of 77,000 compared to a population
of 138,000 20 years ago. - '

 Health Facilities VRPN VS

. The 3,973 certified medicine/gurgiéal hospital beds.in the Bronx (excluding Veterans
Administration) are used at an dccupancy rate of approximately 86 percent by the 1.203
million residents of the Bronx (1990), indicating a demand of 2.83 beds per thousand
population (Community District Needs Statement FY1993). Applying this demand factor to

the new workers éxpcgt_ed in the secondary study area would be expected to. create a
demand for approximately two hospital beds. The occupancy rate of nearby facilities would

permit the accommodation of this anticipated demand without adverse impacts.
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Recreation

- Under the future proposed action, impacts on recreational facilities would occur due to the

increased worker population in the area. Using the forecast worker population of 886 110

the open space per population ratios would be as shown in Table 4.4-1 for the

wastepaper recycling option. The corresponding ratios for the

option are also

presented in‘Table 4.4-1 based on a worker population of §{i3 on site, plus 25-percent of the

), for a total worker population of

B

The. existing relationship of- parks to- populatlon, at 8.36 ‘acres per 1 000 populatlon,
substantially exceeds the present Cltyw1de average of 1.5 acres per 1 ,000. Moreover the
standard ratios used by NYCDCP of 2.0 acres of active and 0.5 acies of passive per 1,000
are substantially exceeded. The standard ratios used by NYCDCP for Commercial/Industrial

projects of 0.5 acres of passive gpen space. for tpe residential populatron and 0 15 acres of

. passive open space for the worker populatlon generates a requlrement of 10. 34 acres of

A=y

: passrve open space for the The actual passive

A open space s 56 43 acres agam substantlally exceedmg the guidelines Under these
_ 'c1rcurnstances there are expected to be no. adverse impacts generated by the project: upon

}

I the opep space resources of the area. e N o
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- Residential Population

TABLE 4.4-1

OPEN SPACE ANALYSIS
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Other Facilities

Other services affected by an increase in worker population are also unlikely to deate
problems. Commercial facilities are baséd upon market conditions and have appropriate
zoning to locate within proximity to the site if new facilities were induced to develop as a
result of the new population. Existing facilities would be expected to benefit from increased
spending by these workers. Religious and membership institutions may increase. their
congregafions /membership to some extent but this would be welcomed by those facilities.
The Library on East 140th Street is relatively underutilized and would also welcome any

additional circulation to justify increased acquisitions.
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Recreation

: passwe open space for the-

~ Under the future proposed action, impacts on recreational facilities would occur due to the

increased worker population in the area. Using the forecast worker population of §

, the open space per population ratios would be as shown in Table 4.4-1 for the

wastepaper recycling option. The correspoﬁding ratios for the

option are also

presented in'Table 4.4-1 based on a worker population of

§ on site, plus 25-percent of the

, for a total worker p’opulation of

indirect worker population (J

The. existing: relationship of- parks to populatlon, at 8.36 ‘acres per 1 000 populatron,
substantially exceeds the present C1tyw1de average of 1.5 actés per 1,000. Moreover the
standard ratios used by NYCDCP of 2.0 acres of active and 0.5 acfes of passive per 1,000
are substantially exceeded. The standard ratios used by NYCDCP for Commercial /Industrial
projects of 0.5 acres of passive gpen space. for the residential populatlon -and 0 15 acres of

. passive open space for the worker populatL_Q generates a requuement of 10. 34 acres of

: The actual passive

s

' open space is 56 43 acres agam substa‘ntlaily exceedmg the guidelines ‘Under these

_ ~crrcumsrtances there are expeotedﬂto be no. adverse impacts generated by the project: upon

!

: the open space resources -of the area. o e AR

fe e -
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TABLE 4.4-1

OPEN SPACE ANALYSIS
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Other Facilities

Other services affected by an increase in worker population are also unlikely to deate
problems. Commercial facilities are b_aséd upon market conditions and have appropriate
zoning to locate within proximity to the site if new facilities were induced to develop as a
result of the new population, Existing facilities would be expected to benefit from increased
spending by these workers. Religious ‘and membership institutions may increase their |
congregaiions /membership to’ some extent but this would be welcomed by those facilities.
The Library on East- 140th Street is relatively underutilized and would also welcome any

additional circulation to justify increased acquisitions.
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4.5 Cultural Resources

4.5.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

Under the no build alternative, no development would occur on the site and any cultural

resources that might remain on the site would be preserved. ‘ ’

4.52 Impacts of the Propdsed Action

National Repister and NYC Landmarks Properties

Irnplementation.of the proposed project will have no impacts on any National Register listed

(or eligible) and NYC Landmarks propertles. The closest hlStOI‘lC property to the site (in

fact, ‘thessite Surfotinds the propetty) is'the former Wllhs Aven‘ue Statlon, whxch is ehglble

for listing in the National Reglster of Historic Places.
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Documentary research 1nd1cates that the Harlem R1ver Yard site has prehrstonc and early
hlstonc-era Natlve Amencan associations and historical srgmflcance Native Amencan
‘burials, a large ' v111age sne and nearby 'shell beds’ were documented in the mid-19th and
early 20th centunes (e.g., Bolton 1848:280; Bolton 1934:137) and 17th century deeds attest
o the Indian presence (Bolton 1881:45 1)

T Wo structures planned east of St. Ann ] Avenue (a refrlgerated / dry warehouse and'
wholesale flower market) may requ1re excavation either for utilities-or foundation pilings.
Both sites scheduled for construction are in the general vicinity of the Ranachqua Native
American site noted by Bolten and discussed previously. The only commercial structures

built in this area are the platforms and low buildings still standing at this writing. A soil
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boring drilled within the area proposed for the warehouse structure suggests that fill is
present to about 10 feet (DOT Bormgs 1985 DAC 543; unfortunately, no bormgs are
available for the ﬂower market site). Itis possible this fill may protect remnants of this

Native American site despite subsequent construction.

Historic Resources

Over time, more than 170 structures haVe been erected on the site; these mclude either one
or two homes built by Jonas Bronck and at least three by the Morrises. Only ten structures
still stand at this writing, all of them built’ after 1923, all of them erther platforms or one-
to two-story buildings built on pilings (no building records could be located).

The development hlstory of the site as traced through maps (e g, Perns & Browne 1873;
Bromley 1879; Bromley 1882 Robinson 1885; Bromley 1897, Bromley 1907 Bromley 1912;
Bromley 1923; Bromley 1943 ‘Bromley 1965), records, and deeds, indicates that the
proposed foundation of the Honorable Gouverneur Morris’s 1799 marision south of East
130th Street may still be relatively mtact This is base ona 3011 boring from thts vicinity that
suggests boulders at 3 and 7 1/2 feet below the ground surface (DOT 1985 Bonng DAC

561) that imply a poss1ble foundation or debris from a former structure.

‘A’'map showing extstmg conditrons (Frgure 4 5- 2) 1nd1cates that standmg structures ‘and
utility lines between St. Ann’s and Cypress Avenues, when coordinated with historical maps
and other data, have not 1mpacted potential sites. Maps of the proposed construction
(Figures 4. 5‘3 and 4. 5- ) show the development planned within these potentlally sensitive

areas.

Below ground excavation in the v1c1mty of the proposed Honorable Gouverneur Morris

mansion site rmght ‘npact a potentially sensitive area. It is also conceivable but less likely,
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that the Manor House site west of Mill Brook and the site of the home of Gouverneur
Morris II east of the brook may contain remnants of foundations that might offer dating
and, in the case of the manor, location information. It is also possible that evidence of

Native American use may persist under fill between St. Ann’s and Cypress Avenues.

During the Revolutionary War, the site was used first by the Axﬁericans and then by the
British, and its historic site potential includes a military encampment from this period as
well as homes of members of the Morris family. However, grading and construction tied
to railroad development that began as early as 1840, and intensified in 1873, as weil as more
modern industrial development, have undermined the integrity of much, but possibly not all,

of the- site.
Recommendations for Testing

Based on the results of the Phase 1A report, testing in the. form of backhoe trenching and
shoveling was recommended to be undertaken in the vicinity of the proposed Honorable
Gouverneur Morris house site prior to further site development since this would be the most
expedient. way ‘to determine its sensiti;/ity ‘and avoid any interference with planned
construction. It was also recommended that testing be undertaken at »twhé' site of the
Gouvernor Morris II residence depending on the results of the testing at the Gouvernor
Morris house “site and' that testing to confirm disturbance be . undertaken where the
wholesale flower market and refrigérated and dry warehousing would be constructed. .
No testing was proposed at the Lewis Morris house site (Manor House) at this time since
‘a parking lot, with no underground disturbance, is planned at this location. In the future,

should below ground excavation be necessary at this location, testing would be conducted

at that time.
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Field Testing Program

Stage 1b archaeological testing of the Harlem River Yard Transportation and Distribution
Center Site conducted in February and March 1993 verified the elimination of traces of the
structure and foundations of the home occupied by Gouverneur Morris II. It also did not
'uncover,;any evidence of the Ranachqua Site in Test Area G1 where it was possible that
- components of this Native American site might have been found (see Appendix B).
With respect to the Honorable Gouverneur Morris mansion, no definitive features or
artifacts were found where this house may have stood. While filling and extensive
disturbance were documented, two man-made features, perhaps running parallel to each
other, were apparently cut into shallow rock outcrops in the northern part of the test area
(Test Area G1). Just \ﬁ}hen and for what purpose these foundation-like features were
fashioned remains unknown, and, indeed may be unknowable. On the other hand, test
conditions--weather, water, and limited access--were such that these features ‘could not be
traced, nor is it known if the»re: are any others like them or if they represent some sort of
-patterned construction. What appears to be a free-standing cut:stone located on the
southwestern periphery of the test area at a depth of three feet has also not been fully

investigated.’: : .

