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A. INTRODUCTION

This Draft Scope of Work (Draft Scope) outlines the technical areas to be analyzed in the preparation of
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Flushing West Rezoning Proposal. The New York City
Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing a series of land use actions (collectively the “Proposed
Actions”) to implement recommendations of the Flushing West Plan. The subject of an ongoing
community process, the Flushing West Plan (the “Plan”) would create opportunities for new mixed-
income housing, community facilities, economic development and new public access areas along the
Flushing Creek waterfront within an approximately 11-block area in the western portion of Downtown
Flushing in Queens, Community District 7. The affected area covers approximately 47 acres and is
generally bounded by Northern Boulevard, Prince Street, Roosevelt Avenue, College Point Boulevard,
40™ Road, and Flushing Creek (see Figure 1, “Project Location”). Within these areas, the Proposed
Actions are expected to result in an incremental increase over the no-action condition of approximately
938 dwelling units (including 516 or 619 affordable units'), 91,356 square feet (sf) of community facility
space, 77,812 sf commercial retail space (including 27,209 sf supermarket), and 10,247 sf of hotel space;
and net decreases of 28,970 sf of industrial space and 114,944 sf commercial office space.

The Proposed Actions have been crafted as part of a comprehensive neighborhood planning process
that seeks to support Mayor de Blasio’s housing plan - Housing New York. They also build upon a draft
land use, zoning and master planning effort initiated by the Flushing Willets Point Corona Local
Development Corporation (FWCLDC) --- a community-based non-profit organization working closely with
State and City agencies and the community to support economic growth in the area. This organization
received a $1.5 million Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA) grant in 2010 and, with a consultant team,
studied the area between Downtown Flushing and the Flushing Creek. In the fall of 2014, the FWCLDC
transferred the remainder of the work for the BOA report and master plan to DCP in order to implement
the plan and bring it through the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Process. DCP is working with the
community and the FWCLDC to complete the master planning tasks begun in 2011 under the BOA grant
and advance a rezoning proposal that would increase the allowable densities for new housing, guide the

! The number of affordable dwelling units would depend on which Mandatory Inclusionary Housing option is
selected for the proposal; details on the options are provided later in the document.
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creation of a public esplanade along Flushing Creek, and ensure that future housing developments
would include units affordable to low, moderate and middle-income households.

The Proposed Actions, as described in detail below under Section E, “Purpose and Need for the
Proposed Actions,” seek to implement recommendations that support the BOA’s goals and objectives to
facilitate revitalization of former brownfield sites to require development of mandatory new affordable
housing along with vibrant new mixed-use development and the creation of new open space on the
waterfront. The plan also includes recommendations to improve quality of life in the BOA with targeted
capital planning investments for Flushing Creek and water quality improvements.

The Proposed Actions reflect DCP’s on-going engagement with Queens Community Board 7, a
stakeholder advisory group, local elected officials and community residents to achieve the following land
use objectives:

e Facilitate a community-based planning process to support policy changes that will shape a
more livable neighborhood.

e Create opportunities for requiring permanently affordable housing and preserve existing
affordability to ensure that the neighborhood continues to serve diverse housing needs.

e Encourage walkability by extending the vibrant downtown area to the waterfront, and
create opportunities for new open space.

e Support the existing and growing immigrant and small business culture by providing
economic opportunities.

e Align investments in infrastructure and services to support current demands and future
growth.

An overview of the study area, the purpose and need for the Proposed Actions and their specific
components are discussed below. Appendix 1 includes a full list of the blocks and lots that would be
affected by the proposed rezoning, while Figure 4 in the EAS shows all the affected blocks and lots.

The New York City Planning Commission (CPC) has determined that an EIS for the Proposed Actions will
be prepared in conformance with City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) guidelines, with the
Department of City Planning (DCP) acting on behalf of the CPC as the lead agency. The environmental
analyses in the EIS will assume a development period of ten years for the reasonable worst-case
development scenario (RWCDS) for the Proposed Actions (i.e., analysis year of 2025) and identify the
cumulative impacts of other projects in areas affected by the Proposed Actions. DCP will conduct a
coordinated review of the Proposed Actions with involved and interested agencies.

B. REQUIRED APPROVALS AND REVIEW PROCEDURES

The Proposed Actions encompass discretionary actions that are subject to review under the Uniform
Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP), Section 200 of the City Charter, and CEQR process. The
discretionary actions include:

e Zoning map amendment. The proposed Zoning Map amendments would replace portions of
existing C4-2, M1-1, and M3-1 districts with C4-4A, MX M1-2/R7A, and M1-2 Districts.
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e Zoning text amendments. The proposed actions include amendments to the text of the City’s
Zoning Resolution of:

0 Establish a new special district known as the Special Flushing West District (SFWD) covering
the entirety of rezoning area, as well as adjacent areas not being rezoned, where additional
zoning requirements specific to the proposed special district would be applicable. The
proposed special district includes a subdistrict (Subdistrict A) covering the waterfront blocks
within a proposed C4-4A district.

O Replace the existing Flushing Waterfront Access Plan with requirements set by the special
district.

0 Establish an MX district within a portion of the SFWD combining an M1-2 district and an R7A
district.

0 Map the proposed C4-4A and MX M1-2/R7A districts as a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing
Area setting mandatory affordable housing requirements pursuant to the proposed
mandatory inclusionary housing program.

0 Create new City Planning review and oversight actions by the City Planning Commission and
Commission Chairperson to allow for greater flexibility in future development within the
SFWD.

The proposed SFWD, as described in detail below under Section F, “Description of the Proposed
Actions,” would modify underlying zoning regulations by establishing additional requirements that
would further guide the type and shape of future developments. The Proposed Actions would allow for
increased density for those portions of the affected area that would be rezoned within the SFWD by
increasing the allowable floor area ratio (FAR) for residential use from 2.43 to 4.6 FAR and, in select
areas, allowing residential uses at a maximum 4.6 FAR, where none are currently allowed, and
increasing the maximum FAR for community facilities use from 2.4 to 4.8 FAR. In substantial portions of
the rezoning area current maximum FARs for commercial and community facility uses would be
retained.

City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) and Scoping

The Proposed Actions are classified as Type 1, as defined under 6 NYCRR 617.4 and 43 RCNY 6-15,
subject to environmental review in accordance with CEQR guidelines. An Environmental Assessment
Statement (EAS) was completed on October 15, 2015. A Positive Declaration, issued on October 16,
2015, established that the Proposed Actions may have a significant adverse impact on the environment,
thus warranting the preparation of an EIS.

The CEQR scoping process is intended to focus the EIS on those issues that are most pertinent to the
Proposed Actions. The process allows other agencies and the public a voice in framing the scope of the
EIS. The scoping document sets forth the analyses and methodologies that will be utilized to prepare the
EIS. During the period for scoping, those interested in reviewing the Draft Scope may do so and give
their comments to the lead agency. The public, interested agencies, Queens Community Board 7, and
elected officials, are invited to comment on the Draft Scope, either in writing or orally, at a public
scoping meeting to be held on November 17, 2015 at Flushing Town Hall, 137-35 Northern Boulevard,
Queens, New York 11354 starting at 4:00pm. Comments received during the Draft Scope’s public
meeting and written comments received up to fifteen days after the meeting (until 5:00 pm on
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December 2, 2015), will be considered and incorporated as appropriate into the Final Scope of Work
(Final Scope). The lead agency will oversee preparation of the Final Scope, which will incorporate all
relevant comments made on the Draft Scope and revise the extent or methodologies of the studies, as
appropriate, in response to comments made during scoping. The Draft EIS (DEIS) will be prepared in
accordance with the Final Scope.

Once the lead agency is satisfied that the DEIS is complete, the document will be made available for
public review and comment. A public hearing will be held on the DEIS in conjunction with the CPC
hearing on the land use applications to afford all interested parties the opportunity to submit oral and
written comments. The record will remain open for ten days after the public hearing to allow additional
written comments on the DEIS. At the close of the public review period, a Final EIS (FEIS) will be
prepared that will respond to all substantive comments made on the DEIS, along with any revisions to
the technical analyses necessary to respond to those comments. The FEIS will then be used by the
decision makers to evaluate CEQR findings, which address project impacts and proposed mitigation
measures, in deciding whether to approve the requested discretionary actions, with or without
modifications.

C. BACKGROUND

Flushing has a rich history. The settlement was originally named Vlissingen and chartered by the Dutch
in 1645 on land acquired from the Matinecoc Indians, an Algonquin tribe that had settled in much of
present-day eastern Queens. In 1657, its settlers protested Governor Peter Stuyvesant’s ban on all
religious practices except those of the official Dutch Reform Church, and signed a document called the
Flushing Remonstrance calling for religious freedom. This document became the basis for the notion of
freedom of religion expressed in the Bill of Rights.

The town of Flushing was primarily a rural farming settlement for much of eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, known for thriving commercial tree and plant nurseries, including the Prince, Bloodgood and
Parsons nurseries. In 1857, three years after a railroad was run between Hunter’s Point and Flushing,
the town had begun to grow and its boundaries were expanded.

Its growth accelerated in the twentieth century, spurred by the completion in 1909 of the Queensboro
Bridge, and the introduction of railroad service to Manhattan in 1910 by the Long Island Rail Road Port
Washington Branch. In 1928, the New York City Subway's IRT Flushing Line began service from Main
Street and Roosevelt Avenue. Flushing grew into a suburban-style town throughout the first half of this
last century and its commercial heart was located along Main Street terminating at Northern Boulevard
and anchored by the palatial former RKO Keith’s movie theater.

As its commercial activity increased, warehouse and industrial uses occupied the waterfront by the
Flushing Creek. Constructed during the mid-1920s by the W&J Sloane furniture company, the T-shaped
concrete-clad building topped by a classical clock tower and cupola, now occupied as a warehouse by U-
Haul, remains a prominent structure in this portion of Flushing.

In 1961, an M3-1 district to the west and an M1-1 district to the east of College Point Boulevard within
the Flushing West rezoning area were mapped. Over the last two decades, New York City agencies
including DCP, EDC, and DOT, in concert with the community, have carried out a number of studies and
actions aimed at improving Downtown Flushing. These studies and resultant actions include the creation
of a Waterfront Access Plan in 1993, a rezoning of Downtown Flushing in 1998, and creation of the
Downtown Flushing Development Framework in 2004. The Downtown Flushing Development
Framework was the result of a community-based initiative that resulted in a land use planning strategy
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for the future growth and sustainability of the area. As part of the Downtown Flushing rezoning enacted
in 1998 portions of the preexisting M3-1 and M1-1 districts within the Flushing West rezoning area
below 36th Street to the east and west of College Point Boulevard were rezoned to C4-2.

D. EXISTING ZONING

The existing zoning within the proposed rezoning and special district areas is composed of three zoning
districts; C4-2, M1-1, and M3-1 (see Figure 2, “Existing Zoning and Land Use”).

C4-2

A C4-2 district is mapped over the majority of the rezoning area generally bounded by 36th Road, Prince
Street, Roosevelt Avenue, Flushing River. C4 districts are intended for regional commercial centers
where uses serve an area larger than a neighborhood shopping area. C4-2 districts permit residential
uses with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.43 (R6 equivalent), commercial uses with a maximum
FAR of 3.4, and community facility uses with a maximum FAR of 4.8. C4-2 districts have no fixed height
limits and building envelopes are regulated by a sky exposure plane. Residential development under the
optional Quality Housing Program has a maximum FAR of 2.2 on narrow streets (defined as less than 75
feet wide) with a 55-foot building height limit, and for developments along wide streets (defined as 75
feet wide or more) the maximum FAR is 3.0 and the building height limit is 70 feet. Off-street parking is
required for 70 percent of the dwelling units. This requirement is lowered to 50 percent of the units if
the lot area is less than 10,000 square feet or if Quality Housing provisions are used.

M1-1

An M1-1 district is mapped in the northeastern section of the rezoning area bounded by Northern
Boulevard, Prince Street, 36th Road, and College Point Boulevard, in an area generally including a mix of
low-rise commercial, industrial, and community facility uses. M1-1 districts permit manufacturing and
commercial uses with a maximum FAR of 1.0 FAR and 2.4 for community facilities. No residential uses
are permitted.

