The report of the City Planning Commission, together with the FEIS, constitutes the written
statement of facts, and of social, economic and other factors and standards, that form the basis of

the decision, pursuant to Section 617.9(c)(3) of the SEQR regulations; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the City Planning Commission, in its capacity as the City Coastal Commission,

has reviewed the waterfront aspects of this application and finds that the proposed action is
consistent with WRP policies; and be it further

RESOLVED, by the City Planning Commission, pursuant to Sections 197-c and 200 of the New

York City Charter, that based on the environmental determination, and the consideration and
findings described in this report, the application of Penn Yards Associates for the grant of a

special permit pursuant to the following Sections of the Zoning Resolution:

a) Section 74-743(a)(1), to allow the distribution of total allowable floor area and dwelling
units without regard for zoning lot lines or district boundaries;

b) Section 74-743(a)(3), to allow the location of buildings without regard for the applicable
yard, distance between buildings and height and setback regulations including the front
wall recess requirements of Section 23-151;

c) Section 74-681, to allow developments within or over a railroad or transit right-of-way or
yard;

d) Section 74-681(a)(3)(ii), to permit nine (9) public parking garages (A, B, C, D, E/F, G/H,
I, J and K) with a total capacity of 2,757 spaces;

€) Sections 13-462 and 74-52 to permit three (3) public parking garages (L, M, and N) with a
total capacity 743 spaces; and

) Extension of the lapse provision of Section 74-99(a)(1) of the Zoning Resolution for the
aforementioned special permits pursuant to Section 74-99(c);

for a proposed general large scale development (tentatively known as Riverside South) on

property generally bounded by West 72nd Stréet, Riverside Drive South, West 59th Street, West

End Avenue, West 66th Street and Freedom Place (block 1171, part of Lot 1), Community

District 7, Borough of Manhattan is approved pursuant to Sections Nos. 74-74, 74-681, 13-462 and

74-52 of the Zoning Resolution, subject to the following terms and conditions:
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The property that is the subject of this application (C 920358 ZSM) shall be developed in

size and arrangement substantially in accordance with the dimensions, specifications and

zoning computations indicated on the following plans, prepared by Skidmore, Owings and

Merrill, filed with this application and incorporated in this resolution:
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Drawing No. Title Last Date Revised

Z-8 Zoning Compliance and 10/21/92
Computations

Z-9 Distance between li;uildings 10/21/92
Computaiions

Z-12 Site Plan Showing Proposed 10/21/92
Highway

Z-13 Site Plari Showing Existing 10/21/92
Highway

Z-14 Existing and Proposed Zoning 10/21/92

Z-15 Zoning Lot Plan for Large-scale 10/16/92
Plan, Railroad Yard and Right-of-Way
Designation

Z-16 Zoning Lot A/B Zoning Compliance 10/16/92

Z-17 Zoning Lot A/B Urban Design Controls 10/16/92

Z-18 Zoning Lot C/D Zoning Compliance 10/2192

Z-19 Zoning Lot C/D Urban Design Controls 10/21/92

2-20 Zoning Lot E/F Zoning Compliance 10/21.92

Z-21 Zoning Lot E/F Urban Design Controls 10/21/92

722 Zoning Lot G/H Zoning Compliance 10/21/92

Z-23 Zoning Lot G/H Urban Design Controls 10/21/92

Z-24 Zoning Lot I Zoning Compliance 10/21/92

Z-25 Zoning Lot T Urban Design Controls 10/21/92

Z-26 Zoning Lot J/K Zoning Compliance 10/21,92
(10of 2)

Z-27 Zoning Lot J/K Zoning Compliance 10/2192
(20of2)

Z-28 Zoning Lot J/K Urban Design Controls 10/21/92
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Z-29 Zoning Lot L/M/N Zoning Compiiance 10/21/92
(10f2)

Z-30 Zoning Lot L/M/N Zoning Compliance 10/21/92
(20f2)

