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Foreword-1

FOREWORD

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the One Police Plaza
Security Plan.  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the action was accepted
as complete by the New York City Police Department as lead agency on July 28, 2006.  Public
notice of completion of the DEIS and a public hearing on the DEIS was published in the City
Record, Environmental Notice Bulletin, New York Post, Downtown Express, AM New York, and
World Journal. The New York City Police Department held two public hearings at the New York
City Department of Health auditorium on September 14, 2006 and October 4, 2006.  The period
for public review remained open until October 24, 2006.  

The FEIS reflects all substantive comments made on the DEIS during the public hearing and
subsequent comment period.  The comments are summarized and responded to in Chapter 16,
“Response to Comments.”  Changes to the text and graphics of the FEIS were also made when
appropriate to comments. The DEIS disclosed a significant adverse traffic impact at the
intersection of Worth Street and Church Street, however, with revisions to the traffic analysis
between the DEIS and FEIS, the With-Action condition has not resulted in a significant adverse
traffic impact at this intersection.  Additionally,  the DEIS disclosed significant adverse air
quality impacts at two locations, however, with revisions to the air quality analysis between the
DEIS and FEIS based on revised standards for fine particulates, slight changes in the traffic
network, and updated information on modeled pollutant concentrations, the With-Action
condition has not result in significant adverse air quality impacts (see Chapter 9, “Air Quality,”
for a detailed discussion).   

The FEIS also includes two new appendices, Appendices A-B.  Appendix A provides the retail
business survey final report and Appendix B provides all written comments received on the
DEIS.

Except for this Foreword and Chapter 16 (which are new), all additions made to the text since
publication of the DEIS are indicated by double-underlining the text. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. INTRODUCTION

Following the events of September 11, 2001, the New York City Police Department (NYPD)
established security measures in order to protect government facilities in the “civic center”
portion of lower Manhattan which were, at the time, and continue to be considered potential
targets.  These security measures included the installation of attended security checkpoint booths,
planters, bollards and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized
vehicles for the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza.
Pedestrian access within the security perimeter established by the check points and the delta
barriers is not restricted, with the exception of the area immediately adjacent to NYPD
headquarters at One Police Plaza.  

The NYPD, lead agency for the project, prepared an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS)
in January 2004 pursuant to an order issued on August 1, 2003 by New York State Supreme
Court Justice Walter B. Tolub in Chatham Green, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index No.
107569/03).  NYPD then issued a negative declaration, which was subsequently challenged in
a second lawsuit, Chatham Towers, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index No. 107761/04). In an
opinion dated October 15, 2004, Justice Tolub found that the EAS did not take a “hard look” as
required by law, specifically for the technical areas of Community Facilities and Services,
Socioeconomic Conditions, Neighborhood Character, Traffic and Parking, and Transit and
Pedestrians.  Justice Tolub directed the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Although the NYPD maintains that the EAS and negative declaration were adequate in all
respects, in light of Justice Tolub’s determination, the NYPD is preparing an EIS in accordance
with Article 8 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law and the regulations
promulgated pursuant thereto at 6 NYCRR Part 617 (State Environmental Quality Review Act
or “SEQRA”), Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City
Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 of the Rules of the City of New York
(“CEQR”).

The EIS includes review and analysis of certain impact categories identified in the CEQR
Technical Manual. The EIS contains a description and analysis of the action and its
environmental setting; the environmental impacts of the action, including its short and long term
effects, and typical associated environmental effects; identification of any significant adverse
environmental effects that can be avoided through incorporation of corrective measures into the
action; a discussion of alternatives to the action; the identification of any irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the action upon
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implementation; and a description of any necessary mitigation measures proposed to minimize
significant adverse environmental impacts.