M3-1

An M3-1 district, which allows a maximum 2.0 FAR, is mapped over several parcels in the northern
portion of the rezoning area between College Point Boulevard and the Flushing River, which currently
include a lumber and hardware supplier as well as a scrap yard. M3 manufacturing districts generally
permit heavier industries compared to M1 and M2 districts.

Basic parking requirements for general retail and office uses are one space per 300 built square feet in a
C4-2 district, M1-1, and M3-1 district. For manufacturing uses in the M1-1 and M3-1 districts, new
manufacturing facilities require one parking space for every three employees or every 1,000 square feet
of floor area, whichever requires more spaces. Warehouses and other storage establishments, which are
often large spaces with relatively few employees needing off- street parking, require one space for every
three employees or every 2,000 square feet of floor area, whichever requires fewer spaces.

Waterfront Zoning and Waterfront Access Plan
In 1993, to support the Comprehensive Waterfront Plan and the Waterfront Revitalization Program

(WRP), the City adopted the Waterfront Zoning Regulations (NYC Zoning Resolution, Article VI, Chapter
2), which were amended in 2009. The Regulations have the following stated purposes:
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e To maintain and reestablish physical and visual public access to and along the waterfront;

e To promote a greater mix of uses in waterfront developments in order to attract the public and
enliven the waterfront;

e To encourage water-dependent uses along the City's waterfront;

e To create a desirable relationship between waterfront development and the water's edge,
public access areas and adjoining upland communities;

e To preserve historic resources along the City’s waterfront; and
e To protect natural resources in environmentally sensitive areas along the shore.

The waterfront zoning regulations apply to properties within waterfront blocks, which are blocks
adjacent to or intersected by the shoreline. In the Flushing West rezoning area, the properties west of
College Point Boulevard and Janet Place are subject to the waterfront zoning regulations. All residential
and commercial developments are required to provide a waterfront yard that is 30 to 40 feet wide,
depending on the district, along the entire shoreline of the zoning lot. Within the rezoning area, the
waterfront yard depth requirement is 40 feet.

In all districts, with few exceptions, residential, commercial, and community facility developments on
waterfront zoning lots are required to provide and maintain public open space at the water’s edge with
pedestrian links to upland communities. In districts allowing a FAR of 4.0 or less where development
would require public access, a minimum of 15 percent of the lot area must be improved or maintained
for this purpose; a minimum of 20 percent is required in districts permitting an FAR greater than 4.0.
Waterfront public access includes shore public walkways, upland connections, and supplemental public
access areas, as needed to fulfill the minimum square footage requirement for public access. The
waterfront zoning regulations stipulate certain design requirements related to seating, planting, signage
and other design elements. Waterfront zoning also requires visual corridors, which are open areas that
provide an unobstructed view from upland streets through a waterfront zoning lot to the shoreline.

Waterfront zoning bulk regulations apply to developments within waterfront blocks in all zoning
districts. In low-density residence districts and medium and high-density contextual districts, waterfront
development generally follows the same bulk rules as upland development with slight modifications that
tailor the regulations to waterfront sites. For instance, to maintain an open area along the shoreline,
waterfront yards substitute for rear yards.

In non-contextual medium- and high-density districts, taller buildings are permitted, but a sense of
openness at the water’s edge is ensured by rules controlling height, the length of buildings parallel to
the shoreline and the footprint of towers. To create a varied skyline at the water’s edge, additional
floors are allowed if the building top is set back along all sides of the building. To prevent excessive
density and bulk generated by portions of land under water on a waterfront zoning lot, lot area seaward
of the bulkhead line may not be used to generate floor area. Piers and platforms, however, may transfer
floor area to the landward portion of the zoning lot.

For most developments on waterfront blocks, the Chairperson of the City Planning Commission (CPC)
must certify that the proposed development complies with requirements for public access and visual
corridors. Once certified, a maintenance and operation agreement with the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) must be filed and recorded before a building permit can be issued by the Department
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of Buildings (DOB). The review procedure helps the city enforce maintenance obligations and the
public’s right of access to these areas during required hours of operation and, for planning purposes,
track the progress of waterfront development throughout the city.

Downtown Flushing Waterfront Access Plan

In connection with the 1998 Downtown Flushing rezoning, DCP established a Waterfront Access Plan Q-
2 (see Figure 3, “Existing Waterfront Access Plan”) on properties adjacent to and east of the Flushing
River. A WAP modifies the public access requirements specified in the waterfront zoning regulations in
response to unique local conditions. The Waterfront Access Plan stipulated that any future commercial
or mixed-use development must provide portions of a shared publicly accessible waterfront open
spacey, upland connections to said open a space, and visual corridors in in specific locations. The WAP
also reduced the width of the required public walkway to 20 feet in certain places.

Special Regulations Applying around Major Airports

In 1961, special zoning controls were developed to cover areas within the vicinity of the City’s airports
and their associated flight paths (per Article VI Chapter 1 of the City’s Zoning Resolution). In these area
the maximum height of buildings or other structures is limited in order to prevent the construction of
obstructions to air navigation in the vicinity of major airports, and thus to protect the lives and property
of persons residing within such vicinity and of persons in airplanes which are approaching, taking off
from, or circling such airports. Developments are allowed to penetrate the set height limits via a Board
of Standards and Appeals (BSA) special permit that entails receiving verification from the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) that the proposed structure would not be an obstruction to air traffic
circulation.

E. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

DCP, working with Queens Community Board 7, a stakeholder advisory group, community residents,
local elected officials and other City agencies, is proposing a comprehensive planning and rezoning
strategy that supports Mayor de Blasio’s housing plan - Housing New York - and responds to the early
BOA process in 2012 and subsequent outreach and workshop events held in 2014 and 2015.

The proposal builds upon a long history of planning initiatives in Downtown Flushing. Planning in this
area began in 1993, when DCP created a comprehensive plan known as the Downtown Flushing Plan
with recommendations to improve transportation, community facilities, waterfront public access and a
“heritage trail” to connect historic sites. In 1998, the City rezoned parts of Flushing, primarily changing
from low density manufacturing zoning to a medium density commercial zoning. DCP jointly with New
York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) produced the Downtown Flushing Development
Framework that was released in 2004. That document led to the disposition and rezoning strategy to
redevelop Municipal Lot 1 for the Flushing Commons and Macedonia Plaza projects and the master
planning and rezoning of Willets Point that was rezoned in 2008. That framework also contained
recommendations for revitalizing the waterfront along Flushing Creek, but no implementation effort
was advanced. The FWCLDC, in an attempt to reinitiate implementation of those recommendations,
sought the funding for the BOA study, awarded in 2010, which is the foundation of this planning effort.

While these studies and actions have resulted in some changes in Downtown Flushing, they have not
engendered a significant overall change in the area or fostered new development of affordable housing

or new open space. In particular, they have not been fully successful in integrating the area west of

-7-



NORTHERN BLVD.
0.

—— \\/AP Boundary

Parcel Line

Significant Existing Building

5066/1 Tax Block/ Lot Number

Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Figure 3a
Existing Waterfront Access Plan -
Parcel Designation



NORTHERN BLVD.

,f/ﬁi:lshing Meadows-\\ Ve

& /—-"\/ Corona Park

—— Parcel Line

wunmnan Shore Public Walkway

: :: Upland Connection (Within Flexible Location Zone)

®ee0e0e Upland Connection (Designated Location)

oooooo Upland Connection (Alternate Permitted Location)
. Supplemental Public Access Area (Designated Location)

O Supplemental Public Access Area
(Alternate Permitted Location)

Significant Existing Building

Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Figure 3b
Existing Waterfront Access Plan -

Public Access Elements



NORTHERN BLVD. E

. RN 5 4,
— ,-ﬁjshing Meadows-\\\\\ . X ¥
T~/ Corona Park N : 3 /
Parcel Line

‘ @O @ \isual Corridor (Designated Location)

. JE—
(\I— __ . Visual Corridor (within Flexible Location Zone)
Significant Existing Building
Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Figure 3c

Existing Waterfront Access Plan -
Designated Visual Corridors



Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

Prince Street and the waterfront west of College Point Boulevard into the upland area in terms of
design, development or access to the waterfront.

The Proposed Actions seek to facilitate the development of a vibrant, inclusive mixed-use neighborhood
that would serve as an extension of Downtown Flushing and produce a unique waterfront character
with attractive streets that are safe and inviting for residents, workers and visitors. New market-rate
and affordable housing opportunities along College Point Boulevard and the waterfront area would
provide more housing options for current and future residents. The Proposed Actions would also
support a variety of retail and commercial services to support the Flushing economy.

Additionally, the Flushing West Plan calls for strategic infrastructure investments that would support the
envisioned new level of activity. These investments, described in more detail below, are separate from
the Proposed Actions. While the Proposed Actions are a key component to facilitate the
implementation of the Plan, these infrastructure components are not part of a coordinated
environmental review, since the Proposed Actions are not dependent on these additional components.
Moreover, there are components of the Plan, which are not yet known to a sufficient level of detail to
include in this analysis.

The Proposed Actions reflect DCP’s on-going engagement with Queens Community Board 7, local
elected officials, stakeholders and community residents to achieve the following land use objectives:

e Facilitate a community-based planning process to support policy changes that will shape a more
livable neighborhood;

e C(Create opportunities for requiring permanently affordable housing and preserve existing
affordability to ensure that the neighborhood continues to serve diverse housing needs;

e Encourage walkability by extending the vibrant downtown area to the waterfront, and create
opportunities for new open space;

e Support the existing and growing immigrant and small business culture by providing economic
opportunities;

e Align investments in infrastructure and services to support current demands and future growth.

Facilitate a community-based planning process to support policy changes that will shape a more
livable neighborhood

The Proposed Actions build upon a draft land use, zoning and master planning effort initiated in 2011 by
the FWCLDC, a community-based non-profit organization working closely with State and City agencies
and the community to support economic growth in the area. This organization received a $1.5 million
BOA grant in 2010 and, with a consultant team?, studied the area between Downtown Flushing and the
Flushing Creek. FWCLDC solicited feedback from a wide range of community stakeholders, including
local civic and community organizations, property owners, tenant businesses and elected officials.
Community engagement was conducted through town hall meetings, targeted discussions, surveys and
site visits. Multiple city and state agencies advised the FWCLDC throughout its planning process and
many will continue to work with DCP as part of the Plan development and the environmental review for
the Proposed Actions.

% The consultant team consisted of AKRF, SHoP Architects and Mathews Nielsen Landscape Architects.
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Community-based planning continues to play a central role in the creation and implementation of the
Plan and DCP will strive for local ownership of the study’s goals and vision in partnership with other City
agencies. Major community groups and representatives that have provided feedback on the study thus
far include the Queens Borough President, Queens Community Board 7, the local councilmember, Asian-
Americans for Equality, Ebenezer Baptist Church, F&T Development Group, the Flushing BID, Flushing
Chinese Business Association, Minkwon Center for Community Action and the Korean-American
Association of Queens.

As part of its outreach strategy, DCP has organized a Stakeholder Advisory Committee comprised of local
advocacy organizations, local elected officials, property owners, business groups, Queens Community
Board 7 members and relevant City agency representatives. The Committee has and will continue to
help identify and discuss issues and challenges related to the study and the planning process, and help
shape community engagement strategies with the broader community.

Create opportunities for requiring permanently affordable housing and preserve existing affordability
to ensure that the neighborhood continues to serve diverse housing needs

There is a strong demand and need for affordable housing in Flushing but the supply has been extremely
limited due to real-estate market forces, current zoning densities, and the lack of publicly owned land
and existing incentives to promote permanently affordable housing. A new all-affordable building
known as Macedonia Plaza was completed last year as part of the City’s effort to redevelop the 5-acre
Municipal Lot 1 site in the center of Flushing where nearly 40,000 applicants applied for the 142
apartments in this building. Plans are underway to redevelop the City’s Municipal Lot 3 site adjacent to
the Long Island Railroad’s Flushing Main Street station with approximately 200 units of affordable
housing; but this initiative is outside the project area.