The proposed ‘conistruction in this aréa of the site is such that (1) most of the area tested
will be covered by a parking lot, (2) approximately three feet of new fill will be placed over
this area, and (3) the flower market structure to be built adjacent to-the tested area on the
north will be .constructed on: piles and not on conventional foundations that need to be
excavated. :Therefore, as planned, the core of the subject test area will not be disturbed.
If an alternative method of construction that requires excavation is ultimately chosen, the

issue of subsurface disturbance will need to be reinvestigated.
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4.6 Transportation

4.6.1 Future Without the Proposed Action
Traffic

Trip Generation

In order to develop future traffic volumes, it is necessary to research historical traffic growth
rates in the study area. - Also, nearby developments which will likely b,e»,const_nicted by the

build year must be considered and person trips must be assigned to these developments.

Aﬁef resear’ch) of historic growth rates and discussion with. the NYC D.»ep.artment of
Transportation, it Was agreed that a growth rate of one percent pér year would be used to
account for background traffic growth in the study area. Based on the projected build year
of. 1996 and likely nearby development scenarios as discussed with the Bronx .office of the
Department of City Planning, it was determined that only, the Nehemiah Housing Project
(adjacent to St. Mafys Park between East 138th Street, St. Ann’s Avenue and Jackson

Avenue);would be considéred under the no build scenario.

The number of person trips anticipated to be generated by the Nehemiah Housinngr‘.oject

is dependent upon several factors:

. Dally Trip Generation Rate: total daily trips generated by the particular land

use; y
. Ternporal Distribution: peak hour trips as a percentage of the daily total;
* - Modal Split: Travel mode, i.e., auto, bus, subway or Walking;
. Directional Split; ratio of trips éntering Aar‘ld leaﬁng @th‘? Site;

Impacts 4.6-1 Transportation




The trip generation rate was developed from several sources including the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Report (Fourth Edition), the Regional
Plan Association report entitled "Urban Space for Pedestrians", and the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 187. The daily rates presented
in these sources are vehicle trips, therefore these values were multiplied by the 1980 census
vehicle occupancy rate for this geographic area (1.56 persons/vehicle) to obtain daily person
trip rates. The modal split and temporal distribution factors were then used to compute the

peak hour trip rates by mode.

'The temporal distribution was & ‘ioped from an' analysis of 1980 Census data peftziining
to tracts.in the study area (1990« + . was not available). This analysis also yielded a modal
- split of 22 percent auto, 68 percent transit and 10 percent walk-only trips for residential land

uses. The directional split was obtained from the ITE Trip Generation Report.

The resulting trip factors were previously used and -accepted by the New York City
Department of Transportation for similar résidential dex}elopments planned for the nearby

Morrlsama and Melrose areas of the Bronx.

Vehicular trip distribution patterns- were devéloped using Journey-to-Work data from the
1980 Census. The census data indicate the distribution of peak hour trips by*bfigin and
destination for the study area. Alternative routes between the origins and destinations were
 investigated with traffic being assigned o the most direct routes. Figure 4.6-1 presents the

trip distribution route developed for the Nehemiah Housing project.

Traffic volumes for the year 1996 No Build condition for the weekday AM and PM peak ‘
periods are shown in Figures 4.6-2 to 4.6-4. These volumes reflect expected background
traffic growth and additiona’ trips generated by the Nehemiah Housing Project. These

volumes were used for the analysis of intersection Levels of Service (LOS).

Impacts 4.6-2 : Transportéﬁon
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LOS Analvsis

Capacity analysis was performed for the same eleven intersections considered in the existing
conditions analysis. The results of these analyses for the AM and PM peaks are summarized
in Table 4.6-1. Also analyzed was the PM off-peak time period. This period corresponds
with the peak hour of generafion for the proposed development. The result of this analysis

is also presented in Table 4.6-1.

Despite minor volume increases due to traffic growth, the analysis indicates that traffic

operations at these locations | will remain at the same levels of service as existing

conditions with only slightly greater stopped delays }

on some approaches.

Public Transportation |

The analysis of the no action public transportation impacts considers increased usage due
to background growthr and nearby de’vel‘epme'nt Considering a conservative growth rate of
one percent per year or four percent by the bulld year, the 1mpacts to the pubhc

transportauon system will be neghglble with residual capac1ty available.

Pedestrians

Due to the manufacturlng and 1ndustr1a1 land uses within the study area, which generate few

the study area,

pedestrian trips;, and the absence of other new development

pedestrian ‘volumes are not’ expected to incredse over existing conditions.

Impacts 4.6-3 * Transportation




TABLE 4.6-1
SUMMARY OF .LOS ANALYSIS - NO ACTION

E. 135th St. & Third Ave, 4
"WBL 2033 | 0.946 243 c 1610 | 0.954 25.6 D
WB LT . 125 | - 0.951 25.2 D 201 | o0.969 28.1 D
SB TR 786 | 0.315 26.3 D . 681 | 0.308 26.2 D
Overall: ' 0.767 25.2 D 0.778 267 D
E. 135th St. & Alexander Ave. ’
WB LTR- -'2869 | 0.895 189 | B 2083 | 0.760 10.8 B
NB L ‘ 31| 0.073 76 B 63 | 0.120 7.7 B
NBT - | 26| o052 75| B "52 | 0,078 7.6 B
_-SBTR 78| o096 7.6 B 89 | 0.139 7.8 B
~Overall: : 0.511 135 | B 0.461 1005 | B
Bruckner Bivd. & Alexander Ave. ‘ ‘ ’
EBL ‘ 21| o789 47.0 E 16 | 0511 148 B
EB TR 58 | 0.112 6.9 B 83 | 0.142 7.0 B
SWBLTR | 2228 | 1.124 817 | F 1842 | 0633 | 110 B
NBLTR-. | - 15 0.024 20.9 C. 10| o019 | 209 | C
SB LTR 219 | 0298 281 | c 234 | o0.296 230 | C
Overall: .  fosar | 728 | F | ost8| 126 | B
E. 135th St. & Willis Ave. '
’ WB TR 2311 | 0975 21.4 c 2035 [ o965 | 200 | C,
NB L 68 | 0.201 276 | D 78 | 0219 277 D
NB T ' 312 | 0.440 29.6 D 276 | 0.371 28.9 D
SBR , | 47| o081 26.8 D. 99| o.179. 27.4 D
- overall: | oss | 26| c - | os1a| 214 ¢
Bruckner Bivd, & Willis'Ave. Exit Ramp ' e S '
. EBT .|+ 120 o283 - 810 | -D 245 . 0415 | 321 | D
"WBT 1628 | 0.808 8.7 B 832 | 0.344 39 | A
NB L i8] oloe2 206'| D 21| 0069 206 | D
NB R 1292 | o0.706 78 | B 2179 | 1.012 29.9 D
Overall: - 1177 9.5 B 1.044 235 | C
Bruckner Blvd. & Willis Ave. ' ) V
EB L 16 | 0.318 9.1 B 26 | o0.129 " 70 B
" EBTR_ 78| 0076 67 | . B 120 0120 | 70 B.
WB.LTR. 1644 | 0,950 284 | C 832 | 0.458 o1 | B
NB LTR - 10| "0.020° 209 | C 10| 0.042 210 | °C
SB LTR 650 | 0.751 29.8 D 666 | 0772 304 | D
Overall 0.882 24.4 o} 0.565 17.1 c
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_.JABLE 4.6-1

SUMMARY OF LOS ANALYSIS - NO ACTION

E. 135th St. & St. Ann's Ave.
WB LTR 354 0.273 10.2 B 266 0.173 9.8 B
NB LTR 222 0.165 54 B 345 0.246 5.7 B-
SB TR 97 0.080 5.2 B 112 0.106 5.3 B
Overall: 0.209 8.0 B 0.216 7.1 B
E. 134th St. & St. Ann's Ave. , " N
EBL " 149 0.31% 12.0 B 220 0.481 13.1 B
EB TR 104 "0.201 114 | B 151 0.294 11.8 B
NB TR 117 0.078 4.1 A 161, 0.114 4.2 A
SB LT 109 0.082 4.2 A 119 0.088 4.2 A
Overall: 0.166 7.8 B . - 0.243 . 8.5 B
Bruckner Bivd. & St. Ann's Ave.” , o
EB-L 13 0.253 8.1 B 99 1.645 * F
EB TR 1399 1.321 o F 2325 1.645 * F
WBL 52 | 1.040 1284 F 5| 0003 68 | B
WB TR 1612 1.572 * F 786 0.719 13.1 B
NB LTR .68 0.096 214 . C 74 0.100 - 21.5 0]
sBL 78| 0214 .24 | ¢ 120 | 0.342 236 | ¢
SB TR 62 0.160 21.9 C 63 0.163 22,0 C
‘Overall: | . 1.107 . F ' 1.199° * F
Major Deegan Service Rd. & Third Ave, )
EBTR - 807 0.926 \.36.{8 D 707 0.687 25.6 D
'NBR 5| 0011 80 | B 11| o0.025 80 | B
SBL 5 0.006 7.9 B 11 0.014 8.0 B
SB T 2798 | 0.601 123 | B 2244 | 0.530 ° 115 | B
Overall: ‘ 0.726 182 | "C | o090 146 | B
Bruckner Blvd. & Lincoln Ave. o
EB TR 10| o0.012 4.1 A 16 | o018 - 4.1 A
WB LTR 2350 1.096 61.4 F 1478 0.692 8.0 B
NB L 5 0.050 18.1 C 5 0.067 18.2 C
NB TR 10 0.036 18.0 C 27 0.067 18.2 C
SB LTR 584 | .0.802 269 D 432 0.602 223 C
.Overall: 1.009, 53.8 E 0.666 11.4 , B
Note: When the V/C ratio exceeds 1.2, the stopped delay calculation is meaningless.
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Impacts 3

TABLE 4.6-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF LOS ANALYSIS - NO ACTION