It bears noting that, in an unrelated action, certain streets proximate to One Police Plaza were
closed in 1999, as indicated in an EAS, dated April 2, 1999, prepared by the New York City
Department of Transportation at the request of the NYPD (CEQR No. 99DOT011M).  Following
the issuance of the EAS in 1999, a negative declaration was issued on May 13, 1999.  These pre-
September 11, 2001 street closures, listed below, are not part of the action but are considered as
part of the No-Action condition in this EIS:

• Madison Street between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street (full closure)
• Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street and Park Row (full closure except for

motor vehicles destined to the municipal garage)
• Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street (partial closure - southbound direction

only)

As part of another unrelated action, in early 2001, an EAS was prepared for the Public Safety
Answering Center II (CEQR No. 01NYP002M), to be located in an existing building at 109-113
Park Row.  The EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal garage to the public, and
a negative declaration was issued on June 12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to the
public on June 30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD
decided not to go forward with the above-mentioned project and the building remained vacant.
The municipal garage was rehabilitated and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April
2004.  As the closure of the municipal garage occurred prior to the post-9/11 security plan, it is
also included in this EIS as part of the No-Action condition.

B. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

While the New York City Police Department headquarters at One Police Plaza had been
considered a sensitive location at risk of attack and requiring implementation of certain security
measures, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD determined that there was a
need for heightened security including the establishment of a “secure zone” around its
headquarters. 

In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City,
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and
other deterrents that make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone”
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created around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to
prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters. 

C. DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

As discussed above, following the events of September 11, 2001, a security plan was
implemented that resulted in the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters,
bollards, and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles
from the roadways adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza, including NYPD
Headquarters, the New York State Supreme Court, and the United States Courthouse.  All but
two sets of barriers were installed by the NYPD.  Security barriers located at the intersection of
Park Row and Foley Square and at Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row were installed by
the United States Marshals Service (“USMS”) and are not part of the NYPD’s action.  As shown
in Figure S-1, security checkpoint locations for vehicular access have been installed at the
following locations:

• Park Row, west of Worth Street
• Park Row, near the Brooklyn Bridge
• Pearl Street at Foley Square
• Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row 
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Rose Street at Frankfort Street 
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp

Four of the above checkpoints also include sally ports - two delta barriers on the same roadway
that allow a vehicle to be immobilized for inspection.  Sally ports have been erected at the
following checkpoints:

• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Park Row west of Worth Street

As a result of these security measures, the following streets within immediate proximity to One
Police Plaza are open only to authorized vehicles:

• Park Row, between approximately Worth Street and the Brooklyn Bridge
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• Pearl Street, between Foley Square and St. James Place
• Madison/Rose Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp

As discussed above, the street closures resulted in restricted access for commercial and private
vehicles on streets adjacent to NYPD headquarters and other nearby civic buildings.  Authorized
NYPD and government personnel and emergency vehicles are permitted through the checkpoints
after undergoing appropriate scrutiny.  Residents of the Chatham Green Houses seeking vehicular
access to the Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row are permitted through the checkpoint
at Park Row at Worth Street after displaying valid identification, but are not permitted into the
security zone through any other checkpoint.  Commercial vehicles, such as delivery trucks, are
only permitted through the checkpoint at Park Row and Worth Street after displaying valid
identification, passing through the barricade, and then pulling into a truck inspection area where
they are inspected by USMS officers who utilize, among other security measures, bomb sniffing
dogs.

With the exception of areas immediately adjacent to the NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza,
pedestrian access within the security perimeter is not restricted.   Iron fencing and barriers are
located around the perimeter of One Police Plaza to restrict pedestrian access.  In addition, the
stairway leading from Police Plaza to Madison Street is closed to pedestrians.   

No-Action Condition

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza
security plan is not in place, that the roadways are open with the 1999 NYPD street closures and
municipal garage closure in place, and that transportation services would continue as they were
prior to September 11, 2001.  For the purposes of this EIS, the analysis year is 2006 (Build Year).

With-Action Condition

Under the With-Action condition, the One Police Plaza security plan is in effect so that the
roadways in the vicinity of One Police Plaza are closed to unauthorized vehicular traffic along
with all the security plan features described above currently in place.  Therefore, the EIS will
analyze any potential impacts due to the security measures by comparing the No-Action
condition to the With-Action condition.  

Prior to September 11, 2001, six Metropolitan Transit Authority (“MTA”) New York City Transit
bus routes used Park Row in one or both directions, including the M9, M15, M103, X25, X90,
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and the B51.  The BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 express bus routes were also rerouted around Park
Row after September 11, 2001. These buses were rerouted around the security zone after the
street closures were put in place.  Recently three routes (M103, M15, and B51) have returned to
Park Row.  Although these MTA buses have returned to their original route down Park Row, for
conservative analysis purposes, this will not be analyzed as part of the With-Action condition in
the EIS.  Instead, the rerouting of the M103, M15, and B51 buses to their original route will be
analyzed as mitigation and discussed in detail in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.”