Within the proposed rezoning area and along the waterfront, current zoning densities range from low to
medium, but residential uses are generally not provided with as much zoning density as other uses. As
more market rate and luxury condominiums and hotels continue to be constructed in and around
Downtown Flushing, the rent burden on households with lower incomes also increases. Setting a more
consistent and higher overall maximum zoning density at roughly 4.0-4.8 FAR for all uses and requiring
developers to provide affordable units will help support the production of a mix of new housing
opportunities consistent with the Housing New York. Changing the zoning to promote further housing
creation will also ensure that units will be affordable to low, moderate and middle-income households
and expand the supply of affordable housing throughout Flushing. Under the city’s new Mandatory
Inclusionary Housing program, new neighborhood rezoning will be linked with a requirement to provide
affordable housing. Therefore, the Proposed Actions would promote the development of permanently
affordable housing and facilitate mixed-income communities by requiring affordable housing units to be
included in any new residential development, which is not required by zoning today.

The waterfront sites provide the greatest opportunity for the development of affordable housing. The
large size of the parcels, street widths, and presence of a number of significant sites with potential for
redevelopment provide this area with the capacity to support significant growth. College Point
Boulevard is an established commercial strip with many vacant or underutilized lots north of Roosevelt
Avenue. Changing the residential zoning would allow more affordable housing to be built along this
major corridor as well. Today, for privately owned sites such as the ones within the proposed rezoning
area, developers can apply for the City’s low-interest loans, tax credits, and other incentives in exchange
for building affordable housing. But the programs have not been well utilized and are inadequate to
address the need for creation of new affordable housing units. DCP is working closely with Housing
Preservation & Development (HPD) and New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) as well as local
partners—Asian Americans for Equality and MinKwon Center for Community Action—to address the
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preservation of existing affordable housing and the protection of the rights of existing tenants.

Encourage walkability by extending the vibrant downtown area to the waterfront, and create
opportunities for new open space

Flushing is a thriving downtown area with busy streets and sidewalks. A key goal of this planning
initiative is to direct some of the energy created by new development to underutilized sites near the
waterfront, which will inherently generate more activity at the western edge. As part of the
neighborhood planning process, DCP is assessing current plans to improve pedestrian and vehicular
circulation in the heart of Flushing around Main Street that are being advanced by the City’s
Department of Transportation (DOT) and determine if similar strategies are advisable to manage the
growth anticipated to be generated through the proposed zoning.

In the project area, the Proposed Actions would create special zoning district provisions to enhance
the area’s redevelopment. The Proposed Actions will provide a well-defined waterfront access and
public space amenity plan and guide the height and massing of new buildings and new circulation
areas to better connect waterfront blocks to upland portions of the project area. The Proposed
Actions would also feature a continuous esplanade.

Support the existing and growing immigrant and small business culture by providing economic
opportunities

Downtown Flushing is one of the most active regional retail areas in New York City and one of the main
commercial centers for Chinese and Korean Americans. The area attracts many visitors from Long
Island, northern New Jersey, Westchester and southern Connecticut who come to shop specifically for
specialty grocery items that are not available in regular supermarkets. Others, attracted by the area’s
cultural diversity and wide variety of food options come for a day trip to experience what Flushing has to
offer. The area also benefits from its close proximity to other regional attractions, such as CitiField and
Flushing Meadows Corona Park.

Flushing has experienced continuous job growth since 2005—even during the financial crisis—
according to the New York State Comptroller’s September 2011 An Economic Snapshot of Flushing,
Queens report. Professional services and health care/social services are sectors driving much of this
job growth. Demand indicators reflecting the confidence in the continued growth and economic
strength of Downtown Flushing totals over 300,000 square feet of new Class A space in the pipeline,
including three announced mixed-used development projects containing office space --- Flushing
Commons, One Fulton Square, and Eastern Mirage. These three projects are expected to hit the
Downtown Flushing office submarket within the next two to five years.

A vital component of the Flushing West Plan is the creation of new centers of activity that support the
growing immigrant and small business culture, provide new opportunities such as job training, start-up
capital, tax breaks and other services. The Plan will also promote active non-residential ground floor
uses to foster more dynamic commercial corridors that are inviting to pedestrians, tourists and
residents.

Align investments in infrastructure and services to support current demands and future growth

As part of the city’s commitment to coordinated neighborhood planning, DCP and numerous City
agencies are working collaboratively with the community to identify neighborhood needs and
opportunities for investments that will support the long-term growth and sustainability of the area.

There will be a concerted effort to align capital investments with the goals and objectives set forth as
part of this neighborhood planning process. While there is no firm estimate on the amount of
investment needed to support the area’s future growth, DCP is keenly aware of its potential needs,
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including additional school seats, new and improved open spaces, roadway and sewer upgrades and
facilities for seniors.

The Proposed Actions would complement a myriad of other redevelopment and revitalization plans
and projects underway in the surrounding area, such as the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s (MTA)
Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) Flushing Main Street station improvements, the NYC Department of Design
and Construction’s College Point Boulevard Reconstruction Project, HPD’s Flushing Municipal Lot 3
project, and Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEP) preparation of a Long-term Control Plan
for Flushing Bay and Flushing Creek.

F. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

The Proposed Actions would support objectives of the Flushing West Plan and leverage the strong real
estate market forces to create opportunities for the creation of affordable housing, encourage
walkability and connectivity of the Downtown to the waterfront, support economic development, and
generate new community resources. To accomplish these goals, DCP is proposing zoning text and map
amendments that would establish a special district on an 11-block area covering approximately 47 acres.

As discussed in detail below, the Proposed Actions consist of: a) a zoning map amendment changing C4-
2 to C4-4A, M1-1 to MX M1-2/R7A, and M3-1 to M1-2; b) a zoning text amendment to establish the
Special Flushing West District and modifying regulations related to height, setback, use, parking and the
provision of mandatory affordable housing; c) a zoning text amendment to update the Flushing
Waterfront Access Plan; and, d) a zoning text amendment to establish new City Planning review and
oversight actions by the CPC and Commission Chairperson. The various proposed zoning text
amendments are described in detail first followed by the description of the proposed zoning map
amendment.

Proposed Zoning Text Amendments

The Proposed Actions include amendments to the text of the City’s Zoning Resolution (ZR). A new
special district known as the Special Flushing West District (SFWD) would be established. It would cover
the entirety of rezoning area, as well as adjacent areas not being rezoned, where additional zoning
requirements specific to the proposed special district would be applicable. The proposed special district
includes a subdistrict (Subdistrict A) covering the waterfront blocks within a proposed C4-4A district (see
Figure 4, “Proposed Zoning and Special District”). The existing Flushing Waterfront Access Plan Q-2
would be replaced with requirements set by the special district. An MX district, combining an M1-2
district with an R7A district, would be established. A Mandatory Inclusionary Housing Area (MIHA)would
be mapped across the proposed C4-4A and MX M1-2/R7A districts setting mandatory affordable housing
requirements pursuant to the proposed mandatory inclusionary housing program. Finally, new City
Planning review and oversight actions by the CPC and Commission Chairperson are also proposed to
allow for greater flexibility in future development within the SFWD.

Special Flushing West District (SFWD)

Once established, the SFWD would modify the underlying zoning regulations, establish additional
requirements, and allow for greater flexibility in in the type and shape of future developments.
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Establish a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing District

In accordance with Mayor de Blasio’s housing plan - Housing New York, a Mandatory Inclusionary
Housing (MIH) district is proposed to cover portions of the rezoning area that would be rezoned to C4-
4A and MX M1-2/R7A in order to require the development of permanently affordable housing. The
proposed MIH program, currently under public review, includes two primary options for set-aside
percentages with different affordability levels. One option would require 25 percent of residential floor
area to be for affordable housing units for residents with incomes averaging 60 percent of the area
median income (AMI) and the second would require 30 percent of residential floor area to be for
affordable housing units for residents with incomes averaging 80 percent AMI. At the current time, DCP
has not selected which of the MIH options would be applicable within the proposed special district.
Additional description of the proposed MIH program is provided below under “Other Actions That
Would Affect the Project Area.”

Community Facility Floor Area Bonus

To encourage the creation of needed community facility spaces such as Pre-K’s and community centers,
a floor area bonus for providing certain types of community facilities is proposed. Within the SFWD, the
underlying maximum FAR in the proposed C4-4A and MX M1-2/R7A districts would be modified so that
it would be 4.0 for residential uses, 3.4 for commercial uses, and 4.0 for community facility uses. A
maximum of 4.6 FAR would be permitted for any non-commercial uses if a development includes at
least 0.2 FAR of specified community facility uses, resulting in an overall development of up to 4.8 FAR.
The proposed list of specified community facilities is as follows:

e Pre-K's

o Day Care Centers
e Llibraries

e Senior Centers

Community Centers

e Indoor Recreation Centers

e Ambulatory Medical Care and Treatment Facilities (Dialysis Centers, Urgent Care Centers)
e Non-Profit Visual and Performing Arts Spaces

Maximum Building Height:

Maximum permitted building heights would be modified in order to apply consistent limits throughout
the upland and waterfront portions of the proposed C4-4A district as well as the proposed MX M1-
2/R7A and M1-2 district. Within these areas of the SFWD the maximum building height would be
limited by the height restrictions set forth in ZR Article VI Chapter 1, “Special Regulations Applying
Around Major Airports”.

Active Ground Floors:

To ensure the vibrancy of the streets within the SFWD active ground floor uses would be required along
specified commercial corridors. Generally, these designated corridors would be along 37™ Ave, 39" Ave,
Roosevelt Ave, and selected corridors within Subdistrict A.

Residential Parking Requirements

-12-



Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

In order to apply consistent residential parking requirements throughout the SFWD the requirement in
the area zoned C4-2 to the south of Roosevelt Avenue would be reduced. In this area the parking
requirement would be reduced from 0.7 accessory spaces per residential unit to 0.5.

Commercial and Community Facility Parking Requirements

In order to ensure adequate accessory commercial and community facility parking the requirements of
the proposed underlying C4-4A, MX M1-2/R7A, M1-1, and M1-2 districts, which have either very low or
no requirement, would be increased to conform with the those of a C4-4 District which is consistent
with other similar mixed use neighborhoods in Queens. In C4-4 districts most retail establishments
would be required to provide at least one parking space per 1,000 sf of floor area.

Community Facility Floor Area in the M1-2 District

Within the proposed M1-2 district the permitted community facility FAR would be modified to allow a
maximum of 2.4.

Replacement of the Flushing Waterfront Access Plan

The existing Flushing Waterfront Access Plan (WAP) Q-2 would be replaced by analogous provisions
within the SFWD. This replacement would entail the elimination of waterfront access related
requirements for two parcels (i.e., designated as Parcels 5 and 7 within the existing WAP, see Figure 3),
and the remaining parcels would be covered by the SFWD text. The SFWD text would change the
minimum width of the shore public walkway from 20 feet to 40 feet, establish a modified requirement
for an upland connection along the boundary between Parcel 2 and Parcel 3, modify the Roosevelt
Avenue visual corridor so that it crosses the southwestern corner of Parcel 4, modify the 37" Avenue
visual corridor so that it angles northward to allow for greater flexibility for development on Parcel 2,
and increase the amount of publicly accessible open space. These improved waterfront access
requirements would facilitate better site planning and public access to the waterfront as well as
enhance the waterfront experience for pedestrians.

Subdistrict A —Waterfront Blocks

A subdistrict within the SFWD would be mapped covering all or portions of two blocks west of College
Point Boulevard (refer to “Subdistrict A” on Figure 4). Within Subdistrict A the following would apply:

e Within Subdistrict A, the development of a private owned and maintained publicly accessible
street and open space network would be required (see Figure 5, “Subdistrict A: Proposed Street
and Open Space Network”).