E. 135th St. & Third Ave.

WB L 1284 | 0.652 95 | B
WB LT 120 | 0.658 96 | B
SBTR 608 | 0.259 258 D
~ Overall: | o542 | 151 C

~E. 135th St. & Alexander Ave, . . 4
WBLTR | 1586 | 0559 89| B
NBLT 63| 0.065 75| B
SBTR 78 | 0.064 75| B
Overall: | os21 88| B

Bruckner Bivd. & Alexander Ave.. . . V

EBL 16| _0.593 2107 .C
EBTR 88 | o0.161 7.t 8
WBLTR | 1238 | 0654 113 | B
NB LTR " 15 |-+ 0.083 210 | C
SBL 94 | 0279 2%.9 1 ¢
SBTR ! 88| " 0.265 228 | ©C
Overall: ! . | os28 127 | B

| E. 135th'st. & Willis Ave. . ;
WBTR: .|| 1518| 0.635 7.4 B -
NBL 78| o285 | 279 | D
NB T 416 | 0.600 316 D
SBR 68| 0.156 27.3 D
Overall: | oe26 14.1 B

| Bruckner Bivd. & witlis Ave. Exit Ramp

(I EBT . || . 218]| oa44e 324 D
WBT . 718 | 0.365 40 A
NB'L 81| 0.124 ‘299 D
NBR' 1591 | o.897 13.6 B .
Overall: | os78 128 | B

Bruckner Blvd. & Willis Ave. ;
EB LTR 192 | o0.138 70| B
WB LTR 749 | . 0.408 8.7 B
NB LTR 10| o020 209 | - ¢C
SBLTR 582 | 0.729 29.2 D
Overall 0.518 16.3 C
4.6-6

Transportation



TABLE 4.6-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF LOS ANALYSIS - NO ACTION

cak ‘Hour
E. 185th St. & St. Ann's Ave. .
WBLTR | 193 | - 0.128 96 B
, NB LTR 250 | 0.169 5.5 B
SB TR 104 | o.078 5.2 B
Overall: 0.152 6.9 B
E. 134th St. & St. Arin’s Ave. _
EBL . 140 | 0.327 12,0 B
EB TR 119 |  0.251 11.6 B
NB TR 151 | oos9 | - 42 A
SBLT 110 | o087 | 4.2 A
overall: ||’ ‘ 0.173 78| B
Bruckner Bivd. & St. Ann’s Ave, ' . ’
EB LTR 1810 |  1.248 | *| F
; CWBL. o+ 5| 0.096 .68 | B
WBTR . . 666 |\ 0.631 116 B
NB LTR 120 | o0.166 220 c
sBL | e8| o284 23,0 c
o . 8BTR .| .. 63| o171 220 |. ¢
1 oveaml, || | osts “| F
| Major Deegan' Service Rd. & Third Ave.
EB TR 624 | 0.607 24.2 c
NB R ' 5| 0.010 8.0 B
- 8Bl 5| 0006 79| B
SBT 1861 | 0.425 106 B
Overall: 0.495 187 B
v | Bruckniet Blvd. & Lincoln Ave. S
S ' EBTR 10| o014 4.1 A
WB LTR 1801§ o6t0 | 71| B
o - NBLR | 15| 0.031 180 | ©
SBLTR, a22 | o487 205 | C
Overall: 0.559 9.9 B

Note:  When the V/C ratio exceeds 1.2, the stopped delay calculation is meaningless.

Sy
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4.6.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action
Traffic
| Trip Generatign
The proposed action consists of the de\}elopment of 96 acres of presently vacant land except

for some inactive warehouse buildings. Seﬁ/eraI abandoned freight sidings traverse the

project site. The proposed developrnent'scenario includes the following land uses:

: 6

p
B

In order to develop the prOJected trrps for the proposed facilities, each operator

was asked to estimate the number of employees and shifts,
and expected truck and auto trips that would use the facrhty on. completron Responses

were used to generate volumes of autos ‘and trucks for each analyzed tlme period. This

approach was used for all land uses w1th the exception of the warehouse nd flower

market. For the warehouse

, the ITE Trip Generation Report
establish ruck trrps and total trips.

In order to prepare trip generation estimates for the flower market, surveys were sent to
each of the prospective tenants expected to relocate from the Manhattan Flower District to

the market. The surveys requested specific information on the vendor’s current building

Impacts 4.6-8 Transportation



space, total vehicle trips during a peak weekday and peak - periods, total number of

employees and employees by shift, shift hours and the number of walk-in sales. Responses
were returned by three of the vendors; the results were reviewed and compiled to develop

car and truck trip generation rates on a square foot basis.

The generated auto and truck trips for each project component are presented in Table 4.6-2.

Trip Distribution

Vehicle trip distribution for the proposed Harlem River Yard development was developed

for three distinct trip patterns:
+  Employee Arrival and Departure;
«  Flower Market ﬁeliveries;

+  Truck Trip Arrivals and Departure. -

The employee trip distribution (Figure 4.6-5) is based on 1980 Journey-to Work data. This
data indicates the drstrlbutron of peak hour tr1ps by ongm and destination. Figure 4.6-5 was
developed in con]unctron w1th Figure 4.6-1. The employee arrival and departure distribution

assumes more local trips than the other trip distributions.

The F lower Market distribution (Figure 4.6-6) presents likely travel routes of autos and vans
which are making dehvenes to florists throughout New York City and adjacent suburbs.
The majority of these vehrcles were assigned to the major«travel routes, the Major Deegan

and Bruckner Expressways, via study area roadways. -
It is expected that the draw of truck traffic, comprising mostly large single-unit trucks,

container trucks, and tractor trailers, to the site will be regional in nature. However, the

actual origins and destinations (O-D) of truck trips generated by the individual facilities is

Impacts A " 4.6-9 ‘ Transportation
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unknown, and no published studies of truck O-D data within the region are available.
Consequently, the distribution for project-generated trucks (Figure 4.6-7) was developed
considering the regional nature of the trips and the highway system serving the site. Truck

trips were assigned to the major through highway routes in the area of the project.

Using this information and the total number of generated trips for each peak period the
actual number of trips generated at each intersection was developed. These project
generated volunles; were applied to the no-build volumes yielding "bulld'f scenario volumes
for weekday peak hours (Figures 4.6-8 to 4.6-10).

H
i

"LQS Analysis

!
. capacity analys1s was performed for the same intersections as for the no-build analys1s

The results for each tune period analyzed are summar1zed in Table 4.6-3. This table
presents mtersectlon approach volumes, volume/capacxty ratios, . stopped delay and lane

group levels of servwe

A comparison of ‘tllis table w1th Table 4.6-1 for the no build condition indicates that the
overall delay of most inlersec‘tions degrades slightly although the level of "sel'vice designation
generally remains unehanged. The only intersection which experiences considerable impacts
is the intersection of Bruckner Boulevard and St. Ann’s Avenue. This intersection serves
as a major access ;poiﬂnt for-the site. The heavy volume of project-generated turning

movements at this location impact both EB and WB approaches of Bruckner Boulevard.