D. REQUIRED APPROVALS

Environmental Review (SEQRA and CEQR) 

Pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing
regulations, New York City has established rules for its City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR). The environmental review provides a means for decision-makers to systematically
consider environmental effects along with other aspects of project planning and design, to
evaluate reasonable alternatives, and to identify and, when practicable, mitigate significant
adverse environmental effects.

New York City Local Law Number 24 of 2005

Local Law 24 of 2005, approved by the Mayor in March of 2005, amends the New York City
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) regulations to state that “except as otherwise provided
by law, it shall be unlawful for any person to close any street, or a portion thereof, within the
jurisdiction of the [DOT] commissioner, to pedestrian or vehicular traffic without a permit from
the commissioner.”  In the event of closure of a publicly mapped street that is used for vehicular
or vehicular and pedestrian access for more than 180 days, the commissioner shall issue or cause
to be issued a community reassessment, impact and amelioration (CRIA) statement that has been
approved by the commissioner or other government entity initiating the street closure.  The CRIA
statement shall be delivered to both the community board and the council member in whose
district the street closure is located on or before the 210th day of the closure.  However, the
requirement for the issuance of the CRIA statement may be satisfied by delivery of an
environmental assessment statement, environmental impact statement, or similar document
required by law to be prepared for the street closure.  The Local Law requires that a public forum
be held.  The law applies retroactively to street closures for security reasons that were
commenced prior to enactment of the law.  Therefore, in addition to satisfying the court order,
this EIS is being prepared in satisfaction of the CRIA requirement pursuant to Local Law 24 of
2005.  The CEQR process described above, which includes public review and hearings, will fully
satisfy the CRIA requirements including the public forum requirement.
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E. WITH-ACTION CONDITION

Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy

Overall, the With-Action condition has not resulted in any significant adverse effects on land use,
zoning, or public policy.  Land uses within the security zone and surrounding study area have not
substantially changed from the 2001 baseline year to the With-Action condition.  The action has
not altered any zoning regulations and has not resulted in any structure that does not conform or
comply with the existing underlying zoning.  In addition, the action has not altered nor does it
conflict with any public policy or plan that had been created previously to or after September 11,
2001.  Consequently, the action has not resulted in any significant adverse impacts on land use,
zoning, and public policy. 

Community Facilities and Services

As the action has not and would not result in additional population in the area and would not
directly alter a health care facility in the area, no significant impacts on health care facilities or
other community facilities in the study area have occurred or would occur in the future.
However, as discussed in Chapter 3, “Community Facilities,” as a direct response to a court
order, an analysis of access to emergency facilities was prepared.  Although there were
differences in the opinions of NY Downtown emergency room and emergency medical service
staff on whether access to the emergency room has been hindered by the street closures, response
times indicate that responses to emergencies in the study area have not been affected by the street
closures.  Although response times within the study area have increased slightly between 2000
and 2005, the same is true for Manhattan as a whole as well as Citywide.  Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts to emergency facility access have occurred as a result of the street
closures.  

As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, “Community Facilities”, the street closures have not impacted
police or fire service delivery within the study area.  Both the NYPD and FDNY will continue
to evaluate area operations on a regular basis and continued adjustments to resources will be
made, if necessary.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on FDNY and NYPD services have
occurred or are expected as a result of the action. 

Socioeconomic Conditions

Indirect Residential Displacement
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According to the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect displacement of a residential population can
occur when an action increases property values and thus rents throughout a study area, making
it difficult for some current residents to continue to afford to live in the community.  There is no
evidence that the action has resulted in any secondary residential displacement. While rents and
home values have, in general, increased throughout the study area, these increases appear to be
a result of normal economic trends, are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, and
are therefore not directly attributable to the security plan. 