Z-31 Zoning Lot L/M/N Urban Design 10/21/92
Controls (1 of 2)

Z-32 Zoning Lot L/M/N Urban Design 10/21/92
Controls (2 of 2)

Z-33 Zoning Lot O Zoning Compliance 10/21/92

Z-34 Zoning Lot O Urban Design Controls 10/21/92

Z-40 Area Map Showing Map Change 10/21/92

Z-41 Existing and Proposed Dimensions 10/21/92
and Direction of Traffic

Z-44 Parking Summary 10/21/92

Z-45 Parking Plam-Garageson " 10721/92
Zoning Lot A/B

Z-46 Parking Plan - Garages on 10/21/92
Zoning Lots C/D, E/F, G/H, 1

Z-47 Parking Plan - Garages on 10/21/92
Zoning Lot J/K

Z-48 Parking Plan - Garages on 1021/92
Zoning Lot L/M/N

Z-55 Overall Open Space Plan 10/21/92

Z-56 Open Space Plan North 10/21/92

Z-57 Open Space plan South 10/21/92

Z-58 Open Space Plan Sections 10/21/92

Z-59 Landscape and Open Space Details 10/21/92

Z-60 Landscape and Open Space Details 10/21/92

Z-61 Landscape and Open Space Details 10/21/92

Z-62 Overall Interim Open Space Plan 10/21/92

Z-63 Interim Open Space Plan North 10/21/92

Z-64 Interim Open Space Plan South 10/21/92
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Z-65 Interim Open Space Plan Sections 10/21/92

Such development shall conform to all applicable provisions of the Zoning Resolution,
except for the modifications in this resolution and shown on the plans listed above which
have been filed with this application. All zoning computations are subject to verification

and approval by the New York City Department of Buildings.

Such developments shall conform to all applicable laws and regulations relating to its

construction, operation and maintenance.

1 the event the property that is subject of this application is developed as, sold as, or
~onverted to condominium units, a homeowner’s association, or cooperative ownership, a
opy of this resolution and the restrictive declaration described below and any subsequent

.aodifications to either document shall be provided to the Attorney General of the State

cooperative offering plan and, if the Attorney General so directs, shall be incorporated in

full in any offering documents relating to the property.

These special permits shall automatically lapse unless substantial construction of at least

one buildings has taken place within seven and a half (7 1/2) years from the effective date.

In accordance with the commitment expressed in a letter from the applicant to the
Commissioner of Telecommunications and Energy of October 23, 1992, the applicant shall
submit to that Commissioner, prior to its election to proceed with development under this
Special Permit, a co-operative program by which the applicant shall identify methods of
feasible energy conservation, with a payback of five years, to be incorporated into design
and construction of the project. The co-operative program shall include an agreed-upon
process of periodic reports to the Commissioner of Telecommunications and Energy and

the Borough president, local elected officials and two local community boards.

In accordance with the commitment expressed in a letter from the applicant to the

Commissioner of Buildings of October 23, 1992, the applicant shall, prior to its election to
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proceed with development under this Special Permit, establish a Construction Liaison
Committee which shall be comprised of the Borough President, local elected officials and
the two local community boards and shall meet regularly to discuss the status of
construction and consult with members of the public to identify and resolve any

construction-related problems impacting the local community.

The development shall include those mitigative measures in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (CEQR No. 85-253M) issued on October 11, 1992, (and identified as
practicable), as follows:

Public Elementary Schools

As described in section I1.D, "Community Facilities and Service,” assuming a mix of 90 percent
market rate and 10 percent low income affordable units, the proposed project would generate a
total of 726 public school students -- 381 elementary school students, 224 intermediate school
students, and 121 high school students. The respective figures for Phase I are 210 (elementary),
124 (intermediate), and 66 (high school) students. Assuming an 80-20 housing mix (80 percent
market-rate and 10 percent low-income, 5 percent moderate-income and 5 percent middle-income

‘would generate 844 public school students -- 430 elementary school

(236 Phase I), 256 intermediate school (140 Phase T), and 138 public high school students (87
Phase I).