Impacts ( ‘ 4.6- 12 o \ / Traansportation
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E. 135th St. & Third Ave,
WB L 2033 | 0.991 327 | D 1610 | 0.980 30.3 D
WB LT 220 | 1.000 35.1 D 345 [ o0.008 34.3 D
SB TR 786 | 0.315 263 | D 681 | 0.308 26.2 D
Overall: - 0.802 316 | D, 0798 | - 806 D
E. 135th St. & Alexander Ave. .
WB LTR 2467 | 0,943 166 | .C 2133 | 0781, 11.1 B
NBL 126 | 0331 ‘87 | B 104 | 0.206 8.1 B
NB'T 64 | o0.128 7.8 B 116 | '0.175 7.9 B
- SBTR 146 | o.181 8.0 B 100 | 0.168 7.9 B
. Overall: - 0.648 154 | C 0,504 10.6 B
Bruckner Blvd. & Alexander Ave. ' ,
EBL 21| ‘0789 470 E 16 | 0563 183 [ C
EBTR 58 | 0.112 69 | B 83 | 0.142 70| B
WB LTR 2320 | 1.173 1119 | F 1872 | 0.647 1.2 B
‘NB LTR 206 | 0333 | 2384 | C 169 | 0343 285 | C
SBLTR 3%0 | 0522 255 | D 201 | oise9 240 C
“Overall: 0.951 89.8 F 0.562 14,6 B
E. 135th St. & Willis Ave." “ . i
) WB TR | 2401 [ 1018 313 | D 2081 | o987 | 236 | C
_NBL . 68 | 0.201 276 | D 78] o219 277 | D
NBT 812 | 0440 296 | D 276 | 0.371 28.9 D
SBR 58 | 0.101 269 | D © 99 0179 2741 D
Overall: 0.871 309 | D £ 0.830 . 24.4 c
| Bruckner Bivd. & Willis Ave. Exit Ramp e ;
‘ EBT i 177 | 0417 321 | D 288 | 0488 | 828 | D
"WBT 1670 | 0.783 81 | B 841 | 0.348 89 A
NB L 22| 0085 207 | D 23| o076 206 D
NB R 1356 | 0.700 76 | B 2191 | 1.961 19.1 c
Overall: 1.152 98 | B 1.008 16.7 c
Bruckner Bivd. & Willis Ave. B
EBL 16| o318 91| B - - -] -
~ EBTR(LTR) 101 | 0.099 68 | B 182 | 0.158 74 B
. WBLTR | 1692} 0978 276 | D " 848 | 0.467 92.| B
NB L 10 | 0.020 209 | C 5| o0.066. 212 | C
NB TR (LTR) - - - - 5| o021 208 | ©
SBLTR 720 | 0.827 827 | D 687 | 0.796 31.3 D
Overall 0.926 280 | D 0.579 178 | C
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E. 135th St.'& St. 'Ann's Ave,
WB LTR 415 | 0323 10.4 B 286 | o0.187 9.8 B
NB LTR 235 | 0175 55 B 374 | o0.270 5.8 B
SB TR 118 | 0.097 52 | B 121 | 0114 53| B
‘Overall; 0.236 82 B 0.236 7.1 B
E. 134th St. & St Ann's Ave. C ‘
EBL 1491 0319 | 120 | ‘B 220 | o0.481 13,1 B
EB TR 154 | 0.308 11.9 B 164 | o0.322 12,0 B
NB TR 185 | o0.129 43 A 230 | o0.166 44 | A
SBLT 1. 77| ona2 43 | A 143 | o.107 42 | A
Overall: ! 0:198 .75 B . 0.277 8.0 B
Bruckner Blvd. & St. Ann's Ave. K C
EBL 29 | 0564 184| C . - . .
EB TR (LTR) 1504 | 11435 * F 2479 | - 1,737 AR F
WB L 101 ] 2020 * F 20| 0373 10.2 B
WB TR 1625 | 1.584. * F . 791 | 0723 13.2 B
- NB LTR . 224 | o872 238 c 179 | o0.248 22,6 c
. SBL - - - - 120 | 0414 | 245 c
SBTR(LTR) | = 258 | 0873 238 | C 100 | 0243 | 226 c
Overall: 1.456 * F . 1.285 * F
| Major Deegan Service Rd. & Third Ave. | . : o '
‘ EB TR 807 | 0926 368 | D 707 | o0.687 25.6 D
NB R 5| oot 80 | B 11 | o0.025 8o | B
SBL 11| 0012 .80 | B 11 ] 0014 8.0 B
SBT 2792 | 0.600 123 | B 2244 | 0580 115 B
Overall: | oxzs 182 | c J|o 7| os%0 14.6 B
'Bruckner Bivd. & Lincoln Ave., IR -
- EBTR 10| o012 4.1 A 16 |  0.018 4.1 A
WB LTR 2404 | 1422.| 748 | F . 1505 | 0.705 82 | B
NB L 5| o.050 18.1 c . - . -
NB TR (LTR) 10| 0.037 18.0 c 32 | 0.067 82| C
SBLTR 584| 0817 27.6 D . 432 | 0.602 22.3 o}
Overall: 1,031 643 | F 0675 | 115 |- B
Note:  When the V/C ratio exceeds 1.2, the stopped delay calculation is meaningless,
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E. 135th St. & Third Ave.
wBL 1284 | 0.704 10.5 B
WB LT 237 | 0715 10.8 B
SB TR . 608 | 0.259 ' 258 D
Overall: o 0.583 . 155 c
E. 135th St. & Alexander Ave, 7
WB LTR 1716 [ 0.610 9:3 B
NB L 104 | 0.232 82| B
NB T .63 | o.119 7.7 B
SB TR 99 | o0.080 7.6 B
, Overall: » 0.428 . 9.1 B
| Bruckner Bivd. & Alexander Ave. : e
 EBL 16| 0625 210 [ ¢ |
EB TR 88 | 0.625 7.1 B
WBLTR 1318 | 0.625 124 B
NB LTR 216 | 0.325 255 D
SBLTR" 299 | 0.325 22 | D
Overall: | 0655 e 16:4 C
E. 135th St. & Willis Ave, e ;o
- ’ WB TR - 1648 | 0689 8.1 B
) NB L 78 | 0.285 279 | D
NBT 416 | 0.600 316 | D
SBR ' 68 | 0.156 - 273°| D
~ Overall: 0.667 .| - 142 B
Bruckner Blvd. & Willis Ave. Exit Ramp ’
EBT |- 312| oe6ss: 848 D
CWBT 742 o378 | - 40 A
NB L 34| 0.136 . 300 D
NBR 1639 | 0.873 121 | B
» Overall: . 0964 18,0 B
Bruckner Bivd. & Willis Ave, ' '
EBLTR 242 | 0.179 7.2 B
WB LTR 776 | 0.423 8.8 B
NB LTR 10| o0.020 20.9 c
SB LTR 649 | o0.812 32.0 D
Overall 0.556 - 17.4 C

¢
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Impacts

E. 185th St. & st. Ann’s Ave,
" WBL - 79| o165 97 | B
- WBTR 172 | 0.169 9.7 B
NBLTR 284 | 0.196 5.6 B
SBTR 104 | 0.078 5.2 B
Overall; - 0.184 71| B
E: 134th St. & St. Ann's-Ave. o ’
; . EBLIR 852 | 0.414 12.4. B
' NBTR 271 | o.65 44 | A
SBLT 158 | 0.125 43| A
" Overall: B 3 0.253 7.9 B
_Bruckner Bivd. & St. Ann's Ave. o
CEBLTR || 1952 | 1.468° *| F
" WBL . 53| 1.023 1178 | F
- WBTR. 676 | "0.640 15| B
NBLTR 310 | 0.476 249 | ©
CSBLTR | 249 o0.419- 243| ©
© Overall:  f 1129 - *| F
Major Deegan Service Rd. & Third Ave.” " e
"EBTR 624 | -0.607 242 | C
NBR * 5| 0010 | 8.0 B
ssL [ 5| oo0s 79| B
SBT 1866 || 0.425 10.6 B
 Overall: i | 0495 187 | B
Bruckner Bivd. & Lincoln Ave, Y
EBTR | . 10| 0014 41| A
WBLTR | 1352 | 0.634 | 78| B
NB LTR 15 | - 0.031 180 [ C
SBLTR 822 | o437 | 205 | ¢
Overal: | osms 100 | B

Note:  When the V/C ratio exceeds 1.2, the stopped delay calculation is meaningless.
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| no-build operations for these approaches are LOS F. However. the

project-generated vehicles further deteriorate this condition.

yE

These trips will be added to the regional highway system and the local street network
‘immediately adjacent to the project site. The preceding traffic analysis indicates that total
traffic generated by the site (automobiles and trucks) can be accommodated on the local
street network: without serious impacts, except at ‘the intersection of Bruckner Boulevard
.and St. Ann’s Avenue. Mitigative measures implemented along Bruckner Boulevard, as
~described in.subsequent sections, will improve traffic operations impacted by fhe project.
In additién',. the'New. York State Department of Transportation will be undertaking the
reconstruction: of Bruckner Boulevard under the Willis Avenue Bridge to improve truck

clearances.

It is expected that truck traffic will utilize existing designated local and through truck routes
for the most direct primary access to the site as identified in Figure 4.6-11. Locally oriented
truck traffic is expected to utilize designated local truck routes to reach either the Alexander

Avenue or the St. Ann’s Avenue site access points. While the foregoing represent the most
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likelv routings of site-gencrated truck traffic expected for access to and from the site, it
she . be noted that truck :irivers will ultimately chose the routes they feel best serve their
needs.

The assignment of site generated truck traffic to the project’s entrance/exit gates was based
on lease agreements for the transfer station and the intermodal terminal facilities, and
other site uses.
destined for the

expected travel routes developed from the trip origins/destinations for &

"nsequently. it was assumed that @l vehicles {
transfer station and the intermodal terminal will only use the Alexander Avenue gate for

all entries and exits.

The remaining uses (paper facility, warehousjig

¢) are expected to use either the Alexander Avenue or the St. Ann’s Avenue

gate for all vehicular entries and exits to the site, depending on general trip origin.

Therefore, traffic utilizing the Major Deegan Expressway corridor has been assigned to }

: Avenue.gate for both peak periods

It should also Be noted that there are residential land uses within the primary and secondary
impact area for this project, along the designated truck routes expected to provide primary

access to'and from the site. The extensive use of these routes by commercial traffic is an
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OUTBOUND TRUCK ROUTINGS

AUG 04, 1993 .'I.A-MSCONSULTANTS. Inc. [Figure 46-11
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4.6-11

HARLEM RIVER YARD VENTURES INC
INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION AND
DISTRIBUTION CENTER

INBOUND TRUCK ROUTINGS

(continded)

Figure

TAMS CONSULTANTS, Inc.

: Legend
s Property Boundary

<> Site Entrance

seslmess  Inbound Truck Routing .







INBOUND TRAFFIC
Transfer Station & Intermodal All 100 100 - -
Terminal
All Other Uses
Autos SB Major Deegan 25 20 75 80
$B Bruckner Exp - - 100 100
Willis Avenue Bridge - - 100 100
Triborough Bridge 100 100 - -
. Local Streets 75 75 25 25 .
Vans (Flower Market) SB Major Deegan 25 - 75 -
'SB Bruckner Exp - - 100 -
Willis Avenue Bridge - - 100 -
Triborough Bridge 100 - - -
] ‘ Local Streets 100 - - -
Trucks SB Major Deegan 50 20 . .. 50 80
SB Bruckner Exp - - 100 100
| Willis Avenue Bridge - - 100 100
Triborough Bridge 100 100 - -
Local Streets . - - - -
OUTBOUND TRAFFIC: -
.| Transfer Station & Intermodal All 100 100 - -
| Terminal
| All Other Uses |
Autos - NB Major Deegan 100 70 - 30
’ NB Bruckner Exp - - 100 100
- Third Avenue Bridge 100 50 - 50
Triborough Bridge - 35 100 65
. Local Streets 65 .75 .35 25
Vans (Flower Market) | NB Major Deegan 100 - - -
NB Bruckner Exp - - 100 -
Third Avenue Bridge 33 - 67 -
Triborough Bridge - - 100 -
Local Streets - 100 - - -
Trucks | NB Major Deegan 100 65 - 35
NB Bruckner Exp - - 100 100
Third Avenue Bridge 100 100 - -
Triborough Bridge 40 30 60 70
Local Streets - - - -
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existing condition. The additional truck traffic generated by the project is not expected to

have serious adverse impacts on residential land uses in the study area.