Indirect Business Displacement

Indirect business displacement is the involuntary displacement of businesses that results from a
change in socioeconomic conditions created by a proposed action.  The typical issue for indirect
business displacement is when an action increases property values and rents, thereby making it
difficult for some categories of business to remain at their current location.  Although the  action
has limited accessibility to some parts of the study area, there is no evidence that the limit in
accessibility has resulted in any secondary business displacement. While property values have,
in general, increased throughout the study area, and commercial rents have slightly decreased,
these changes are not unique to the study area and appear to be a result of normal economic
trends.  As these changes are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, they are
therefore not directly attributable to the security plan. The results of the business survey are, at
most, inconclusive.  While registering individual beliefs, the survey results show that respondents
in the study area are almost evenly split as to whether the barriers have had an effect on local
businesses.  While most respondents in Historic Chinatown attributed a decline in business as
compared to neighboring areas to the barriers, businesses east of the Bowery, which also borders
the barriers, largely indicated that the barriers have not had an impact.  The survey results are also
not supported by objective economic measures identified in the CEQR Technical Manual such
as property values and vacancy rates. The security zone has also not adversely affected the
viability of the Chinatown retail and restaurant sectors, which continue to be a major draw for
both residents and tourists.

Adverse Effects on Specific Industries

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, it may be possible that a given action could affect the
operation and viability of a specific industry, not necessarily tied to a specific location.  The
streets affected by the action provide approaches to the Historic Chinatown core for customers
and clientele of the tourist-oriented shops and restaurants that are the mainstay of the economy
of Chinatown.  According to the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, the  action would
not have an adverse impact on a specific industry because it would neither significantly impact
the business conditions for any industry or category of businesses within or outside of the study
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 area, nor would it indirectly reduce employment or impair the economic viability of a specific
industrial sector or business category. Although there are some complaints that Chinatown has
suffered disproportionately in terms of tourist activity, that would appear to be an effect of the
September 11 attacks, which has been felt throughout the tourism industry and not just in
Chinatown, and the effect seems to have lessened with time. It should also be noted that the
increase in international visitors to the City in the past two years (2005-2006) is a positive
development for the City’s tourism industry.

Urban Design/Visual Resources

The security plan has altered the urban design of the security zone area, yielding a significant
adverse impact.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, in terms of streetscape elements, a
significant adverse impact would result if an action would add to, eliminate, or alter a critical
feature of a streetscape.  According to the NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau, the security
measures implemented around One Police Plaza and adjacent civic buildings are necessary to
protect these buildings that are considered potential terrorist targets.  The terrorist attacks on the
World Trade Center on September 11, 2001 have resulted in greater security measures being
implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan due to the large number of
government offices and financial institutions located there.  Security devices such as jersey
barriers, French barriers, delta barriers, bollards, and concrete planters, although typically not
aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape of the City after September 11, 2001.
The area surrounding the New York Stock Exchange and Metro Tech in Brooklyn, for example,
have implemented similar security plans where public streets have been closed to unauthorized
traffic and security features have been installed.  Although the action has affected streetscape
elements within the security zone, these security features are considered necessary to protect
potential terrorist targets and these features will remain in place as long as a potential terrorist
threat exists.  

However, although these security measures are necessary, the temporary and unaesthetic nature
of the security features has resulted in a negative alteration of the streetscape within the security
zone.  Therefore, a significant adverse impact to urban design has resulted. Chapter 11,
“Mitigation,” provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the urban design
impacts.

The security plan elements have not blocked public views to any visual resources, including view
corridors, vistas, historic landmarks, historic districts, and open spaces within the study area.  The
installed streetscape elements that comprise the physical elements of the NYPD security plan do
not preclude views of visual resources given the low heights of the bollards, jersey barriers,
French barricades, and concrete planters and modest size of the security checkpoint booths.
Consequently, the security plan has not adversely impacted visual resources within the study
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area.

Neighborhood Character

The action has altered the neighborhood character within the security zone area.  While there is
still pedestrian traffic, vehicular traffic is lighter (within the security zone), and the security
presence is an additional characteristic of the area.  The area within the security zone has become
isolated from the surrounding neighborhoods by the limiting of vehicular access.  The streets
within the security zone, before they were closed, particularly Park Row, were more active
through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic Center area. This
reduction in vehicular traffic and activity within the security zone has created an abandoned
quality, which is in contrast to the active and lively surrounding area.  The closure of public
streets and the addition of the security elements have introduced a forbidding and unaesthetic
quality to the area.  The action has created a disconnect between the security zone area and the
surrounding neighborhood.  Despite this negative alteration, these security features are
considered necessary to protect potential terrorist targets and will remain in place as long as a
potential terrorist threat exists. 