O Interim Phasing: In certain instances the proposed specified locations of upland
connections, private streets, and private plazas in the subdistrict coincide with existing
property boundaries. In light of this, it is highly likely that adjoining portions of the
same required amenities would be developed at different times. Because these
properties may be developed at different times, the waterfront certification process for
these sites would be modified to allow for an interim phase of public access. This
interim phase would ensure adequate access to the sites and ensure some form of
public access is provided. Once development has occurred on both adjoining sites the
amenity areas would then be required to be improved to meet the standards of their
final approved phase.
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e Tower Definition: A “tower” would be defined for the purposes of the SFWD as the portion of
the building exceeding a height of 75 feet.

e Base Heights: Set minimum base height at 25 feet. Allow one block frontage to be lower than
the required 25 feet minimum base height.

e Maximum Tower Widths Facing Shorelines: The width of a tower facing shorelines shall not
exceed 100 feet. However, such wall width may exceed 100 feet, provided that such wall is
within 100 feet of a mapped street or a required publicly accessible private street.

e Sheer Tower Provision: In select locations towers would be allowed rise to the maximum
building height without providing required setbacks.

e  Maximum Tower Length: The maximum tower length would be limited to 150 feet. For the
purpose of this provision, two or more abutting towers would be considered a tower. Towers
would be allowed to exceed the maximum tower length requirement if certain visual impact
mitigations are provided.

e Signage: Regulations concerning, size, number of signs per business, and illumination would be
modified to ensure that signage in the area is unobtrusive.

Special Mixed Use District

A Special Mixed Use District (MX) is a special zoning district that is mapped in several locations
throughout the city. It combines a light industrial (M1) district with a residential district, and permits a
mix of selected light industrial, commercial, residential, and community facility uses under the
applicable regulations. The MX district permits mixed-use buildings, and includes an expanded definition
of “home occupations,” permitting a broader variety of live-work accommodations than is allowed in
standard zoning districts. The proposed MX district within the SFWD is intended to retain existing light
industrial businesses while encouraging the redevelopment of vacant and/or underutilized land and lofts
with residential uses. The MX district would be established combining a M1-2 district with an R7A
district covering approximately one full block and one partial block between Prince Street, 36" Avenue,
36™ Road and College Point Boulevard. Within the proposed MX district manufacturing uses would have
a maximum FAR of 2.0. Commercial uses would be allowed a maximum FAR of 3.4, while residential,
and community facility uses would be allowed a maximum of 4.0. If 0.2 FAR is used for certain types of
community facility uses than 4.6 FAR could be occupied any combination of non-commercial uses
resulting in a maximum permitted FAR of 4.8.

New City Planning Review and Oversight Actions

To allow for greater quality, flexibility, and expediency of development within the SFWD three new
discretionary actions are proposed.

e CPC Chairperson Certification for Additional Height: In order to streamline the review process
and ensure that all essential parties are consulted, the permitting process that allows for
structure to penetrate the height limits set by zoning under the Special Regulations Applying
Around Major Airports (ZR Article VI Chapter 1) would be transferred from the purview of BSA to
that of the CPC. The proposed ministerial action would take the form of a Chairperson
certification requiring that verifications from both the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey (PANYNIJ) as well as the FAA stating that proposed development would not interfere with

-14-



Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

air navigation be provided. Upon receipt of such verification, a letter to the Commissioner of the
Buildings Department would be issued.

e Special Permit to Modify Use or Bulk Regulations: In the case that a development requires relief
from the SFWD’s zoning regulations a special permit allowing for the modification of use or bulk
regulations is proposed.

e C(Certificate of No Objection: A Certificate of No Objection would be required to ensure future
development within the manufacturing districts (M1-1, M1-2, and MX M1-2/R7A, see Figure 4)
takes into account certain environmental concerns. In order for developments to avail
themselves of the proposed zoning the Chairperson of the CPC upon review of a potential
development in consultation with OER, would provide a certificate of no effect to DOB. If during
the environmental review process for this action it is found that this provision is not required in
certain area(s) or at all, it will be accordingly modified or removed from the proposal.

Proposed Zoning Districts

The proposed zoning map amendments would replace portions of existing C4-2, M1-1, and M3-1
districts with C4-4A, MX M1-2/R7A, and M1-2 districts (see Figure 4, “Proposed Zoning and Special
District”).

Proposed C4-4A (Existing C4-2 district)

A C4-4A district is proposed to cover all or portions of five blocks and is roughly bounded by 36™ Road,
Prince Street, Roosevelt Avenue, and Flushing Creek. This area is bisected by College Point Boulevard, a
100-foot wide major thoroughfare that separates the waterfront and upland sections of the rezoning
area. The waterfront section is characterized by large vacant or underutilized lots stretching from
College Point Boulevard to Flushing Creek. The properties along College Point Boulevard are typified by
one-story buildings occupied by automotive uses, and building materials suppliers. Although a 12-story
hotel was recently constructed at the intersection of Roosevelt Avenue, the upland section was until
fairly recently a mixture of commercial, manufacturing, and low to medium density residential use.
However, in recent years, new hotels, office buildings, and large mixed use buildings have been
developed. The largest of these recent projects have taken advantage of existing large lots or assembled
separate properties to develop large complexes containing hotels, offices, retail malls, community
facilities, and housing.

Within the SFWD, the maximum FAR in the proposed C4-4A districts would be modified so that the it
would be 4.0 for residential uses, 3.4 for commercial uses, and 4.0 for community facility uses. A
maximum of 4.6 FAR would be permitted for any non-commercial uses if a development includes at
least 0.2 FAR of specified community facility uses, resulting in an overall development of up to 4.8 FAR.
If adopted, the Zoning for Quality and Affordability (ZQA) citywide zoning text amendment currently in
public review and described in detail below sets a minimum base height of 45 feet and a maximum base
height of 75 feet before a required set back in C4-4A districts. In the SFWD, the maximum building
height would be limited by the height restrictions set forth in the City’s ZR Article VI Chapter 1, “Special
Regulations Applying Around Major Airports.” Off-street parking would be required for 50 percent of
the market-rate dwelling units, but this requirement can be waived if 15 or fewer spaces are required. If
adopted, the ZQA citywide zoning text amendment would eliminate off-street parking requirements for
low-income housing; this would also be applicable within the proposed SFWD. For commercial and
community facility uses the accessory parking requirements of a C4-4 district would apply.

-15-



Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

In accordance with In accordance with Mayor de Blasio’s housing plan - Housing New York, a MIHA is
proposed to cover the proposed C4-4A District.

Proposed MX M1-2/R7A (Existing M1-1 district)

An MX M1-2/R7A district is proposed to cover all or portions of two blocks and is generally bounded by,
36™ Avenue, Prince Street, College Point Boulevard, and King Road. This area is predominantly
developed with one-story buildings and parking lots occupied by building materials suppliers,
automotive service establishments, warehouses, and small scale manufacturers.

Within the proposed MX M1-2/R7A district, manufacturing uses would have a maximum FAR of 2.0.
Commercial uses would be have a maximum FAR of 3.4, while residential and community facility uses
would be allowed a maximum of 4.0. . A maximum of 4.6 FAR would be permitted for any non-
commercial or non-manufacturing uses if a development includes at least 0.2 FAR of specified
community facility uses, resulting in an overall development of up to 4.8 FAR. ZQA zoning text
amendment sets a minimum base height of 45 feet and a maximum base height of 75 feet before a
required set back in M1-2/R7A. In the SFWD, the maximum building height would be limited by the
height restrictions set forth in the City’s “Special Regulations Applying Around Major Airports” zoning
text (ZR Article VI Chapter 1). Manufacturing uses would be required to be enclosed pursuant to the
special use regulations of ZR Sections 123-30.0ff-street parking would be required for 50 percent of the
market-rate dwelling units, but this requirement can be waived if 15 or fewer spaces are required. If
adopted, the ZQA citywide zoning text amendment would eliminate off-street parking requirements for
low-income housing; this would also be applicable within the proposed SFWD. For commercial and
community facility uses the accessory parking requirements of a C4-4 district would apply.

AMIHA is also proposed to cover the proposed MX M1-2/R7A district.
Proposed M1-2 (Existing M1-3 district)

M1-1 is proposed for a portion of one block and is generally bounded by Northern Boulevard, College
Point Boulevard, and Flushing Creek. This area is occupied by a scrap metal yard and a lumber and
hardware retailer.

M1-2 is a light industrial district that allows only light industrial and commercial uses at a maximum FAR
of 2.0. In the SFWD, the underlying M1-1 district regulation would be modified to require all
manufacturing uses to be enclosed. The permitted community facility FAR would be modified to allow a
maximum of 2.4. C4-4 parking requirements would be applicable for commercial and community facility
uses.

Other Actions That Would Affect the Project Area

Independent of the Proposed Actions described above, DCP has proposed two citywide zoning text
amendments as described below. One is a series of text amendments to eliminate unnecessary
obstacles to the creation of housing, especially affordable housing known as Zoning for Quality and
Affordability (ZQA). The second is a text amendment to authorize a Mandatory Inclusionary Housing
(MIH) program. These text amendments are currently in public review - ZQA under

CEQR No. 15DCP104Y and ULURP number N160049ZRY, and MIH under CEQR No. 16DCP028Y and
ULURP number N160051ZRY.Upon adoption, they would affect the zoning districts as proposed for the
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SFWD. Since these zoning changes would affect districts described above, their effects on the project
area will be analyzed as part of this environmental review in order to provide a conservative analysis.

Building Envelope Controls

The proposed ZQA zoning text amendments would modernize rules that shape buildings in the City
through various updates and refinement to the City’s Zoning Resolution, as follows:

e General building envelope modifications: In medium- and higher-density districts, the proposed
ZQA zoning text amendment would allow additional flexibility to accommodate best practices
for affordable construction and good design, while maintaining current maximum FARs.

e Enhanced building envelope modifications for Inclusionary and affordable senior housing and
care facilities: Where zoning allows additional floor area for affordable housing for seniors or
Inclusionary Housing, provide enough flexibility to fit all permitted floor area with good design.

e Improved design flexibility: Allow flexibility for the variation and texture that typify older
buildings in many neighborhoods.

e Modifications for constrained lots: Most existing zoning controls are designed to work with flat,
rectangular lots and do not work well on irregularly-shaped or slopes sites.

Affordable Senior Housing and Long Term Care Facilities

The proposed ZQA zoning text amendment would promote affordable senior housing and long-term
care facilities through various updates and refinements to the Zoning Resolution, as follows:

e Modernize zoning definitions: Accommodate today’s housing models and recognize regulated
housing and facility types by removing obsolete definitions and updating definitions for
affordable senior housing and long-term care facilities.

e Rationalize FARs: Establish consistent FARs and corresponding building heights for affordable
senior housing and long-term care facilities to facilitate more and better housing for seniors.

e Remove the specific open space ratios for non-contextual districts and lot coverages for
contextual districts: The senior bulk requirements would reference the lot coverage and open
space provisions in the underlying bulk regulations.

o Allow flexibility for different types of affordable senior housing and care facilities: Relax density
restrictions that may prevent the creation of appropriately sized units by removing the density
factor and minimum unit size requirement.

e Provide a framework for mixing of Use Group 2 residences with certain Use Group 3 community
facilities: Specify how density in mixed community facility and residential buildings would be
calculated and remove existing restrictions in R6 and R7-1 that limit the portion of mixed
building that can include community facility uses. In a building that combines Use Groups 2 and
3, the Quality Housing floor area deductions would be computed based on the combined floor
area.

e Reduce administrative obstacles: Eliminate certifications and Special Permits for nursing homes.
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Parking Requirements

The proposed ZQA zoning text amendment would eliminate off-street parking requirements for low-
income housing or Inclusionary Housing within areas that fall within a “Transit Zone” encompassing
areas well served by transit and with low car ownership and auto commutation rates. This would include
the area affected by the Proposed Actions. ZQA would also allow new buildings, through discretionary
review, to reduce required parking to enable mixed-income development or existing affordable
buildings with underutilized parking to reduce or eliminate requirements. No parking would be required
for new affordable senior housing. Existing affordable senior housing developments would be able to
reduce or eliminate their parking.

Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH) Program

The MIH program, as proposed, would require permanently affordable housing within new residential
developments, enlargements, and conversions from non-residential to residential use within the
mapped “Mandatory Inclusionary Housing Areas” (MIHAs). The program would require permanently
affordable housing set-asides for all developments over 10 units or 12,500 zoning sf within the MIH
designated areas or, as an additional option for developments between 10 and 25 units, or 12,500 to
25,000 sf, a payment into an Affordable Housing Fund. In cases of hardship, where these requirements
would make development financially infeasible, developers may apply to the Board of Standards and
Appeals (BSA) for a special permit to reduce or modify the requirements. Developments, enlargements
or conversions that do not exceed either 10 units or 12,500 sf of residential floor area will be exempt
from the requirements of the program.