.In a regional context, the development of the site as a mix of industrial and commercial
land uses in conjunction with an intermodal truck-to-rail transfer facility is expécted, in the

long run, to reduce annual truck trips and total truck vehicle miles of travel

Rafl Freight

vThe NYSDOT, in a separate but related project, will be constructing the Oak Point rail link
along the Harlem River which will provide‘ a direet connection with adequ'ate clearances
between Selkirk, NY, and the Oak Point Yard, and eliminate the routing of freight trains
4through the congested Mott Haven and Melrose Junctions. The construction of this link

will greaﬂy improve the operational characterlstlcs, and increase the capacity of the rail

frexght serving, the region.

Rall tratfic generated by the prOJect will include a total of }

TPD Transfer Station; 375 tons/day in paper mill wet sludge and 6 rall cars/umts in
processmg,, chemicals for the paper facility; two complete trains of 128 cars each for the
intermodélterminal Additional rail cars will also be: ‘generated by the warehome and

flower market operations.

i s . . PRI o

This rail traffic can easﬂy be absorbed by the reserve capac1ty of the reglonal rail system

Y

servmg the s1te
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Public Transportation

Transit trips generated by the proposed action will impact the Bx15, Bx17:

bus lines and the IRT No. 6 subway line. Since the bus routes can serve as feeder routes

from the subway, transit trips using the No. 6 line will also hnpact the bus routes.

Due to the manufacturing and industrial nature of the project, all of the transit trips
generated will be by employees. The regional nature of the project coupled with its
proximity to major highways will reduce the. likely number of transit trips. The employee
transitvtrips which occur during the peak hour are further dintinished by the use of several

shifts which stagger these trips throughout the day.

As was noted for the no-action condition, there is expected to be available residual capacity
on these lines. Therefore the minor passenger increases due to the project will not impact

the transit facilities.
'P'edestrian':Activig '

The proposed development will cause a shght increase in pedestnan act1v1ty These

pedestnans are employees accessmg the site after usmg the bus or subway

froject generated, walk-only trips are not expected due to the scarclty of
residential land uses in the study area and the regional characteristics of the facility. Since
low pedestrlan volumes are expected into the future the addltxonal pedestrxan act1v1ty due

to the project will have no adverse impact.

Reduction in Vehicle Miles of Travel

v By increasing the proportionof goods shipped in and out of New York City by rail, the
proposed development of the Harlem River Yard will alleyiate traffic congestion on trans-

Hudson crossings (iu particular the George Washington Bridge) and reduce vehicle miles

Impacts . 4.6-21 ~ Transportation




of travel in the region per year by

follows:

g option, as

Intermodal Rail Terminal - Under the proposed action 70,000 rail car movements
per year will go to Harlem River Yard; 35,000 of these will replace truck trips
from Albany, NY. Therefore:

VMT reduction = 35,000 vehicles‘x 2 (for round trip) x 150 miles = 10,500,000

In addition, 35,000 movements will replace truck trips from the New Jersey
waterfront (21 miles from Greenville or 9 miles from Hackensack; say 15 miles

average trip léngth).

VMT reduction = 35,000 vehicles x 2 (rt) x 15 miles = 1,050,000

Construction of the terminal will also allow for 30,000 car loads of produce to go

- to the Hunts Point Market, replacing 30,000, truck trips from the New Jersey
waterfront (21 miles from 'Greenville or 9 miles from Hackensack, say 15 miles

average trip length). = » -~
VMT reduction = 30,000 vehicles x 2 (rt) x 15 miles = 900,000 |

Paper Recycling Facility - Newsprint paper currently comes in by, rail to the
Bronx, thus there is no VMT savings. However, recycled paper currently is
transported from around the City to Port Newark. Transporting the recycled
newspaper to the Harlem River Yard instead, of Port Newark would save VMT.
Using Maspeth, Queens as the center of the City, the distance to Harlem River

< Yards 7 miles; to Port Newark 21 miles, a savings of 14 miles. 250 tons of
~newspaper would be recycled per day, which translates to 13 trucks per day.

Impacts

VMT reduction = 13 trucks/day x 300 days/yr x 2'(rt5 x 14 miles = 109,000

“Warehouse§ - £ rail cars/day would replace truck movements from Aibany,
VMT reduction

rail cars x 3 trucks/rail car x 250 days/yr x 2 (rt) x 150 miles

Transfer Station - Use of rail to transport solid waste from the transfer station for

‘disposal would replace both trips to the Fresh Kills Landfill ini' Staten Island as

well as trips to Pennsylvania and Ohio. Using Maspeth as center of the city, the
distance to Fresh Kills is 20 miles, to Harrisburg, PA is 187 miles, to Harlem

4.6-22 ’ ' Transportation



transfer facility translates to 15( trucks per day. Assuming ha If t If the waste goes to.

Fresh Kills and to Pennsylvama

VMT reduction = J8{ trucks/day x 0.5 x 300 days/yr x 2 (rt) x 13 miles =
plus |
VMT reduction = 50 trucks/day x 0.5 x 300 days/yr x 2 (rt) x 180 miles =

Under the

‘option, the reduction in VMT is expected to be

than under the | option due to the }

In addition, the potential spinoff development of increased rail frelght traffic to and from

Long Island will permit further reductions in regional truck traffic.

' Besides reducing trans-Hudson crossings, the proposed development will permit a share of
future movements of waste, and bulk construction materials to be diverted from city streets

to barges,

&
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4.7 Air Quality

4.7.1 Future Without the Proposed Action
Mobil r

The pixrpose of the microscale air quality analysis was to evaluate the impact under the
future no action on local CO levels at receptor sites located along the roadways which are
expected to experience the greatest change in traffic volumes. The CO concentrations
presented in this analysis are the sum of background concentrations based on representative
monitored ambient data, plus traffic-related c0ncentrations determined from an air pollutant
dispersion model. Predictions of local concentrations were made for the no action

alternative and the proposed action in the year of project completion (1996).

Average hourly CO concentrations were prédicted for the peak one-hour traffic periods.
'I'hés¢ concentrations were multiplied by a persistence factor of 0.7 to determine the eight-

~ hour concentrations.

The receptor sites were the same as those used in the analysis of existing conditions (Figure
3.7-1). Traffic data for the no action alternative and worst case meteorological parameters
are discussed in Appendix C. The MOBILEA4.1 and CAL3QV2 computer models were used
with the inputs described in Appendix C. The highest emission rates for the no action
occurred dui'ing the AM peak period. |

The results of the microscale air quality analysis (Table 4.7-1) show no violations of the one-

and eight-hour CO national ambient air quality standards of 35 and 9 ppm for the no action

alternative.
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1. Third Ave/E135th St. 138 81 | 144 8.5
2. bAlexande‘r Aye;/E 135th St. o 135 79 | 140 | 82
3. Wills Ave/E185th St. 126 | 72 | 128 74
4. Lincoln Ave./Bruckner Bivd. - o 127 . 7.3 Lo 129 7.5
| 5. Willis Ave. Bridge Exit/Bruckner Bivd. 1 125 | 72 12.7 7.3
| 6.5t Ann's AveBrusknerBivd. - | 113 | 64 | 130 75
Note: (1) CO levels include 1996 background concentrations of 5.8 ppm (one-hour) and 2 5 ppm
- (eight-hour). 'All values are presented in’ parts per million (ppm) -
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Under the no action alternative, stationary source emissions would remain comparable to

existing emissions, decreasing with aﬁy further abandonment of existing uses.

4.72 Impacts of the Proposed Action

The microscale air quality impacts of the proposed action were evaluated by determining
the increasc in CO levels due to the development projected to occur under the action, and -
by comparing respective concentrations predicted for the proposed project and no action
alternative to the applicable ambient CO standards. '

The receptor sites were the same as those used in the analys1s of the no action alternative,
The traffic data. used. {§ 1} and the worst case
meteorological parameters are presented in Appendix C. The MOBILE 4.1 and CAL3QV?2

computer models were used with the inputs described in Appendix C.

The results of the microscale air quality analysis (Table 4. 7-1) show no violations of the
NAAQS for the one-hour or eight-hour periods. ' | -

- In addition 'to the federal standard for CO, the City of New York has adopted de minimus

criteria to measure the environmental significance of CO nnpacts Significant 1mpacts are

defined as:
*  anincrease of 0.5 or more ppm for the eight-hour penod when the baseline
: concentrations are above 9.0 ppm; or
. an increase of one half the difference between the basehne and the standard

concentration (9 ppm) for the eight-hour period when the baseline concentra-
tions are below 9.0 ppm.

Impacts 4.7-3 - Air Quality




Based on the de minimus criteria, the project has no significant impacts at the receptor

locations modeled.

Mobil rces - Me Analysis

The reduction in vehicle miles of travel by trucks is estlmated to be over 237 million miles

option),

broken down as follows by roadway type' .

. local roads - 1 percent (assumed speed of 25 mph);
. *. - -arterials - 9 percent.(assumed speed of 40 mph); - -
« . freeways - 90 percent (assumed speed of 55 mph).

Thls reductlon in travel of high emissions vehicles (relatlve to automobiles) has the
1mmed1ate beneﬁt of reducmg motor vehlcle related pollutants by (Table 4.7-2) (figures for
the

optlon are shown in parentheses)

J tons per year of carbon monoxide;
tons per year of hydrocarbons; '
) tons per year of nitrogen oxides.
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Carbon Local 237,000 109 | - 28
Monoxide _ o

| Arterial 2,133,000 71 | 16.8

Freeway 21,330,000 | - 72| 169.7

| Total 189.3

Volatile Local 237,000 | 20 05.
Organic & ' ;
Compounds  Arterial . 2,133,000 ,2 1.3 -8,
‘Freeway | | 21,830,000 | @ .11 257

Total 204

‘Nitrogen | Local 237,000 | | C 102 27
Oxides : : !
.Arterial 2133000 |~ - 100 . 234

’ . . , ; B

-] Freeway 21,330,000 #..18.2 310.0-
| Total 336.1-
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Carbon
Monoxide

Arterial

-| Freeway

* 268,000

2,412,000

24,120,000

10.9
71

e |

1913

32

18.9

Total

2133

| Volatie

Organic

:Compounds

Local
-Arterial

iFreeway

"+ 268,000

2,412,000
. 24,120,000

© 20
13 .