There has been an increase in security, generally, within the study area around City Hall and
other government and office buildings as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.
These security measures include an increase of security officers outside these buildings as well
as jersey barriers, bollards, delta barriers, and planters along sidewalks.  These security measures
have altered the character of the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan.  Consequently, the One
Police Plaza security plan is not a unique feature that has altered the character of the surrounding
area.  Although the action has resulted in increases in traffic and noise around the perimeter of
the security zone,  this has not altered the defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area,
as this area has always been heavily trafficked.  However, as discussed in Chapter 11,
“Mitigation,” traffic, transit and pedestrians, and urban design impacts would be fully or partially
mitigated and, therefore, any impact on neighborhood character would also be mitigated.

Traffic and Parking

This chapter analyzes the effects of diverted traffic that has resulted from the implementation of
the security plan on the Lower Manhattan street network during the weekday AM, midday, and
PM peak hours. The results of the analyses show that diverted traffic has created significant
traffic impacts (see Table S-1), with the AM, midday, and PM peak hours having three impacted
intersections each.   Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS provides a description of measures to
be developed to mitigate the traffic impacts.
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TABLE S-1
Summary of Impacted Intersections 
Signalized Intersections AM MD PM
Pearl Street @ Frankfort Street X X X

Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place X X

Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X
Mott Street X

X  impacts to one or more movements in the peak hour.

While parking conditions, both off-street and on-street, remain very competitive and the
availability of curbside parking for shoppers and others is very limited, these conditions did not
result from the With-Action condition.  In addition, the security plan neither creates demand for
public parking nor has it eliminated off-street public parking supply.  As such, no significant
adverse impacts on parking have occurred as a result of the implementation of the security plan.
 

Transit and Pedestrians

This chapter analyzes the effects of the security plan on bus services and pedestrian activity.  The
security plan has not generated additional demand for bus service or additional pedestrian
activity.  The local and express bus system has changed in conjunction with both the security plan
as well as other Lower Manhattan street closures.  Prior to implementing the security plan in
2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15, M103, B51, X25, X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus
routes.  After the security plan was implemented, these routes continued to operate, albeit with
some modifications to route and stop locations due to the street closures.  The detour at Park Row
has added approximately 1 to 7 minutes to the travel times for these bus routes.  There have been
substantial increases in overall travel time for these bus routes, and these increases have resulted
in significant adverse impacts on bus operations for the M15 and M103 routes, especially in the
AM peak hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of
this EIS provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the bus transit impacts.

The security plan appears to have resulted in a significant adverse safety impact on pedestrian
conditions at the Broadway/Worth Street intersection.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS
provides a description of measures that have been developed to mitigate the adverse pedestrian
safety impact.  The security plan has not generated any new pedestrian trips nor has it interrupted
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existing pedestrian activity and no significant adverse impacts on pedestrian flow conditions have
occurred or are anticipated as a result of the action.  

Air Quality

Air quality analyses were undertaken to determine the potential for impacts under the action.
These impacts can be either direct or indirect. Direct impacts come from stationary sources, such
as emissions from heating systems. Indirect impacts are defined as the potential for emissions due
to mobile sources/vehicles generated by the action. Pollutants that are examined for mobile
sources are carbon monoxide (CO) and respirable particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).

The potential for mobile source impacts on CO concentrations was determined for the 2006
analysis year using the currently accepted methodologies. Modeling was based on the traffic
analyses for three study area intersections. The results of these analyses showed that the
maximum CO concentrations with the action did not exceed National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) or impacts defined by the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR)
Technical Manual, as there were no exceedances of NAAQS or any increases in CO
concentrations that are more than half the difference between the No-Action concentrations and
the CO standard.

Analyses were performed to determine the potential for impacts from respirable particulate matter
(PM10 and PM2.5). The results of these analyses disclosed that the future maximum predicted
24-hour and annual average particulate matter concentrations would not result in any violations
of the PM10 and PM2.5 standards. 