The public elementary school students generated in Phase I would have a significant impact on
elementary school resources by exacerbating local overcrowding that would already exist in the
future without the project. The projected overcrowding at the two elementary schools serving the
project area (P.S. 191 and P.S. 199) could be potentially mitigated in the following ways:

o] The District could provide additional classroom space by consolidating or relocating
administrative uses from schools freeing space for either magnet programs or some of the
students from P.S. 191 and P.S. 199.

o The Board of Education (BOE) could move the magnet intermediate school programs
from one of the elementary schools to another underutilized elementary or middle school
in the district. Other schools, such as P.S. 9, LS. 44, P.S. 165, or JHS 118 would have
sufficient capacity to accommodate such a move.

o The district could redistribute grades from P.S. 191 and P.S. 199 to underutilized schools
in other parts of the district -- i.e., P.S. 9, P.S. 165, 1.S. 44, and JHS 118 (setting up
elementary annexes in the latter two schools).

0 The provision of additional school space within the development to address the number of
project-generated seats for rental by the Board of Education. A 600 seat school space
would be provided on site. An early childhood learning center to accommodate the
additional generated project students would also be provided.

These mitigation measures are pending approval by the Board of Education and could be
implemented incrementally as needed. Without a Board of Education commitment for

59

C 920358 LoM



implementation of these measures, the project would have an unmitigated significant impact on
elementary school resources.

Under either affordable housing scenario, the students generated by the full build-out of the
project in 2002 would significantly impact both elementary and intermediate school resources.
According to the Department of City Planning and the Board of Education, these impacts could
not be mitigated through use of administrative actions. To mitigate these impacts, the project
would provide, for sale or lease at fair market value to the Board of Education, additional
elementary school space on-site sufficient to accommodate 600 public elementary school students.
Under the 90-10 scenario, this school would accommodate all but five project-generated ,
elementary and the equivalent number of intermediate school students. Under the 80-20 scenario,
all but 86 of the project-generated elementary and the equivalent number of intermediate school
students could be accommodated in the new space. The remaining students could be
accommodated through the provision of an early childhood learning center in additional leased
community facility space on-site or absorbed within the district. Accordingly, the district could
assign off-site elementary school students to the site facility and assign project-generated
intermediate school students to off-site schools. Without a commitment from the Board of
Education to such a shift, however, the proposed project would have an unmitigated adverse
impact on intermediate school capacity. Without a decision on the part of the Board of Education
to lease or purchase school space on-site, the project would have an unmitigated significant impact
on elementary and intermediate schools.

Historic R

As discussed below, one measure proposed to mitigate significant impacts at the 72nd Street IRT
subway station would involve construction of a new entrance to the station. This entrance would
be located on the north side of Broadway, by expanding the median of Broadway. The new
headhouse would include new stairs and a widened station platform below. The reconstruction of
the 226 feet of the eastern station wall required by this measure would involve demolition of the
tiled sidewall and two of the wall’s seven mosaics. Because the 72nd Street station, including its
tiled walls and mosaics, is a New York City Landmark, this mitigation measure would result in a
potential significant adverse impact on historic resources. This impact could be mitigated if recon-
struction plans are made in consultation with the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC). After final station designs for the mitigation plan are completed, mitigation
options -- such as re-use of existing tiles and/or mosaics where possible, and/or the use of suitable
replacement tiles and reproductions of the mosaics -- would be discussed with the LPC. If recon-
struction occurs without the implementation of any of these options, then this mitigation measure
would result in an unmitigated significant adverse impact.

In addition, the new station entrance would be located adjacent to Verdi Park, a New York City
Landmark also listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. This would not result
in a significant adverse impact on that resource.