The proposed MIH program includes two primary options that pair set-aside percentages with different
affordability levels to reach a range of low and moderate incomes while accounting for the financial
feasibility tradeoff inherent between income levels and size of the affordable set-aside. Option 1 would
require 25 percent of residential floor area to be for affordable housing units for residents with incomes
averaging 60 percent of the area median income (AMI). Option 2 would requires 30 percent of
residential floor area to be for affordable housing units for residents with incomes averaging 80 percent
AMI. In addition to these two options, the City Council and the City Planning Commission could decide to
apply an additional, limited workforce option for markets where moderate- or middle-income
development is marginally financially feasible without subsidy. For all options, no units could be
targeted to residents with incomes above 130 percent AMI.

Potential Modifications to Proposed Actions to Support a MTA Bus Transit Center

As part of the formulation of the Plan this issue of numerous buses occupying extensive curbside space
on the congested streets of Downtown Flushing during layovers between completing one trip route and
the beginning of another, thereby, adversely affecting area pedestrian and vehicular traffic flows was
discussed with various community stakeholders and representatives of city and state agencies. The
concept of a potential Bus Transit Center (BTC) that could be developed only in conjunction with other
retail and residential uses in a mixed-use building was identified as one possible solution to reduce
curbside layovers. This Plan is assessing the feasibility of a potential BTC combined with appropriate
related development for certain peripheral locations within the rezoning area where the facility’s
operations would be logistically functional and it would be likely to have minimal adverse effects on
surrounding portions of on the neighborhood. In evaluating potential BTC sites, special consideration
would be given to sites located with a quarter-mile radius from the intersection of Main Street and
Roosevelt Avenue, while sites that would be likely to create unavoidable conflicts with recommended
waterfront public access improvements and be likely to generate potentially substantial traffic flow
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conflicts on College Point Boulevard would be expected to be removed from consideration. In order to
encourage a joint public-private development of a BTC and related mixed-use development certain
alternative zoning changes would be considered to define the appropriate parameters for integrating
such a facility into the general redevelopment opportunities being facilitated through the rezoning.

The development of a BTC and any appropriate related development would require significant future
coordination between the MTA, various city and state agencies, property owners, and developers.
Because of the requirement for this future coordination and the uncertainty of its outcome the
development of a BTC will be treated as an alternative in the environmental analysis for the Proposed
Actions. The CPC would be able to include the possibility of a BTC as part of its decision-making process
on the Proposed Actions.

G. ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

Reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario (RWCDS)

In order to assess the possible effects of the proposed action, a reasonable worst case development
scenario was developed for both the current (Future No-Action) and proposed zoning (Future With-
Action) conditions for a ten-year period (analysis year 2025). The incremental difference between the
Future No-Action and Future With-Action conditions will serve as the basis for the impact analyses of
the environmental review. For area-wide rezonings not associated with a specific development, a ten-
year period is typically the length of time over which developers would act on the area-wide zoning map
changes such as those proposed.

Development Site Criteria

To determine the With-Action and No-Action conditions, standard methodologies have been used
following the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual guidelines employing reasonable assumptions. These
methodologies have been used to identify the amount and location of future development. In projecting
the amount and location of new development, several factors have been considered in identifying likely
development sites. These include known development proposals, past and current development trends,
and the development site criteria described below. Generally, for area-wide rezonings that create a
broad range of development opportunities, new development can be expected to occur on selected,
rather than all, sites within the rezoning area. The first step in establishing the development scenario
was to identify those sites where new development could be reasonably expected to occur.

Sites were initially identified based on the following criteria:

e Lots located in areas where a substantial increase in permitted FAR is proposed;

e Lots with a total size of 5,000 sf or larger (may include potential assemblages totaling 5,000 sf,
respectively, if assemblage seems probable*)

e Underutilized lots—defined as vacant or lots constructed to less than or equal to half of the
maximum allowable FAR under the proposed zoning,

e Lots located in areas where changes in use would be permitted.

e Lots located in areas where a reduction in parking requirements could spur redevelopment or
result in substantial reconfigurations of existing parking facilities.
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*Assemblages are defined as a combination of adjacent lots, which satisfy one of the following
conditions:
e the lots share common ownership and, when combined, meet the aforementioned soft site
criteria
e or at least one of the lots, or combination of lots, meets the aforementioned soft site criteria,
and ownership of the assemblage is shared by no more than three distinct owners.

Certain lots that meet these criteria have been excluded from the scenario based on the following
conditions because they are very unlikely to be redeveloped as a result of the proposed rezoning:

e Lots where construction is actively occurring, or has recently been completed.

e The sites of schools (public and private), municipal libraries, government offices, large medical
centers and houses of worship. These facilities may meet the development site criteria, because
they are built to less than half of the permitted floor area under the current zoning and are on
larger lots. However, these facilities have not been redeveloped or expanded despite the ability
to do so, and it is extremely unlikely that the increment of additional FAR permitted under the
proposed zoning would induce redevelopment or expansion of these structures. Additionally,
for government owned properties, development and/or sale of these lots may require
discretionary actions from the pertinent government agency.

e  Multi-unit buildings (existing individual buildings with six or more residential units are unlikely to
be redeveloped because of the required relocation of tenants in rent-stabilized units).

e Certain large commercial structures, such as multi-story office buildings, regional centers of
national corporations, and hotels. Although these sites may meet the criteria for being built to
less than half of the proposed permitted floor area, some of them are unlikely to be
redeveloped due to their current or potential profitability, the cost of demolition and
redevelopment, and their location.

e Lots whose location, highly irregular shape, or highly irregular topography would preclude or
greatly limit future as of right development. Generally, development on highly irregular lots
does not produce marketable floor space.

e Lots utilized for public transportation and/or public utilities.

e Lots with a built FAR greater than 0.5 where M1-1 is proposed to remain. Proposed reductions
in the parking requirements for commercial uses in these areas are unlikely to spur
redevelopment of lots with built FARs above 0.5.

Projected and Potential Development Sites

To produce a reasonable, conservative estimate of future growth, the development sites have been
divided into two categories: projected development sites and potential development sites. The
projected development sites are considered more likely to be developed within the ten-year analysis
period. Potential sites are considered less likely to be developed over the approximately ten-year
analysis period. Potential development sites were identified based on the following criteria:
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e Lots whose with slightly irregular shapes, topographies, or encumbrances would make
development more difficult.

e Lots with ten or more commercial tenants, which may be difficult to dislodge due to long term
leases.

e Active businesses, which may provide unique services or are prominent, and successful
neighborhood businesses or organizations unlikely to move.

e Sites divided between disparate zoning districts.

e Sijtes smaller than 7,500 sf.

Based on the above criteria, a total of 26 development sites (13 projected and 13 potential) have been
identified in the rezoning area. Figure 6, “RWCDS - Projected and Potential Development Sites,” show
these projected and potential development sites, and the detailed RWCDS tables provided in Appendix
2A to this document identify the uses expected to occur on each of these sites under Future No-Action
and Future With-Action conditions. Appendix 2B includes “snapshots” of each projected and potential
development site identified in the RWCDS. Tables 1a and 1b, below, provides a summary of the RWCDS
for each analysis scenario.

The EIS will assess both density-related and site-specific potential impacts from development on all
projected development site. Density-related impacts are dependent on the amount and type of
development projected on a site and the resulting impacts on traffic, air quality, community facilities,
and open space.

Site-specific impacts relate to individual site conditions and are not dependent on the density of
projected development. Site-specific impacts include potential noise impacts from development, the
effects on historic resources, and the possible presence of hazardous materials. Development is not
anticipated on the potential development sites in the foreseeable future. Therefore, these sites have not
been included in the density-related impact assessments. However, review of site-specific impacts for
these sites will be conducted in order to ensure a conservative analysis.

Development Scenario Parameters
Dwelling Unit Factor

The number of projected dwelling units in apartment buildings is determined by dividing the total
amount of residential floor area by 1,000 and rounding to the nearest whole number.

Affordable Housing Assumptions

The proposed MIH program, as described in detail above, includes two primary options for set-aside
percentages with different affordability levels. One option would require 25 percent of residential floor
area to be for affordable housing units for residents with incomes averaging 60 percent of the area
median income (AMI) and the second would require 30 percent of residential floor area to be for
affordable housing units for residents with incomes averaging 80 percent AMI. At the current time, DCP
has not select which of the MIH options would be applicable within the proposed special district.
Therefore, the number of affordable housing units required to be provided on any particular
development site has be calculated for both options. Each impact category will utilize whichever of the
two primary MIH options would provide the more conservative basis for its specific analysis.
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MTA Bus Transit Center Alternative

As previously discussed, the development of a BTC and any appropriate related development would
require significant future coordination between the MTA, various city and state agencies, property
owners, and developers. Because of the requirement for this future coordination and the uncertainty of
its outcome the development of a BTC will be treated as an alternative in the environmental analysis for
the Proposed Actions. As an alternative, the environmental impacts of certain alternative zoning
changes that would define the appropriate parameters for integrating such a facility into the proposed
special district will be analyzed to determine the environmental consequences as compared to the
Proposed Actions.

Scenarios Including Additional Height Permitted by CPC Chairperson Certification

Development analysis for Projected Sites 1 and 2 and Potential Site A have shown that it would be
difficult to fully utilize the maximum permitted FAR of 4.8 under the Proposed Actions while keeping
building heights below the limits set by zoning under the Special Regulations Applying Around Major
Airports (ZR Article VI Chapter 1). Because of the strong real-estate market in Downtown Flushing it is
highly likely that developers would avail themselves of the extra height permitted via the proposed
Chairperson Certification for Additional Height. As previously described the City’s ZR section for Special
Regulations Applying around Major Airports sets heights limits for developments within air traffic flight
paths. Currently a BSA special permit exists that allows buildings to penetrate the height limits set by
zoning if an applicant can provide formal confirmation from FAA the that the development would not
interfere with air traffic. As part of the Flushing West proposal, the permitting of such additional height
within the proposed special district would be brought into the purview of the CPC in the form of a
Chairperson Certification. The proposed Chairperson Certification for Additional Height would require a
developer to submit to the PANYNJ and the FAA a complete description of their intended development
for comment. If confirmation that the proposed development(s) would not negatively affect air traffic is
received from both the PANYNJ and the FAA the Chairperson Certification would be granted.

The Special Regulations Applying in the Waterfront Area stated in the zoning resolution would also apply
to Sites 1, 2, and A. Accordingly, before any future development could commence the developer would
be required to apply for a CPC Chairperson Waterfront Certification, which would show that all
requirements for waterfront sites have been met. This certification requires a complete description of
their intended development and a series detailed drawings.

Because similar documentation would be necessary for both actions and a Waterfront Certification is
already required for any development to occur the proposed Chairperson Certification for Additional
Height does not constitute a significant level of additional review or discretionary approval. Based on
these factors, it can be assumed that subsequent applications for Chairperson Certification for
Additional Height would be filed. Therefore, it is appropriate for the environmental analysis to take into
account the extra developable building height and floor area allowed by the proposed Chairperson
Certification. Therefore two scenarios for the Future With-Action condition have been developed for
these sites; one showing possible future development not including any additional height allowed by a
Chairperson Certification, and a second where additional building height is included.

The Future without the Proposed Actions (No-Action Condition)
In the future without the Proposed Actions (No-Action), the identified projected development sites are

assumed to either remain unchanged from existing conditions, or become occupied by uses that are as-
of-right under existing zoning and reflect current trends if they are vacant, occupied by vacant buildings,
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or occupied by low intensity uses that are deemed likely to support more active uses. Tables 1a and 1b
show the No-Action conditions for the projected development sites.

As detailed in Tables 1a and 1b below, it is anticipated that, in the future without the Proposed Actions,
there would be a total of approximately 4,525,106 sf of built floor area on the 13 projected
development sites. Under the RWCDS, the total No-Action development would comprise 2,378 market-
rate residential dwelling units (DU), 1,301,395 sf of commercial retail space, 269,408 sf of commercial
office, 293,408 sf of hotel space, 48,500 sf of community facility uses, 28,970 sf of industrial space and
5,393 accessory parking spaces. The No-Action estimated population would include approximately 6,373
residents and 7,412 workers on these projected development sites.