Noise  

After performing a comprehensive screening of numerous potentially impacted intersections, a
total of 2 intersections were monitored for potential noise impacts under the action. The analysis
examined the potential for impacts from traffic diversions under the With-Action condition.  The
analysis showed that there are significant adverse impacts at the intersections of Worth Street and
Baxter Street and Worth Street and Mulberry Street in the AM peak period.  The projected noise
level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively, at the two intersections, and the CEQR
Technical Manual describes a significant increase as an increase of 3.0 dBA.  Therefore, these
increases have resulted in a significant adverse impact on noise.   Other than rerouting of traffic,
no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise barriers would
not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  The rerouting of the M103, M15,
and B51 bus routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would
reduce the level of impact slightly, but would not eliminate it. Therefore, these impacts would
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remain unmitigated.  

F. MITIGATION

Urban Design 

The With-Action condition has resulted in a significant adverse impact on urban design within
the security zone area.  The Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) issued a report
in 2004 entitled Chinatown Access and Circulation Study which included recommendations for
improving Park Row.  These recommendations are intended to address the closure of Park Row
by making City-owned areas more pedestrian friendly and aesthetically pleasing.  

Some of these recommendations relating to streetscape improvements include the following:

• Install a landscaped esplanade along Park Row, including attractive paving, trees,
shrubs, planters, etc.

• Install improved street fixtures, including benches, lighting, and barriers.  Attractive
trash receptacles may be placed at appropriate locations away from security sensitive
areas.

• Improve pedestrian wayfinding signage along Park Row and other routes through the
area.

Coordination with NYPD and the U.S. Marshals Service regarding security measures for the
Police Headquarters building and the federal court buildings would be required.  The
implementation of the above elements would significantly improve the streetscape of the security
zone thereby enhancing the urban design and fully mitigating the security plan’s urban design
impact.  In addition, although the action has not resulted in indirect socioeconomic impacts, these
streetscape enhancements would improve pedestrian conditions which may increase the number
of patrons to study area businesses. While it is expected that these mitigation measures would
fully mitigate urban design impacts caused by the action they should be reassessed when the
Chatham Square reconfiguration is complete and the Park Row improvements are in place.

Traffic

Traffic diversions that have occurred as a result of the With-Action condition have resulted in
significant adverse traffic impacts at 4 signalized intersections in one or more peak periods.
These impacted locations are listed in Table S-2.  A traffic mitigation plan was therefore
developed to address these impacts.  This traffic mitigation plan would incorporate some of the
recommendations from LMDC’s Chinatown Access and Circulation Study for the reconfiguration
for Chatham Square.  Other mitigation measures associated with this plan include signal timing
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changes and the implementation of exclusive left-turn and right-turn phases.   

In summary, as shown in Table S-2, the proposed traffic mitigation plan would fully address all
impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour, two in the midday, and three in the PM peak
hour. Three out of 4 intersections impacted by the action would no longer be impacted with the
implementation of the proposed mitigation plan.  However, two unmitigable impacts would
remain at the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place in the AM and midday
peak hours.  Measures were therefore evaluated to address these impacts.  However, signal timing
adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be impractical as they
would result in new or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction in pedestrian
crossing times.  Increasing capacity of roadways through changes to curbside regulations or
modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to
achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-
turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday peak hours, respectively,
would therefore remain unmitigated. The reconfiguration of Chatham Square as well as all other
traffic mitigation plans would be implemented by the New York City Department of
Transportation and/or the New York City Department of Design and Construction. 

TABLE S-2
Summary of Mitigated Intersections
Signalized Intersections AM MD PM
Pearl Street @ Frankfort Street X X X

Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place U U

Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X
Mott Street X

X: All impacts fully mitigated.
U: One or more unmitigated impacts in the peak period.