1.1

0.6
.36

29.2

Total

_33.3}

‘Nitrogen

Oxides

1 Local

‘Arterial

| 1 'Freeway

2,412,000 |

! 24,120,000

10,2

100

132

T
30 |

26.6,

350.6

Total

380.2

-Impacts.
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The reduction in truck traffic also has the secondary benefit of improving the overall flow

and speed of the remaining vehicles on the roadways, thus further reducing air pollution.







Impacts

4.7-9




Boller design, FGR or steam | 0.11 Ib/MMBtu ~ - | 85'to 180

Injection "1 ‘30 ppm @ 15% O,

Boiler design, low NO, burner, | 0.04 Ib/MMBtu - | 3210 47
FGR._ o B¥ppm@3% 02, |
‘Boller design, low NO, burner, | 0.04 Ib/MMBtu 32 to 47

FGR : RN e

Another concern is that it is likely that under certain méteorological conditions, the paper

recycling facility will produce a visible steam plume from its process operation.
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e

Stationary source emissions from the other project land uses are estimated based on

throughput (e.g., pounds of emissions per ton of MSW processed at the transfer station) and

on square footage of development for space heating and hot water. Future tenants at the

site are:

3000 ton per day waste transfer station;

flower market that includes a building with 170,000 ft?

intermodal terminal - 25,000 ft

Emissions were calculated on the following basis:

Impacts-

Waste Transfer Station - Emissions from the waste transfer station are based
on emission factors presented in the Solid Waste Management Plan/FEIS for

the City of New York (NYC Department of Sanitation, Appendix 6, August
1992). The factors are presented in terms of pound of pollutant per ton of
solid waste processed; :

Fuel Combuystion - Emissions from commeréial and industrial boilers for
space heating and hot water usage are estimated on the basis of square

footage of development, which then determines annual fuel usage. Annual -
fuel oil consumption for the flower market, warehouse, and intermodal
terminal for space heating and hot water purposes is estimated based on
NYCDERP fuel factors (NYCDEP, 1975) reduced by 30 percent in accordance
with NYCDEP guidance (Corredor, August 1986). All sources were
conservatively assumed to be utilizing #4 fuel resulting in the annual
emissions shown below. Annual emissions were calculated using emission
factors from AP-42 (USEPA, 1986).
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Based on the analyses shown in Table

stationdry source emissions from the yard
(excluding the wastepaper recycling facility) are estimated at (figures for the ]

option are shown in parentheses):

S0, - 7 (15) tons/year
PM 10 - 6 (7) tons/year
CO- 3 (4) tons/year
VOC - 5 (5) tons/year -
NO, - ~ 9 (18) tons/year
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4.8 Noise

4.8.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

Human response to changes in noise levels depends on a number of factors, including the
quality of sound, the magnitude of the change, the time of day at which the changes take
place, whether the noise is continuous or intermittent, and the individual’s ability to perceive
the changes. Human.ability to perceive changes in noise levels varies widely with the indi-
vidual, as does response to the perceived changes. However, the .av'erage ability of an

individual to perceive changes in noise levels is well documented (Table 4.8-1).

Generally, changes in noise levels less than 3 dBA will be barely perceptible to most
listeners, whereas, a 10 dBA change normally is perceived as a doubling (or halving) of -
noise levels. These gmdehnes permit direct estimation of an individual’s probable

perception of changes in noise levels.

The methddology for the prediction of future noise levels is.based on the assumption that
existing noise levels are dominated by, and are a function of, existing traffic volumes, and
that future noise levels can be deternﬁned based on the proportional increase in traffic. For
example, if the existing volume on a street is 100 vehicles/hour, and if the future traffic was
increased by 50 vehicles/hour to a.total of 150 vehicles/hour, the noise levels would increase
approximately 1.8 decibels. If future traffic was increased by 100 vehicles /hour to a total
of 200 vehicles/hour, the noise levels would increase by three dec1bels

Future predictéd noise levels without the proposed action in the year 1996 are presented -
in Table 4.8-2 (détails are presented in Appendix D). The computations-are based on the
traffic analyses presentéd in Section 4.6, which incorporate other major proposed projects

as well as an overall traffic growth factor in the development of the year 1996 traffic data.
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TABLE 4.8-1

AVERAGE ABILITY TO PERCEIVE CHANGES IN NOISE LEVELS

e 28 L Barely nerceptible .- S S P —
5 ‘ Readily nbticeable '
10 Addubling or halving of the loudness of sound
. ‘20 ‘; A “dramatic change"
40 Difference between a faintly audible sound and

& very loud sound

Source: Bolt Beranek and Neuman, Inc., June 1973,
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AM Peak 62 82 0
Midday Peak 64 64 0
PM Peak 65 65 0
Pre midnight 60 80 0
Post midnight 59 59 o]
L (24) 63 63 0
. 67 67 0
AM Peak « 66 68 0
Midday Peak 67 67 0
PM Peak 69 69 0
Pre midnight 66 66 "0
Post midnight 64 64 0
Lo(24) 67 67 0
Ly, 73 73 0
AM Peak 65 65 ]
Midday Peak 66 66 0
PM Peak ' 87 67 0
Pre midnight 62 62 0]
Post midnight 60 60 o .
L (24) 64 65 1
o 69 70 1
AM Peak 66 66 o
Midday Peak - 87 67 0
PM Peak - 69 69 0
Pre midnight e3 63 0
Post midnight 62 62 0
Log(24) 66 66 0
Len 71 sl 0
AM Peak 70 70 0
Midday Peak 68 68 0
PM Peak 69 69 0
Pre midnight " 685 65 0
Post midnight 63 63 o
L,o(24) . 87 68 1
n 72 73 1
AM Peak 73 73 0
Midday Peak 71 71 0
PM Peak 73 73 0
Pre midnight 69 71 2
Post midnight ‘66 66 0]
L, (24) 71 71 0
Lyq 76 76 0
Impacts Noise
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7 AM Peak 66 66 0
Midday Peak - 68 68 0
PM Peak - 68 69 0
Pre midnight 66 66 (0]
Post midnight 65 - 65 ‘0
L, (24) 68 68 0
Len 74 74 0
8 AM Peak : 78 76 0
Midday Peak - 75 75 0
PM Peak 7 4 77 0
Pre midnight 72 72 . 0
Post midnight - . 68 . 68" 0
Le(24) © 74 74 0
Lyn 7 78 0
9 AM Peak 75 75 . 0
Mididay Peak '+ 78 76 4 0
PM Peak 77 77 0
Pre midnight 72 72 L 0
Post midnight €9 69 . - 0
Lq(24) . 74 74 0
Ly 79 79 0 -
10 AM Peak 67 67 0 4
Midc. » Peak - 87 67 - 0 |
PM #ak X 69 69 0 :
Pre midnight - 66 66 o]
Post midnight . 84 64 0
Lo (24) 67 67 0
Len 71 72 1
1. AM Tk 58 58 0
Mid:: . Peak .. . . 59 59 . o
PM + Kk 55 55 0
Pre midnight - | 54. 54 - (¢]
Post midnight . " 81 61 . 0
Lo,(29) ) 59 0
L, ' 68 66 0
Impacts " Noise
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4.8.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Futu're noise levels were predicted‘l)y considering the contribution of noise generated by (1)
vehicles off the site on local streets and (2) activities being conducted in the yard (e.g., crane
operat1ons at the intermodal terminal). Yard activities involve outdoor operat1ons (e.g,
crane, train, and truck movements) and indoor operatlons (e.g., waste processing operations
‘at the transfer statron and demkmg and paper makmg operations at the paper recycling
fac1]1ty) ‘Any. exterior mechanical equ1pment (e. g fans, compressors) would be designed
to comply with the New York City Department of Bulldmgs Noise Code, Performance
Standards of’ the New York C1ty Zomng Resolution, and the New York City Noise Code.
As a result, noise levels from such mechamcal eqmpment at the project site are not

expected to be significant.

Off Site Vehicular Noi
[

Changes in nmse levels due to. the proposed actlon were ! determmed by adding the noise

‘due to- the prolected development generated traffic to'noise levels prev10usly obtained for

the future no acuon
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On site noise generators were analyzed ‘as follows (methodology details are ~"pres\ented‘in
Appendix D):

. for each major project component (e.g., waste transfer station), a noise
emission level was calculated for the dominant source of noise for a 24-hour
period; ‘ o

. the noise contribution of each major project component was calculated for .

i

- each receptor;

L

. '.to_\ta)l sound pressure level at each receptor was calculated by addinéi the

individual contributions from each project component as well as for off-site

motor vehicles (where ‘appropriate).

The assumptions used for the various project components were:

. Train Movements - The methodology for this operation included consideration
of four train-movements. Two trains were directed to the TOFC facility and

. each train-carriéd a string'of 63 cars. The first TOFC train arrives at 12
midnight; the train on site leaves the TOFC site,at 1 AM. It was assumed
that it takes the train one hour to traverse the site. The daytime TOFC train

_-arrives at 8 AM and the round.trip.is completed by 10 AM.  Two additional
trains servicing other tenants within the project site account for an additional
80 cars. ‘Therefore a total of four trains daily service the project site. Each

- train is assumed to be driven by two 1800-hp diesel engines at a speed of 20

* - In addition to project trains, eight additional trains were calculated to cross
the yard on their way to the Oak Point Yard, north of the site. These trains

were assumed to have the same size diesel engines driving the project trains
and were expected to carry a string of 40 cars each.

. .Ihj;grmgdg! Rail Facility - The noise source, other than train noise, modeled
for this facility was the straddle crane. A reference noise level was modeled
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from an_acoustical center of the TOFC rail line that -the_crane. will_operate

over. It was estimated that the crane would take two minutes to unload each
trailer. It was also estimated that the crane could load and unload 126 tractor
trailer loads over a seven hour-period. Two seven-hour periods were studied:
one during the day time hours and one during night time hours.