Construction Impacts

Construction activity on the project site could have a significant adverse impact on nearby historic
resources -- the Chatsworth Apartments, the four row houses at the northeast corner of Riverside
Drive and 72nd Street, the West 71st Street Historic District, and the Con Ed Power House.
During construction on the project site, a protection plan would be implemented to prevent
damage. The developer would hire an independent foundation and structural engineer to fulfill the
protection plan, which could include the following:
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0 An evaluation of the water level, extent, flow, fluctuations, and variations on the site and
adjacent properties;

o Borings and soil reports of the water table, establishing composition stability and
condition;

o Sheetpiling or cofferdam design;

] Foundation and structural condition information and documentation for the historic

properties and the related site; and

o Formulation of maximum vibration tolerances based on impact and duration consideration
using accepted engineering standards for old buildings.

The information would be evaluated by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission
(LPC) and/or appropriate resources with respect to the techniques to be used. The consultant’s
reports and any comments prepared would be submitted to the appropriate city agencies as deter-
mined by LPC.

The following construction requirements would also be met:

o Final construction plans would be approved by the Department of Buildings;

the construction of the project on a regular basis;

o Should the beginnings of any damage to historic building foundation and/or structure be
identified during construction, immediate steps would be taken to halt work, prevent
further damage, and repair the damage; and

o The applicant would be adequately insured or would make alternative provisions to
provide a sufficient fund to cover the expenses of restoration and/or replacement.

Archaeological Resources

To mitigate the potential for the proposed project to disturb or destroy any potential subsurface
prehistoric remains on the project site, archacological testing would be carried out in the two
narrow strips of fast land (i.e., original land instead of fill) located between 59th and 62nd Streets.
Should any artifacts of potential significance be found, further testing would be carried out as
necessary pursuant to the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission to identify the
boundaries and significance of the find.

Traffic and Transportation

Traffic

A combination of physical and operational changes in the traffic system is proposed to mitigate
the project’s significant traffic impacts. The traffic mitigation plan for the primary area has four
elements -- implementation of a West End Avenue Improvement Plan (WIP), change in street
directions of 61st and 64th Streets, change in signal timing and hardware improvements, and
changes in parking regulations.
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o West End Avenue Improvement Plan (WIP) -- Repaving and restriping West End Avenue
from 62nd to 70th Street to remove the median and use the curb lanes for parking only
when not needed for traffic flow. The WIP would be implemented by 1997.

o Changing Street Direction of 61st and 64th Streets -- Make 61st Street one-way westbound
between Amsterdam and West End Avenues to reduce the demand on 57th and 59th
Streets, which currently provide the only westbound access in the area, and make 64th
Street eastbound between West End Avenue and Amsterdam Avenue to match the
eastbound configuration of the on-site 64th Street. Both of these changes would be made
in 2002.

o Signal Timing and Hardware Improvements -- Retime traffic signals to process project
traffic more effectively, and upgrade selected intersection controllers to provide time-date
coordination that could provide several different signal timing plans for different peak
hours. These would be implemented as needed in both 1997 and 2002. NYCDOT shall
determine if these measures are necessary and implementing as required in the year
proposed or when the development is built and occupied.

o Parking Regulations -- Eliminate parking where necessary in selected peak hours in both
1997 and 2002. The parking elimination varies from "daylighting" (a 75- to 100-foot
parking restriction at an intersection approach) to elimination of standing on entire
blockfaces. The parking spaces removed would be offset by the new on-site supply created
on the site’s new roadways.

In the extended area, the plan includes geometric changes along Twelfth Avenue between 26th and
16th Streets 10 mitigate traffic impacts at the 23rd Street and Eleventh Avenue intersections.
NYCDOT shall determine if these measures are necessary and implementing as required in the
year proposed or when the development is built and occupied. The applicant is committed to
funding all the proposed traffic mitigation measures, including such physical improvements as the
WIP and 23rd/Twelfth Avenue mitigation plans, and such operational measures as changes in
street direction, parking regulations, and signal timing/hardware.