The Future with the Proposed Actions (With-Action Condition)

The Proposed Actions would allow for the development of new uses and higher densities at the
projected and potential development sites. As discussed above, two scenarios for the Future With-
Action condition have been developed for analysis purposes; one showing possible future development
not including any additional height allowed by a proposed Chairperson Certification, and a second
where additional building height is included.

As shown in Table 1a, under a RWCDS where possible future development would not include any
additional height allowed by Chairperson Certification, the total development expected to occur on the
13 projected development sites under the With-Action condition would consist of approximately
5,271,470 sf of built floor area. This would include 3,344,170 sf of residential floor area (a total of 3,109
DU, including 464 affordable DU under the 25% affordable housing Option 1 or 557 affordable DU under
the 30% affordable housing Option 2), 78,469 sf of community facility uses, 1,390,520 sf of commercial
retail space, and 303,847 sf of hotel space, 154,464 sf of commercial office space, and 3,852 accessory
parking spaces under the 25% affordable housing Option 1 or 3,801 accessory parking spaces under the
30% affordable housing Option 2. The projected incremental (net) change between the No-Action and
With-Action conditions that would result from the Proposed Actions would be an increase of 731,967 sf
of residential floor area (a total of 731 DU, including 464 or 557 affordable DU), 29,969 sf of community
facility space, 89,129 sf of commercial retail space, and 10,247 sf of hotel space; and net decreases of
28,970 sf of industrial space, 114,944 sf of commercial office space, and 1,602 or 1,653 accessory
parking spaces. The total difference between the built square footage in the No-Action and With-Action
conditions is approximately 746,364 sf.

TABLE 1a

2025 RWCDS No-Action and With-Action Land Uses (Without Extra Height)

No-Action to With-Action
Land Use No-Action Condition With-Action Condition Increment
Residential
Market-Rate Residential 2,378 DU 2,645 DU +267 DU
Affordable Residential at 0DU 464 DU + 464 DU
25%
Affordable Residential at 0DU 557 DU +557 DU
30%
Total Residential 2,612,203 sf 3,344,170 sf +731,967 sf
(2,378 DU) (3,109 DU) (731 DU)
Commercial
Commercial Retail 1,301,395 sf 1,390,520 sf + 89,129 sf
Hotel 293,600 sf 303,847 sf + 10,247 sf
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Office 269,408 sf 154,464 sf - 114,944 sf

Total Commercial 1,864,403 sf 1,848,831 sf - 15,572 sf
Other Uses

Community Facility 48,500 sf' 78,469 sf + 29,969 sf

Industrial 28,970 0 - 28,970 sf

Total Built Floor Area 4,525,106 sf 5,271,470 sf + 746,364 sf

Parking

Parking Spaces at 25% 5,393 3,852 -1,602

Parking Spaces at 30% 5,393 3,801 -1,653
Population 2

Residents 6,373 8,332 1,959

Workers 7,412 7,214 -198

Notes:

Includes 48,500 sf of medical office uses.

2 Assumes 2.68 persons per DU for residential units in Queens Community District 7. Estimate of workers based on standard
industry rates, as follows: 1 employee per 250 sf of office; 3 employees per 1,000 sf of retail, 1 employee per 25 DU, 1
employee per 2.67 hotel rooms (400 sf per hotel room), 1 employee per 1,000 sf of industrial, 1 employee per 15,000 sf of
warehouse uses, one employee per 11.4 students in Pre-K school uses, three employees per 1,000 sf of all other community
facility uses, and one employee per 50 parking spaces.

As shown in Table 1b, under a RWCDS where possible future development would include additional
height allowed by Chairperson Certification, the total development expected to occur on the 13
projected development sites under the With-Action condition would consist of approximately 5,527,862
sf of floor area, including 3,550,448 sf of residential floor area (a total of 3,316 DU, including 515
affordable DU under the 25% affordable housing Option 1 or 619 affordable DU under the 30%
affordable housing Option 2), 139,856 sf of community facility uses, 1,379,207 sf of commercial retail
space, and 303,847 sf of hotel space, 154,464 sf of commercial office space, and 3,974 accessory
parking spaces under the 25% affordable housing Option 1 or 3,923 accessory parking spaces under the
30% affordable housing Option 2. The projected incremental (net) change between the No-Action and
With-Action conditions that would result from the Proposed Actions would be an increase of 938,285 sf
of residential floor area (a total of 938 DU, including 515 or 619 affordable DU), 91,356 sf of community
facility space, 77,812 sf of commercial retail space, and 10,247 sf of hotel space; and net decreases of
28,970 sf of industrial space, 114,944 sf of commercial office space, and 1,419 or 1,470 accessory
parking spaces. The total difference between the built square footage in the No-Action and With-Action
conditions is approximately 1,002,756 sf.

TABLE 1b

2025 RWCDS No-Action and With-Action Land Uses (With Extra Height)

No-Action to With-Action
Land Use No-Action Condition With-Action Condition Increment
Residential
Market-Rate Residential 2,378 DU 2,801 DU +423 DU
Affordable Residential at 0DU 515 DU +515 DU
25%
Affordable Residential at 0DU 619 DU +619 DU
30%
Total Residential 2,612,203 sf 3,550,488 sf +938,285 sf
(2,378 DU) (3,316 DU) (938 DU)
Commercial
Commercial Retail 1,301,395 sf 1,379,207 sf -77,812 sf
Hotel 293,600 sf 303,847 sf + 10,247 sf

-24-




Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

Office 269,408 sf 154,464 sf - 114,944 sf

Total Commercial 1,864,403 sf 1,837,518 sf - 26,855 sf
Other Uses

Community Facility 48,500 sf' 139,856 sf + 91,356 sf

Industrial 28,970 sf 0 - 28,970 sf

Total Built Floor Area 4,525,106 sf 5,527,862 sf + 1,002,756 sf

Parking

Parking Spaces at 25% 5,393 3,974 -1,419

Parking Spaces at 30% 5,393 3,923 -1,470
Population 2

Residents 6,373 8,887 +2,514

Workers 7,412 7,279 -131

Notes:

Includes 48,500 sf of medical office uses.

2 Assumes 2.68 persons per DU for residential units in Queens Community District 7. Estimate of workers based on standard
industry rates, as follows: 1 employee per 250 sf of office; 3 employees per 1,000 sf of retail, 1 employee per 25 DU, 1
employee per 2.67 hotel rooms (400 sf per hotel room), 1 employee per 1,000 sf of industrial, 1 employee per 15,000 sf of
warehouse uses, one employee per 11.4 students in Pre-K school uses, three employees per 1,000 sf of all other community
facility uses, and one employee per 50 parking spaces.

Based on 2010 Census data, the average household size for residential units in Queens Community
District 7 is 2.68. Based on these ratios and standard ratios for estimating employment for commercial,
community facility, and other uses, Tables 1a and 1lb also provide an estimate of the number of
residents and workers on the 13 projected development sites in the No-Action and With-Action
conditions. As indicated in Table 1a, under the RWCDS without extra height, the proposed action would
result in a net increment of 1,959 residents and a net decrease of 198 workers. In addition, as indicated
in Table 1b, under the RWCDS with extra height, the proposed action would result in a net increment of
2,514 residents and a net decrease of 131 workers.

A total of 13 sites were considered less likely to be developed within the foreseeable future and were
thus considered potential development sites (see Appendix 2). As noted earlier, the potential sites are
deemed less likely to be developed because they did not closely meet the criteria listed above. However,
as discussed above, the analysis recognizes that a number of potential development sites could be
developed under the Proposed Actions in lieu of one or more of the projected development sites in
accommodating the development anticipated in the RWCDS. The potential development sites are
therefore also analyzed in the EIS for site-specific effects.

As such, the EIS will analyze the projected developments for all technical areas of concern and also
evaluate the effects of the potential developments for site-specific effects such as archaeology,
shadows, hazardous materials, stationary air quality, and noise. In order to assess the possible effects of
the Proposed Actions, the reasonable worst case development scenario (represented in Table 1b) with
additional building height included will be used to determine the potential for and impact of
environmental impacts from the rezoning, as it represents the worst case for density-related and height-
related impact categories.

H. PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE EIS

The CPC as lead agency in the environmental review determined that the Proposed Actions and project
have the potential to result in significant environmental impacts and, therefore, pursuant to CEQR
procedures, issued a positive declaration requiring that an EIS will be prepared for the Proposed Actions
that will analyze all technical areas of concern. The EIS will be prepared in conformance with all
applicable laws and regulations, including the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) (Article 8
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of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law) and its implementing regulations found at 6
NYCRR Part 617, New York City Executive Order No. 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules and
Procedure for CEQR, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 of the Rules of the City of New York.

The EIS, following the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, will contain:

e A description of the Proposed Actions, the projected and potential development sites and their
environmental setting;

e A statement of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Actions, including its short- and long-
term effects and typical associated environmental effects;

e An identification of any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Proposed
Actions are implemented;

e Adiscussion of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Actions;

e A discussion of any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved
in the Proposed Actions should they be implemented; and

e A description of mitigation measures proposed to eliminate or minimize any significant adverse
environmental impacts.

As noted above, the EIS will analyze the projected development sites for all technical areas of concern
and also evaluate the effects of the potential development sites for site-specific effects such as
archaeology, shadows, hazardous materials, air quality, and noise. The analyses in the EIS will examine
the RWCDS with the greater potential environmental impact for each impact area. The specific technical
areas to be included in the EIS, as well as their respective tasks and methodologies, are described below.

TASK 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The first chapter of the EIS introduces the reader to the Proposed Actions and sets the context in which
to assess impacts. This chapter contains a description of the Proposed Actions: their location; the
background and/or history of the project; a statement of the purpose and need; key planning
considerations that have shaped the current proposal; a detailed description of the Proposed Actions;
and discussion of the approvals required, procedures to be followed, and the role of the EIS in the
process. This chapter is the key to understanding the Proposed Actions and their impact and gives the
public and decision makers a base from which to evaluate the Proposed Actions.

In addition, the project description chapter will present the planning background and rationale for the
actions being proposed and summarize the RWCDS for analysis in the EIS. The section on approval
procedure will explain the ULURP, zoning text amendment, and zoning map amendment processes, their
timing, and hearings before the Community Board, the Borough President’s Office, the CPC, and the
New York City Council. The role of the EIS as a full disclosure document to aid in decision-making will be
identified and its relationship to the discretionary approvals and the public hearings described.

TASK 2. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

A land use analysis characterizes the uses and development trends in the area that may be affected by a
proposed action and determines whether a proposed action is either compatible with those conditions
or whether it may affect them. Similarly, the analysis considers the action’s compliance with, and effect
on, the area’s zoning and other applicable public policies. This chapter will analyze the potential impacts
of the Proposed Actions on land use, zoning, and public policy, pursuant to the methodologies
presented in the CEQR Technical Manual.
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The primary land use study area will consist of the rezoning area, where the potential effects of the
Proposed Actions would be directly experienced. The secondary land use study area will include
neighboring areas with a %-mile distance from the primary study area (see Figure 7, “Land Use Study
Area”), which could experience indirect impacts. The analysis will include the following subtasks:

e Provide a brief development history of the primary (i.e., rezoning area) and secondary study
areas.

e Provide a description of land use, zoning, and public policy in the study areas discussed above (a
more detailed analysis will be conducted for the rezoning area). This task will be closely
coordinated with Task 3, "Socioeconomic Conditions," which will provide a qualitative analysis
of the project’s effect on businesses and employment in the rezoning area. Recent trends in the
rezoning area will be noted. Other public policies that apply to the study areas will also be
described.

e Based on field surveys and prior studies, identify, describe, and graphically portray predominant
land use patterns for the balance of the study areas. Describe recent land use trends in the
study areas and identify major factors influencing land use trends.

e Describe and map existing zoning and recent zoning actions in the study areas.

e Prepare a list of future development projects in the study areas that are expected to be
constructed by the 2025 analysis year and may influence future land use trends. Also, identify
pending zoning actions or other public policy actions that could affect land use patterns and
trends in the study areas. Based on these planned projects and initiatives, assess future land use
and zoning conditions without the Proposed Actions (No-Action condition).

e Describe proposed zoning changes, and the potential land use changes based on the Proposed
Actions’ RWCDS (With-Action condition).

e Discuss the Proposed Actions’ potential effects related to issues of compatibility with
surrounding land use, the consistency with zoning and other public policies, and the effect of
the Proposed Actions on ongoing development trends and conditions in the study areas.

e Assess the Proposed Action’s conformity to city goals, including consistency with the Waterfront
Revitalization Plan (WRP) as revised by the City in 2013. The EIS will also discuss all relevant area
planning documents (including the Downtown Flushing Development Framework, the WAP and
the Flushing BOA Plan, and the City’s sustainability/PlaNYC/OneNYC policies) and their
implications for existing land use and future development.

e If necessary, mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential significant adverse land use,
zoning, and/or public policy impacts will be identified.