. NYC Flower Market - The trains that are associated with this use are
accounted for in the rail calculations for train movements. Trucks entering,

queuing and leaving the facility were analyzed. No on site equipment noise
emissions are expected.

. Refrigerated /Dry Wg,rg‘ house - The prominent noise source from this

operation would be the compressor noise from the refrigerated trucks. Noise
emissions from: compressors were modeled from the center of the trailer
parking area. '

. Solid Waste Transfer Station - All waste processing operations-at the transfer

station occurs indoors. The principal source of noise at the site would be the
number of waste trucks that queue outside the facility. For this analysis the
total number of trucks on site for each hour of the day was counted as part
of the queue.” The high number of trucks assumed in the queue would give
this analysis a worst case scenario. : '

. Receptor 1 - substantial increases in noise levels occur at this location.
However, since these ball fields are utilized primarily during the daytime
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AM Peak 62 75 13
Midday Peak " 64 76 12
PM Peak 65 67 2
:‘Pre midnight © 60 ) 0
Post midnight 59 75 16
Les(24) 63 73 10
AM Peak 66 75 9
Midday Peak 67 76 9
PM Peak 69 71 2
Pre midnight 66 66 0
Post midnight 64 74 10
Leg(24) 67 73 6
ban 73 1 6
AM:Peak 65 70 5
Midday:Peak 66 71 5
PM Peak 67 67 ]
Pre midnight 62 62 0
Post midnight 60 .68 8
Le(24) . 65 68 3
| L 70 73 3
-AM Peak . 66 7 5
Midday Peak 67 75 8
'PM Peak 69 . 77 8
Pre midnight 63 - 64 1
Post midnight 62 67 5
Leq(24) 66 73 7
Lan 4 78 7
AM Peak" 70 71 1
Midday Peak ' 68 70 2
| PMPeak | 69 .69 .0
" | Pré midnight 65 65 0
| Post midnight - 63 " 67 4
Le(24) 68 69 1
L 73 73 0
AM Peak 73 74 1
Midday Peak 71 72 1
PM Peak 73 73 0
Pre midnight 4l Al 0
Post midnight 66 69 3
L.q(24) ’ 71 72 1
Lo 76 76 0
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AM Peak

66 . 69 3
Midday Peak 68 .70 2
PM Peak 69 69 0
Pre midnight 66 66 0
Post midnight 65 68 3
Leg(24) 68 69 1
Lin 74 75 1
8 ' AM Peak 76 77 1
Midday Peak 75 78 3
PM Peak 77 78 1
Pre midnight 72 72 0
Post midnight 68 70 2
Lea(24) 74 75 1
Len 78 79 1
9 AM Peak 75 76 . 1.
: Midday Peak 76 79 3
PM Peak 77 78 1
Pre midnight 72 .72 0
Post midnight. 69 70 - 1
Lo (24) 74 76 2
Ly 79 80 1
10 AM Peak | 67 75 8
Midday Peak 87 78 11
.PM Peak. = - 69 76 - 7
“Pre midnight. . 66 70 3
Post- midnight 64 72 8
Lo(24) 67 74 7
: Ly, ’ 72 79 7
11 | AMPeak - 58 75 17 .
o Midday Peak . 59 75 16
| PM Peak ' 85 63 8
| Pre midnight -54 54 0
‘Post midnight 61 75 14
Leq(24) - 59 - 73 14
Lgn : - 66 78 12
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Impacts

‘hours, there will be no noise related impacts’ to individuals dunng the late

nighttime hours. In fact, active recreation uses are good in such areas.
Construction of a barrier would, therefore not be of particular use and would
block views to and from the site;

Receptor 2 - substannal increases in noise levels occur at this locatlon
However, this receptor is an underutilized, rubble strewn pocket park on

Bruckner Boulevard and whose southern boundary is the exit ramp from the
Willis Avenue Bridge onto Bruckner Boulevard. Noise levels in this park are

-already highdue to-the-amount of “traffic-that passes by daily. While it is

conceivable that a wall could be built on the southern end of the park, given
the lack of regular human use of the facility, proximity to the bridge exit
ramp, and the potential to create an unsafe area with no sight lines into the
park, construction of such a wall is not considered necessary;
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. Receptor 11 - the old Willis Avenue Station, contains a residential unit in a
small portion of the structure. This is a non-conforming use in a
manufacturing zone.

It is important to consider noise impacts in the context of the long-term industrial nature
of the area and the proximity of the yard to major noise generating transportation sources
(e.g., Triborough Bridge, Willis Avenue Bridge, Bruckner Boulevard). It has been
~ established through the noise measurement program that existing noise levels in the general
vicinity of the residential and recreational receptors studied are high and exceed most’
ambient fﬁofSe criteria. It should also be noted that all of the residential receptors fall
within a manufacturing district and are all presently ﬂonwnfo@ng uses. In general,

impacts with respect to noise criteria can be summarized as follows:

* The NYC Daytime Noise Quality Criteria Standard of 65 dBA for high
density residential land use is exceeded at all sites for most of the daytime
"7 hours. The nighttime criteria of 55 dBA for high density residential land use

% is exceeded at all sites for most of the night time hours, .as is true of existing

conditions; : '

. The FHWA Criteria for residential land use, schools and for parks and
recreation is 67 dBA. Predicted noise levels exceed the criteria at all sites for

most hours of the day and night, as is true of existing conditions;

. The waste transfer station will operate 24 hours a day but will accept truck

deliveries for {I§ hours a day. The truck queues are the only potential noise
source since all other operations at the facility would be conducted indoors.
With respect to the Part 360 regulations, however, there are no residentially
zoned areas at the boundary of the waste station site and the noise criteria
would not apply. : '
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4.9 Infrastructure -

49.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

Under the no action alternative, population in the project area would remain roughly at
existing levels. No development would occur on the project site. Conseqﬁently, in the
project area demands on infrastructure would not change and there would be no significant -
impacts to inffastructure components in the future without the proposed action. Given the
existing capacity problems at the Wards Island WPCP, further details on the Clty’s plans for
the plant are provided below
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4.9.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Impacts - , o 492 Infrastructure



4.9-3

Infrastructure




Storm sewers and culverts w1ll be enhanced to prov1de adequate dramage of -stormwater
generated on-site. There is sufficient capacxty in emstlng sanitary and storm. sewers to

accommodate the new flows expected from the proposed facilities.
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Construction on major culverts is not antlmpated to have any

s1gmficant impact due to protective structures to accommodate crossings or load imposition.

Generally, solid waste will be generated by employees at the Harlem River Yard, Other
solid waste sources include the newsprint deink facility with up to

{ wet tons per day of
non-hazardous sludge (79 dry tons per day) comprised mostly of clays from the wastewater

pretreatment process,
specification merchandise from the flower market and dry/refrigerated warehouses and
other wastes associated with materials handling activities (i.e., wooden pallets, and site-wide

facility maintenance activities).

Sludge from the deink process will be transported via rail or truck to landfill, compost or

other benefic1a1 reuse facility.

Reéyclables generated on-site will be collected for

recycling’by private carters.
-»*‘*

Energy

Electnc1ty will be extended on-site from East 132nd Street to accommodate approxnnately
{] kVA demand for primary feeders for the paper recycling & "

demand for secondary feeders for the remaining site facilities.

It is anticipated that two

transformers and one service point will be used to download power to the site.

Gas mains run along East 132nd Street north of the site and will need to be extended to on-
site facilities. An estimated 4,000 cubic feet per hour is required for building heating as well
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New gas service mains will likely range in size from 2" to {{f".

y o [T N £
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4,10 Natural Environment

4.10.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

No significant change in the natural resources of the site is expected in the future without
the proposed action. The site will continue to be colonized by invasive vegetation and will -

be utilized by typical urban wildlife species.
4.10.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Floodplains

Approximatel ) cubic yards of fill will be placed around the site with a total depth

of one to three feet. Fill will be placed on about 60 percent of the site area a part of the
site development The fill will serve several purposes 1nclud1ng the following:

s

. Provide for improved surface drainage ‘and runoff in paved area;

. Provide for improved ‘vehicular site acceSs and railroad crossingS'

. Raise the grade in key bu11d1ng 51tes above the elevatlon of the 100—year ﬂood
plam

. Serve as cover matenal as detalled in the 31te remedlatlon plan to hrmt |

exposure to emstmg site surface soils.
Construction of the facility would not create major impacts on the floodplain, having little

impact on the natural moderation of floods and little impact on water quélity maintenance

and groundwater recharge.
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Ecological Resourees

Since there are no significant ecological resources (e.g., wetlands, endangered species) within
the Harlem River Yard site, there would be no significant adverse impacts under the
proposed action. The development of the project area would have a positive impact on

ecolog1ca1 resources to the extent that the proposed action incorporates landscaping in the

design

Stormwater Runoff

Under recent USEPA rule making, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit program has been modified to include nrequirements for permits for
stormwater dlscharges The fmal rule, wh1ch was published in November 1990, implements
Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean Water Act. The State of New York its SPDES |

program accordingly to be consistent w1th the federal program. The regillatiOns cover 11

categories of industrial facilities that discharée stormwater (1) via one or more point sources
(2) into the-waters of the United States, eitlfer\diree‘tl‘y or through aisep{)arate stormwater
system. The largest of these categories includee facilities that are engaged in industrial
act1v1ty These are defined pnmanly by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes.
Included are most SIC codes pertammg to manufacturing, mining, oil and gas extraction,

some transportatlon activities, and the construction industry.

Several components of the Harlem River Yard development will require stormwater permits.
for operation of the facility (the entire yard will require a stormwater permit for

construction activities - see Section 4.13):
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. intermodal yard (SIC 40 - Railroad Transportation):

. waste transfer station (SIC 5093 - Scrap and Waste Materials);

. newsprint recycling facility (pulp, paper, and paperboard, an industrial
category that already had NPDES requirements for stormwater discharges).