The mitigation measures proposed would mitigate all of the project’s significant traffic impacts in
both the primary and extended areas. The mitigation plan would also be effective if the Miller
Highway is relocated.

Subways

To mitigate project-generated significant impacts that would occur in 1997 at four of the 72nd
Street IRT station’s platform stairs in 1997 and 2002, between 1.8 and 2.3 inches of stair widening
would be required. Two measures -- modifications to the existing stairways, and providing a new
station entrance and associated improvement package -- have been examined to try to mitigate
project impacts at this station. These measures are summarized below:

o Modification to the Existing Stairways -- Due to the location of the existing stairs in
relation to the platform edges and the landmarks status of the existing 72nd Street subway
headhouse entrance, it is not physically possible to expand the width of the existing
stairway openings.

o Providing a New Station Entrance -- It is possible to mitigate project impacts and
significantly improve the existing conditions at this station by providing a new station
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entrance on the north side of 72nd Street by expanding the median of Broadway. The new
headhouse would include a control booth and set of turnstiles, and two new stairways
leading from the new mezzanine to the southbound platform, one new stairway leading to
the northbound platform, and other additional station improvements. However, given the
existing level of usage and design of this station, the high costs for this proposed plan
(construction cost of functional improvements is estimated by the applicant’s consultants
to be approximately $25 to $35 million), and the limited number of patrons added by the
proposed project in relation to the predicted no build station usage, the developer is not
prepared to fully provide this mitigation. The developer proposes to commit $10 million
for this mitigation, with the city and MTA funding the remainder. Should the city and/or
MTA not commit to their share of the mitigation plan, there would be an unmitigated
significant impact.

The project would have a significant impact on one stairway at the 66th Street IRT subway station
during both the AM and PM peak hours for 2002 Build conditions. The developer proposes to
construct a new 8-foot stairway that would mitigate conditions to below No Build values.

No mitigation is proposed for project-generated significant impacts at stairway S3 at the 59th
Street-Columbus Circle station (the circular stairway to the Paramount Communications building
above) that are predicted to occur during Phase II of the project, since stairway S3 is a private
stairway, the modification of which would require the participation of an uninvolved private
owner, is a private stair and since the conditions with the proposed project would be within LOS
D during the peak five minutes. Therefore, the imp. i i itigated

In terms of subway line haul demand, since the MTA takes under its jurisdiction any system-wide
changes to subway service, no project-sponsored mitigation would be provided for the project-
generated change of available capacity from +1 percent to -3 percent on the IRT Nos. 1 and 9
lines during the AM peak hour for 2002 Build conditions.

Bus Service

The proposed project would have a significant impact on five local bus routes during the AM and
PM peak hours in 1997 and 2002. To provide enough capacity to service projected demand in
1997, three buses would need to be added to the M5 route, one bus to the M57 route, and two
buses to the M104 route during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, the M11 and M66
route would each require two additional buses, while the M104 route would require the addition
of a single peak hour bus. During 2002, to provide enough capacity to service projected demand
during the AM peak hour, four buses would need to be added to the M$ route, three buses to the
M11 route, three buses to the M57 route, one bus to the M66 route, and four buses to the M104
route. During the PM peak hour in 2002, the M11 and M57 routes would require the addition of
four buses to meet projected demand, and the M66 and M104 routes would each require three
additional buses. As standard practice, the New York City Transit Authority routinely conducts
ridership counts and adjusts bus service frequency, within operating and fiscal constraints, to meet
its service criteria. Therefore, no project-sponsored mitigation would be provided.

To improve bus transit access to the proposed project, several existing NYCTA bus routes would
be adjusted to bring bus service directly into the project site. The M66 and M72 routes would be
adjusted by relocating their turnaround points from West End Avenue and Freedom Place to
Riverside Drive on the project site. These changes would be made by 1997. '
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