TASK3. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The socioeconomic character of an area includes its population, housing, and economic activity.
Socioeconomic changes may occur when a project directly or indirectly changes any of these elements.
Although socioeconomic changes may not result in impacts under CEQR, they are disclosed if they would
affect land use patterns, low-income populations, the availability of goods and services, or economic
investment in a way that changes the socioeconomic character of the area. This chapter will assess the
Proposed Actions’ potential effects on the socioeconomic character of the study area, which is expected
to conform to the %-mile land use study area described in Task 2.

The Proposed Actions are expected to generate a projected net increase of 938 residential dwelling
units. For projects or actions that result in an increase in population, the scale of the relative change is
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typically represented as a percent increase in population (i.e., a project that would result in a relatively
large increase in population may be expected to affect a larger study area). Therefore, the
socioeconomic study area would be expanded to a 0.5 mile radius, if the RWCDS associated with the
Proposed Actions would increase the population by five percent compared to the expected No-Action
population in a quarter-mile (0.25 mile) study area.

The five principal issues of concern with respect to socioeconomic conditions are whether a proposed
action would result in significant adverse impacts due to: (1) direct residential displacement; (2) direct
business and institutional displacement; (3) indirect residential displacement; (4) indirect business and
institutional displacement; and (5) adverse effects on specific industries. As detailed below, the
Proposed Actions warrant an assessment of socioeconomic conditions with respect to all but one of
these principal issues of concern—direct residential displacement. Direct displacement of fewer than
500 residents would not typically be expected to alter the socioeconomic characteristics of a
neighborhood. The Proposed Actions would not exceed the threshold of 500 displaced residents, and
therefore, are not expected to result in significant adverse impacts due to direct residential
displacement. The EIS will disclose the number of residential units and estimated number of residents to
be directly displaced by the Proposed Actions, and will determine the amount of displacement relative
to study area population.

The assessment of the four remaining areas of concern will begin with a preliminary assessment to
determine whether a detailed analysis is necessary. Detailed analyses will be conducted for those areas
in which the preliminary assessment cannot definitively rule out the potential for significant adverse
impacts. The detailed assessments will be framed in the context of existing conditions and evaluations of
the Future No-Action and With-Action conditions in 2025, including any population and employment
changes anticipated to take place by the analysis year of the Proposed Actions.

Direct Business Displacement

For direct business displacement, the type and extent of businesses and workers to be directly displaced
by the RWCDS associated with the Proposed Actions will be disclosed. If a project would directly displace
more than 100 employees, a preliminary assessment of direct business displacement is appropriate. The
Proposed Actions have the potential to exceed the threshold of 100 displaced employees, and therefore,
a preliminary assessment will be provided in the EIS.

The analysis of direct business and institutional displacement will estimate the number of employees
and the number and types of businesses that would be displaced by the Proposed Actions, and
characterize the economic profile of the study area using current employment and business data from
the New York State Department of Labor or U.S. Census Bureau. This information will be used in
addressing the following CEQR criteria for determining the potential for significant adverse impacts: (1)
whether the businesses to be displaced provide products or services essential to the local economy that
would no longer be available in its “trade area” to local residents or businesses due to the difficulty of
either relocating the businesses or establishing new, comparable businesses; and (2) whether a category
of businesses is the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or
otherwise protect it.

Indirect Residential Displacement

Indirect residential displacement is the involuntary displacement of residents that results from a change
in socioeconomic conditions created by a proposed action. Indirect residential displacement could occur
if a proposed project either introduces a trend or accelerates a trend of changing socioeconomic
conditions that may potentially displace a vulnerable population to the extent that the socioeconomic
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character of the neighborhood would change. To assess this potential impact, the analysis will address a
series of threshold questions in terms of whether the project substantially alters the demographic
character of an area through population change or introduction of more costly housing.

The indirect residential displacement analysis will use the most recent available U.S. Census data, New
York City Department of Finance’s Real Property Assessment Data (RPAD) database, as well as current
real estate market data, to present demographic and residential market trends and conditions for the
study area. The presentation of study area characteristics will include population estimates, housing
tenure and vacancy status, median value and rent, estimates of the number of housing units not subject
to rent protection, and median household income. The preliminary assessment will carry out the
following the step-by-step evaluation:

e Step 1: Determine if the Proposed Actions would add substantial new population with different
income as compared with the income of the study area population. If the expected average
incomes of the new population would be similar to the average incomes of the study area
populations, no further analysis is necessary. If the expected average incomes of the new
population would exceed the average incomes of the study area populations, then Step 2 of the
analysis will be conducted.

e Step 2: Determine if the Proposed Actions’ population is large enough to affect real estate
market conditions in the study area. If the population increase may potentially affect real estate
market conditions, then Step 3 will be conducted.

e Step 3: Determine whether the study area has already experienced a readily observable trend
toward increasing rents and the likely effect of the action on such trends and whether the study
area potentially contains a population at risk of indirect displacement resulting from rent
increases due to changes in the real estate market caused by the new population.

A detailed analysis, if warranted, would utilize more in-depth demographic analysis and field surveys to
characterize existing conditions of residents and housing, identify populations at risk of displacement,
assess current and future socioeconomic trends that may affect these populations, and examine the
effects of the Proposed Actions on prevailing socioeconomic trends and, thus, impacts on the identified
populations at risk.

Indirect Business Displacement

The indirect business displacement analysis is to determine whether the Proposed Actions may
introduce trends that make it difficult for those businesses that provide products or services essential to
the local economy, or those subject to regulations or publicly adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or
otherwise protect them, to remain in the area. The purpose of the preliminary assessment is to
determine whether a proposed action has potential to introduce such a trend. The Proposed Actions
would not introduce more than 200,000 sf of new commercial uses to the area, which is the analysis
threshold for “substantial” new development warranting a preliminary assessment. Therefore, no
detailed analysis of potential indirect business displacement will be performed.

Adverse Effects on Specific Industries

The analyses of direct business displacement will provide sufficient information to determine whether
the Proposed Actions could have any adverse effects on a specific industry, compared with the Future
without the Proposed Action. The analysis will determine:

e  Whether the Proposed Actions would significantly affect business conditions in any industry or
category of businesses within or outside the study areas.
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e  Whether the Proposed Actions would substantially reduce employment or impair viability in a
specific industry or category of businesses.

TASK4. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The demand for community facilities and services is directly related to the type and size of the new
population generated by the development resulting from the Proposed Actions. The RWCDS associated
with the Proposed Actions would add 938 new residential units to the area. According to Table 6-1 of
the CEQR Technical Manual, the introduction of 938 DU in Queens exceeds the analysis thresholds for
elementary and intermediate schools (124 DU)and child care centers (139 DU), warranting a detailed
analysis. However, the introduction of 938 DU by the Proposed Actions would not exceed the 1,068 DU
CEQR threshold for a detailed analysis of high schools; thus an assessment of potential impacts to high
schools is not warranted by the Proposed Actions and would not be included in this chapter of EIS. While
the RWCDS would not trigger detailed analyses of potential impacts on police/fire stations and health
care services, for informational purposes, a description of existing police, fire, and health care facilities
serving the rezoning area will be provided in the EIS.

Public Schools

e The primary study area for the analysis of elementary and intermediate schools should be the
school districts’ “sub-district” in which the project is located. As the rezoning area is located
wholly within Community School District (CSD) 25, Sub-district 2, the elementary and
intermediate school analyses will be conducted for schools in that sub-district.

e Public elementary and intermediate schools serving CSD 25, Sub-district 2 will be identified and
located. Existing capacity, enrollment, and utilization data for all public elementary and
intermediate schools within the affected sub-district will be provided for the current (or most
recent) school year, noting any specific shortages of school capacity.

e Conditions that would exist in the No-Action condition for the sub-district will be identified,
taking into consideration projected changes in future enrollments, including those associated
with other developments in the affected sub-district, using the SCA’s Projected New Housing
Starts. Plans to alter school capacity either through administrative actions on the part of the
New York City Department of Education (DOE) or as a result of the construction of new school
space prior to the 2025 analysis year will also be identified and incorporated into the analyses.
Planned new capacity projects from the DOE’s 2015-2019 Five Year Capital Plan will not be
included in the quantitative analysis unless the projects have commenced site preparation
and/or construction. They may, however, be included in a qualitative discussion.

e Future conditions with the Proposed Actions will be analyzed, adding students likely to be
generated under the RWCDS to the projections for the future No-Action condition. Impacts will
be assessed based on the difference between the future With-Action projections and the future
No-Action projections (at the sub-district level for elementary and intermediate schools) for
enrollment, capacity, and utilization in 2025.

e A determination of whether the Proposed Actions would result in significant adverse impacts to
elementary and/or intermediate schools will be made. A significant adverse impact may result,
warranting consideration of mitigation, if the Proposed Actions would result in: (1) a collective
utilization rate of the elementary and/or intermediate schools in the sub-district study area that
is equal to or greater than 100 percent in the With-Action condition; and (2) an increase of five
percent or more in the collective utilization rate between the No-Action and With-Action
conditions.

-30-



Flushing West Rezoning Proposal Draft Scope of Work for an EIS

Libraries

e The local public library branch(es) serving the area within approximately %-mile of the rezoning
area, which is the distance that one might be expected to travel for such services, will be
identified and presented on a map.

e Existing libraries within the study area and their respective information services and user
populations will be described. Information regarding services provided by branch(es) within the
study area will include holdings and other relevant existing conditions. Details on library
operations will be based on publicly available information and/or consultation with Queens
Public Library officials. If applicable, holdings per resident may be estimated to provide a
guantitative gauge of available resources in the applicable branch libraries in order to form a
baseline for the analysis.

e For No-Action conditions, projections of population change in the area and information on any
planned changes in library services or facilities will be described, and the effects of these
changes on library services will be assessed. Using the information gathered for existing
conditions, holdings per resident in the No-Action condition will be estimated.

e The effects of the addition of the population resulting from the Proposed Actions on the library’s
ability to provide information services to its users will be assessed. Holdings per resident in the
With-Action condition will be estimated and compared to the No-Action holdings estimate.

o If the Proposed Actions would increase a branch library’s %-mile study area population by five
percent or more over No-Action levels, and it is determined, in consultation with the Queens
Public Library, that this increase would impair the delivery of library services in the study area, a
significant adverse impact may occur, warranting consideration of mitigation.

Child Care Centers

e Existing publicly funded child care centers within approximately two miles of the rezoning area
will be identified. Each facility will be described in terms of its location, number of slots
(capacity), enrollment, and utilization in consultation with the Administration of Children’s
Services (ACS).

e For No-Action conditions, information will be obtained for any changes planned for child care
programs or facilities in the area, including the closing or expansion of existing facilities and the
establishment of new facilities. Any expected increase in the population of children under age
six within the eligibility income limitations, using the No-Action RWCDS (see “Analysis
Framework”), will be discussed as potential additional demand, and the potential effect of any
population increases on demand for child care services in the study area will be assessed. The
available capacity or resulting deficiency in slots and the utilization rate for the study area will
be calculated for the No-Action condition.

e The potential effects of the additional eligible children resulting from the Proposed Actions will
be assessed by comparing the estimated net demand over capacity to a net demand over
capacity in the No-Action analysis.

o A determination of whether the Proposed Actions would result in significant adverse impacts to
child care centers will be made. A significant adverse impact may result, warranting
consideration of mitigation, if the Proposed Actions would result in both of the following: (1) a
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collective utilization rate of the group child care centers in the study area that is greater than
100 percent in the With-Action condition; and (2) an increase of five percent or more in the
collective utilization rate of child care centers in the study area between the No-Action and
With-Action conditions.