The regulations mandate the use of Best Available Technology (BAT) and Best Convention-
al Pollutant Control Technology (BCT), and where necessary, water quality - based controls.
‘The' regulations also include requirements for sampling stormwater discharges. The details
of the requirements as they relate to components of the Harlem River Yard development
will be determined at the time permit applications are submitted to the NYSDEC.,
Consequently, no significant stormiwater impacts are anticipated from development of the

Harlem River Yard.

i
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4'1,1 Hazardous Materials

[

Recommended Remedial Action Objectiv

4.11.1 Future Without the Proposed Action}

Under the no action alternative, there would be no impacts with respect to PAHs and other

contaminants since this alternative assumes no future development of the yard.

4.11.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action
The findings from Phase I and Phase II indicated that ¢ontamination at the site is primarily

due to past usage as.a rail yard and coal storage yard.- Much of the site is covered with

. varying depths of fill related to -this. past use, this is the primary contributor to the

contamination identified. Semivolatile organics (especially PAHs) and metals (especially
lead) are the predominant contaminants detected in the surface and subsurface soils at the

site. There.is no evidence of surface and: subsurface organics affecting the groundwater

‘quality at-the site, A localized area of contamination exists in the central portion of the site

- due toron-going fuel pump operations. . The results of the Phase Ib-and.II findings were

generally consistent both in terms of the identity: of the .contaminants detected and the

-concentrations at which they were detected. .- - ' S

APRSS

Based on;the Phase I and Phase II. investigations, a limited remediation program will be

sufficient to mitigate concerns:posed by the Harlem River Yard Site.. .. -

As noted in the Phase IB Report (TAMS, 1991a), the above iground and underground
storage tanks should be removed from the site, along with surrounding petroleum-
contaminated. soils. This can be accomplished by a competent removal contractor, in
accordance. with 'regulatory requirements and agency oversight. Known storage tank

locations and areas of adjacent petroleum-contaminated soils were identified in the Phase
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- assessment, which dealt only with surface soil contamination. The coal storage operation
was not evaluated independently by TAMS, but no record of regulatory enforcement
problems was discovered dunng the Phase JA investigation.

This limited remediation program has been reviewed by the NYSDEC. The Hazardous

Waste Remediation Bureau has approved the'limited remedial action as outlined above, and

- NYSDEC will not be pursumg any further investigations of this site under the inactive

hazardous waste remed1a1 program.
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4.12 Energy Use and Conservation

- over

4.12.1 Future Without the Proposed Action

Under the no action alternative, there would be no future development of the yard and

therefore no change in energy usage.
4.12.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Development of the proposed action would result in increased energy demand for gas and
electricity. Cost effective methods to decrease overall energy demand would be employed
by the developers of the various project components. These methods could include
insulation of walls and roofs, insulaﬁng glasé and selective use of exterior: mateﬁ_als to

enhance thermal insulation, and selection of energy efficient heating and cooling systems.

The project would also result in reduced energy consumption. due to the significant
million for the i option,

option) resulting from the increased use of rail and

reduction in vehicle miles of travel (over |

% million for the

decreased use of trucks. Assuming an average fuel economy of eight miles per -gallon

(trucks at 55 miles per hour), the project would result in a fuel savings of nearly §

million gallons of fuel oil per year for the

& option (nearly

gallons for the
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4.13..Construction-Impacts

4.13.1 Air Quality

The major air quality concerns during construction are:

*  fugitive dust from on-site construction activities;

. asbestos which may need to be removed from buildings that would -be
demolished;

. mobile source emissions from construction vehicles and equipment and motor

vehicles of construction workers.

Fugitive Dust

The following measures, including adhererice to the New York vCity Air Pollﬁtion code,

would be utilized to prevent fugitive dust from construction and demolition activities from

‘becoming airborne:

'+ use of water to control dust in the demolition of existing buildings or

structures, construction operations, and during the clearing and grading of
land; ' o - :
~* application of water to dirt paths, gravel roads, materials, stockpiles, and other
surfaces which can give rise to airborne dust over extended periods;
K periodic street sweeping and/or wetting down of paved roadway surfaces.
Asbestos

Asbestos found during demolition of buildings remaining would be removed in accordance
with 40 CFR Part 81.22, Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. These standards

require that ariyone undertaking demolition or renovation of most major facilities supply
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certain information to the EPA including the location of the facility to be removed, the
scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition, and methods of demolition to be
- employed, an estimate of the amount of asbestos to be removed, and the procedures to be

used to meet the other requirements of the emission standards. These requirements

include:
. prior removal, where possible, of friable asbestos before demolition;
i .
. wetting of friable asbestos materials not removed prior to demolition;

. wetting of stored asbestos materials that have been removed.

Any removal of asbestos would also be undertaken in accordance with applicable New York -
‘City Local Law. The City’s laws outline a number of precautionary measures that must be

- followed in the handling of asbestos including:

s . all waste must be wet down so that there is no visible erission of asbestos
dust into the air; ’ *

. the material must be sealed while wet in two leak-proof polyethylene bags
“ which bear warning labels; '
‘e asbestos by-prb'dxiéts must be isolated from all other Wastes;
*  until the asbestos waste has been properly delivered to an authorized disposal

site, all asbestos waste must be inspected at least once every 24 hours to
‘ensure that the containers are intact, and sealed;

J if the asbestos waste is disposed of in New York City, iyt(ﬂfnay only be at
authorized facilities.

Impacts - , 4.13-2 Construction



Mobile Sources

Mobile source emissions would be generated from construction vehicles and equipment and
motor vehicles of construction workers. However, these effects would not be significant and

would be short-term in nature.
4.13.2 Noise

- Impacts on community noise levels during construction of the proposed project include:
noise from construction equipment and noise from construction vehicles/delivery vehicles

traveling to and from the site. -

The level of impact of these noise sources depends on the n01se charactenstlcs of the
equipment and activities involved, the construction schedule, and the locatlon of potentially

sensitive noise receptors.

Noise levels ét a given receptor location are dependent on the type :and number of pieces

of construction equipment being operated, as well as the distance frem the construction site.
| Typicai, noise levels of construction equipment expected to be employed during the
construction process are shown in Table 4.13-1. Noise levels due to construction activities
would vary widely, dependmg on the phase of construction, demohtlon, land clearing and
excavations, foundation and capping, erectlon of structural steel, constructlon of extenor

wall, etc.,, and the specific task being undertaken
All phases of constructlon would comply with the special directive prov1d1ng guidance for

noise levels during construction, issued by the Division of Noise Abatement, Report #CON-

79-001 to keep noise levels at a minimum.
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TABLE 4.13-1

TYPICAL NOISE EMISSION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

®
-

Air Compressor
.| Asphalt Spreader (paver)
Asphalt truck

Backhoe

Bulldozer

Compactor

Concrete Plant

Concrete Spreader
_Concrete Mixer
Concrete Vibrator
+Crane (derrick)
- Delivery Truck

Diamond Saw

Dredge ,

Dump Truck
.}Front:End Loader -
Gas-Driven Vibro-compactor

B8EIRBEBEIRERERREB

"Hoist -« '

Jackhammer (Paving Breaker)

Line Drill o

Motor Crane : S

Pile Driver/Extractor 101
Pump ! . . : 76
Roller . 80
Shovel -~ 82
Truck . 88
Tug 85

Vibratory Pile Driver/Extractor : 89

Source: Patterson, et al, 1974. -

Impacts - 4.13-4 Construction



Increases in noise levels due to the operation of delivery trucks and other construction.

vehicles would not be significant. Small increases in noise levels are expected to be found

near a few defined truck routes, and in the immediate vicinity of the development site.

Construction noise generated by the proposed project is expected to be similar to noise
generated by other constmction projects in the City. Increased noise levels due to
construction activities can be expected to be most s1gmﬁcant during the early stages of the
construction of each phase, and would be of relatively short duration.

i

4.13.3 Hazardous Materials

Due to the contamination which has been detecte_d within certain areas of the site, all
excavation, surface and subsurface construction activities would be condiicted considering,

but not limited to, the following basic standards:

. implementation of dust suppression techniques such as water ‘spraying;
* . dust monitoring;
o preventlon of pedestnan access to the excavatlon, surface and subsurface

construction areas and contact with excavated matenals

. control, containment and proper disposal of contarrlinated d_ewétering quuids.
Construction workers would be requested to follow good hyglene practices, such as washing -
exposed skin surfaces at the completion of work, avoiding smoking and/or eating in
excavation and subsurface construction areas, and changmg out of work clothes pnor to
leaving the site. On-51te workers would be provided with gloves and long-sleeved overalls
or similar clothing to reduce dermal exposure when entering excavatlon, surface and/or

subsurface constructlon areas assomated w1th elevated contammant levels
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A construction-related health and safety plan would be implemented during excavation and
construction activities to parties on-site, workers and the community from potential
significant adverse impacts associated with contaminated risk. This Plan would be submitted

to NYSDOT for review and approval prior to implementation.
4.13.4 Stormwater Management

The USEPA initiated national compliance with the Clean Water Act Amendments of 1987
- by publishing initial implementing regulations in November, 1990. Those Clean Water Act
Amendments mandated that discharges of potentially contaminated stormwater from
industries and municipalities be regulated using the mechanism of. the NPDES program.
The November, 1990 regulations identified the specific sources of stormwater that would be
subject .to control, the various procedures that dischargers should follow to obtain
stormwater permits, and the technical information that would have to be: subnntted as part

of a permit application.

In addition to the requirements described earlier regarding stormwater impacts from
operation of certain mdustrlal facilities, the regulations call for perrmts for any facility when
construction is to take place on more than five acres. Thus, a permit wﬂl be required for
Harlem River Yard construction, which would require the implementation of best

management practlces durmg the constructlon process so as to av01d stormwater impacts.

4
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