TASK 5. OPEN SPACE

If a project may add population to an area, demand for existing open space facilities would typically
increase. Indirect effects may occur when the population generated by the proposed project would be
sufficiently large to noticeably diminish the ability of an area’s open space to serve the future
population. For the majority of projects, an assessment is conducted if the proposed project would
generate more than 200 residents or 500 employees, or a similar number of other uses. However, the
need for an open space assessment may vary in certain areas of the City that are considered either
underserved or well-served by open space; if a project is located in an underserved area, an open space
assessment should be conducted if that project would generate more than 50 residents or 125 workers.
The Open Space Appendix of the CEQR Technical Manual does not identify the proposed rezoning area
as a well-served or underserved area.

The Proposed Actions are expected to generate over 200 residents and would exceed the CEQR
Technical Manual thresholds warranting a detailed open space assessment for the residential
population generated by the proposed rezoning. The Proposed Actions are expected to generate fewer
than 500 workers to the study area and a detailed assessment of the daytime (non-residential)
population is not warranted for the proposed rezoning. Therefore, an assessment of only residential
open space will be provided in the EIS.

The open space analysis will consider both passive and active open space resources. Passive open space
ratios will be assessed within the residential (%2-mile radius) study area. Active open space ratios will be
assessed for the %-mile residential study area. The study area would generally comprise those census
tracts that have 50 percent or more of their area located within the %-mile radius of the rezoning area.’
The resultant open space study area is shown in Figure 8, “Open Space Study Area.”

The detailed open space analysis in the EIS will include the following subtasks:

e Characteristics of the two open space user groups (residents and workers/daytime users) will be
determined. To determine the number of residents in the study areas, 2010 Census data will be
compiled for census tracts comprising the residential open space study area. As the study area
may include a workforce and daytime population that may also use open spaces, the number of
employees and daytime workers in the study areas will also be calculated, based on reverse
journey-to-work census data.

e Existing active and passive open spaces within the Y-mile open space study area will be
inventoried and mapped. The condition and usage of existing facilities will be described based
on the inventory and field visits. Field visits will be conducted during peak hours of use and in
good weather. Passively programmed open spaces will be visited during peak weekday midday
hours and actively programmed open spaces (or actively programmed portions of open spaces

* %-mile radius adjusted to be coterminous with the boundaries of census tracts with existing populations that
have 50 percent of their area within the radius; the %-mile radius was not adjusted to be coterminous with
census tracts without existing populations (e.g., census tracts entirely comprised of open space).
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that have both active and passive open space resources) will be visited during both weekday
midday and peak weekend hours. Acreages of these facilities will be determined and the total
study area acreages will be calculated. The percentage of active and passive open space will also
be calculated.

e Based on the inventory of facilities and study area populations, total, active, and passive open
space ratios will be calculated for the residential and worker populations and compared to City
guidelines to assess adequacy. Open space ratios are expressed as the amount of open space
acreage (total, passive, and active) per 1,000 user population.

e Expected changes in future levels of open space supply and demand in the 2025 analysis year
will be assessed, based on other planned development projects within the open space study
areas. Any new open space or recreational facilities that are anticipated to be operational by the
analysis year will also be accounted for. Open space ratios will be calculated for future No-
Action conditions and compared with exiting ratios to determine changes in future levels of
adequacy.

e Effects on open space supply and demand resulting from increased residential populations
added under the RWCDS associated with the Proposed Actions will be assessed. The assessment
of the Proposed Actions’ impacts will be based on a comparison of open space ratios for the
future No-Action versus future With-Action conditions. In addition to the quantitative analysis, a
qualitative analysis will be performed to determine if the changes resulting from the Proposed
Actions constitute a substantial change (positive or negative) or an adverse effect to open space
conditions. The qualitative analysis will assess whether or not the study areas are sufficiently
served by open space, given the type (active vs. passive), capacity, condition, and distribution of
open space, and the profile of the study area populations.

TASK6. SHADOWS

A shadows analysis assesses whether new structures resulting from a proposed action would cast
shadows on sunlight sensitive publicly accessible resources or other resources of concern, such as
natural resources, and to assess the significance of their impact. This chapter will examine the Proposed
Actions’ potential for significant and adverse shadow impacts. Generally, the potential for shadow
impacts exists if an action would result in new structures or additions to buildings resulting in structures
over 50 feet in height that could cast shadows on important natural features, publicly accessible open
space, or on historic features that are dependent on sunlight. New construction or building additions
resulting in incremental height changes of less than 50 feet can also potentially result in shadow impacts
if they are located adjacent to, or across the street from, a sunlight-sensitive resource.

The Proposed Actions would permit development of buildings greater than 50 feet in height and
therefore has the potential to result in shadow impacts. The EIS will assess the RWCDS on a site-specific
basis for potential shadowing effects of new developments at both the projected and potential
development sites on sunlight-sensitive uses and disclose the range of shadow impacts, if any, which are
likely to result from the Proposed Actions. The shadows analysis in the EIS will include the following
subtasks:

e A preliminary shadows screening assessment will be prepared to ascertain whether the
projected and potential developments’ shadows may potentially reach any sunlight-sensitive
resources at any time of year.

o ATier 1 Screening Assessment will be conducted to determine the longest shadow study
area for the projected and potential developments, which is defined as 4.3 times the
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height of a structure (the longest shadow that would occur on December 21, the winter
solstice). A base map that illustrates the locations of the projected and potential
developments in relation to the sunlight-sensitive resources will be developed.

e A Tier 2 Screening Assessment will be conducted if any portion of a sunlight-sensitive
resource lies within the longest shadow study area. The Tier 2 assessment will
determine the triangular area that cannot be shaded by the projected and potential
developments, which in New York City is the area that lies between -108 and +108
degrees from true north.

e If any portion of a sunlight-sensitive resource is within the area that could be potentially
shaded by the projected or potential developments, a Tier 3 Screening Assessment will
be conducted. The Tier 3 Screening Assessment will determine if shadows resulting from
the projected and potential developments can reach a sunlight-sensitive resource
through the use of three-dimensional computer modeling software with the capacity to
accurately calculate shadow patterns. The model will include a three-dimensional
representation of the sunlight-sensitive resource(s), a three-dimensional representation
of the projected and potential development sites identified in the RWCDS, and a three-
dimensional representation of the topographical information within the area to
determine the extent and duration of new shadows that would be cast on sunlight-
sensitive resources as a result of the Proposed Actions.

o If the screening analysis does not rule out the possibility that action-generated shadows would
reach any sunlight-sensitive resources, a detailed analysis of potential shadow impacts on
publicly-accessible open spaces or sunlight-sensitive historic resources resulting from
development in the RWCDS (both projected and potential development sites) will be provided in
the EIS. The detailed shadow analysis will establish a baseline condition (No-Action), which will
be compared to the future condition resulting from the Proposed Actions (With-Action) to
illustrate the shadows cast by existing or future buildings and distinguish the additional
(incremental) shadow cast by the projected and potential developments. The detailed analysis
will include the following tasks:

e The analysis will be documented with graphics comparing shadows resulting from the
No-Action condition with shadows resulting from the Proposed Actions, with
incremental shadow highlighted in a contrasting color.

e A summary table listing the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental
shadow on each applicable representative day for each affected resource will be
provided.

e The significance of any shadow impacts on sunlight-sensitive resources will be assessed.

TASK 7. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Historic and cultural resources include both architectural and archaeological resources. Such resources
are identified as districts, buildings, structures, sites, and objects of historical, aesthetic, cultural, and
archaeological importance. As the Proposed Actions would induce development that could result in new
in-ground disturbance and construction of a building type(s) that could compromise the historic context
of the area, it has the potential to result in impacts to archaeological and architectural resources.
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Impacts on historic resources are considered on the affected site and in the area surrounding identified
development sites. The historic resources study area is therefore defined as the directly affected area
(i.e., the proposed rezoning area), plus a 400-foot radius. Archaeological resources are considered only
for projected and potential development sites where new in-ground disturbance would occur compared
to No-Action conditions. Impacts to historic resources may result from both temporary (e.g., related to
construction process) and permanent (e.g., related to long-term or permanent result of the proposed
project or construction project) activities.

This chapter will include an overview of the study area’s history and land development. Subtasks will
include:

e Land use in the study area will be researched and described.

e In consultation with New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC), those areas
thought to be potentially archaeologically sensitive will be identified.

e Projected and potential development sites where new in-ground disturbance is expected to
occur as a result of the Proposed Actions will be identified.

e A Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Report will be prepared for projected and potential
developments sites identified as archaeologically sensitive where new in-ground disturbance is
expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Actions and will be submitted to LPC for review.
The Phase 1A will include an evaluation of archaeological resources within each of the
development sites of concern documenting the site history, its development and use, and the
potential to host significant archaeological resources. The EIS will summarize the results of the
Phase IA report.

e |n consultation with LPC, known and eligible architectural resources in the study area will be
identified, mapped, and described.

e Probable impacts of the developments resulting from the Proposed Actions on architectural
resources will be assessed. The assessment would address the following: (a) would there be a
physical change to the property; or (b) would there be a physical change to its setting, such as
context or visual prominence (“indirect impacts”), and, if so, is the change likely to alter or
eliminate the significant characteristics of the resource that make it important.

TASK 8. URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Urban design is the totality of components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. An
assessment of urban design and visual resources is appropriate when there is the potential for a
pedestrian to observe, from the street level, a physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing
zoning. When an action would potentially obstruct view corridors, compete with icons in the skyline, or
would result in substantial alterations to the streetscape of the neighborhood by noticeably changing
the scale of buildings, a more detailed analysis of urban design and visual resources would be
appropriate.

As the Proposed Actions would rezone some areas to allow higher density and map new zoning districts
within the study area, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual resources will be provided in
the EIS.
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The urban design study area will be the same as that used for the land use analysis; delineated by a -
mile radius from the proposed rezoning area boundary. For visual resources, the view corridors within
the study area from which such resources are publicly viewable will be identified. The preliminary
assessment will consist of the following:

e Based on field visits, the urban design and visual resources of the directly affected area and
adjacent study area will be described using text, photographs, and other graphic material, as
necessary, to identify critical features, use, bulk, form, and scale.

e In coordination with Task 2, Land Use, the changes expected in the urban design and visual
character of the study area due to known development projects in the future No-Action
condition will be described.

e Potential changes that could occur in the urban design character of the study area as a result of
the Proposed Actions will be described. For the projected and potential development sites, the
analysis will focus on general building types for the sites that are assumed for development, as
well as elements such as street wall height, setback, and building envelope. Photographs and/or
other graphic material will be utilized, where applicable, to assess the potential effects on urban
design and visual resources, including view of/to resources of visual or historic significance.

A detailed analysis will be prepared if warranted based on the preliminary assessment. Examples of
projects that may require a detailed analysis are those that would make substantial alterations to the
streetscape of a neighborhood by noticeably changing the scale of buildings, potentially obstruct view
corridors, or compete with icons in the skyline. The detailed analysis would describe the projected and
potential development sites and the urban design and visual resources of the surrounding area. The
analysis would describe the potential changes that could occur to urban design and visual resources in
the future with the proposed action condition, in comparison to the future without the proposed action
condition, focusing on the changes that could negatively affect a pedestrian’s experience of the area. If
necessary, mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential significant adverse impacts will be
identified.

TASK9. NATURAL RESOURCES

Under CEQR, a natural resource is defined as the City’s biodiversity (plants, wildlife and other
organisms); any aquatic or terrestrial areas capable of providing suitable habitat to sustain the life
processes of plants, wildlife, and other organisms; and any areas capable of functioning in support of the
ecological systems that maintain the City's environmental stability. Such resources include ground
water, soils and geologic features; numerous types of natural and human-created aquatic and terrestrial
habitats (i