Transit and Pedestrians

Bus Service 

The results of the analysis of local bus conditions in the With-Action condition show that the
street closures significantly impacted bus service.  With the rerouting of the M103, M15, M9,
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B51, X25, X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes there have been substantial increases in
overall travel time which has resulted in significant adverse impacts on bus operations, especially
in the AM peak hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours.  In May 2005, the M103
bus returned to its original route via Park Row as a 90-day trial.  The test was expanded in
November 2005 when the M15 and B51 buses also returned to their original routes via Park Row
to/from City Hall.  The M9 remains on its current diverted route as the closure of Vesey Street
after September 11, 2001 eliminated the important eastbound portion of this route, necessitating
its formal relocation along Pearl Street.  The reintroduction of the M15, M103, and B51 buses
to Park Row would mitigate the increases in travel times these bus routes have experienced due
to the action.  The re-routing of the buses along Park Row has restored bus service within the area
so that it is close to what it was in the baseline condition, prior to the streets being closed.  The
rerouting of the buses along Park Row has therefore mitigated bus service impacts.

Pedestrians 

The security plan has neither generated any new pedestrian trips nor will it generate any
pedestrian congestion on sidewalks.  However, traffic diversions associated with the vehicular
restrictions have resulted in an increase in the numbers of vehicle turning movements at some
crosswalks, while decreasing or eliminating all such movements at other crosswalks within the
security zone.  As discussed in Chapter 8, “Transit and Pedestrians,” the results of the analysis
of high accident locations indicate that the action may have created a high pedestrian accident
location at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway.

In coordination with DOT, it was determined that a leading pedestrian interval will be
implemented at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway to improve pedestrian conditions
at this intersection.  The leading pedestrian interval would change the signal phasing at this
intersection that would allow for the pedestrian phase to begin before the green phase for motor
vehicle traffic traversing east-west on Worth Street. This signal timing modification will allow
pedestrians a head start to cross in the crosswalk of the intersection.

Noise

Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street
at Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively,
at the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus
routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the
level of impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth
Street at Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation
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measure would reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No
other method of mitigation  is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.
Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.
Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter
Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in
noise levels.  The overall noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other
than rerouting of traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors,
and noise barriers would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.
Therefore, these impacts would remain unmitigated. 

G. ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives to the With-Action condition were considered in this EIS, to examine whether
there are reasonable and practicable options that avoid or reduce action-related significant
adverse impacts and still allow for the achievement of the stated goals and objectives of the With-
Action condition.

No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative assumes that the security plan would not be implemented and all
streets that were closed to unauthorized traffic after September 11, 2001 would be open. 

In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City,
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and
other deterrents to make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone”
created around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to
prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters.  Securing these potential
terrorist targets would not be possible under No-Action Alternative.  For security reasons, the
No-Action Alternative would therefore not be feasible. 

No Unmitigable Traffic Impacts Alternative

As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” all significant adverse traffic impacts that have resulted
from the action would be fully mitigated with the exception of the unmitigated impact at the
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intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner, Sr. Place.  The No Unmitigable Traffic
Impacts Alternative proposes to mitigate traffic impacts at the intersection of Pearl Street at
Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place, by re-opening Avenue of the Finest between Pearl Street and Park
Row.  This would ease congestion focused at Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place by
allowing vehicles destined to the City Hall area to access it without having to detour around the
security zone.  Passenger vehicles traveling along this proposed right-of-way would only be able
to travel westbound on Avenue of the Finest.  Security checkpoints would be moved north on
Park Row to allow vehicles to travel freely onto Park Row from Avenue of the Finest.   The
opening of Avenue of the Finest along with minor signal timing adjustments would mitigate this
impact back to No-Action conditions.  

The proposed opening of Avenue of the Finest to one-way westbound traffic was reviewed and
evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau.   The result of this evaluation determined that
the opening of Avenue of the Finest to passenger vehicles would not provide sufficient stand-off
distance from NYPD headquarters. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible, as it would not meet
the goals and objectives of the action.

Community-Suggested Alternative #1: Relocation of Police Headquarters

This alternative was developed in response to suggestions during the public scoping process to
explore alternative locations for police headquarters. No specific site has been identified for this
possible relocation, although Randalls Island or Governors Island have been suggested because
their placement in the East River is thought to provide natural geographical security.  The
Relocation Alternative would fall far short of the objectives of the action. Moreover, given the
concentration of other  government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan
which continue to be considered potential terrorist targets and for which security measures would
have to be maintained, the adverse impacts resulting from the action may not be entirely avoided
should police headquarters be relocated from One Police Plaza.  This alternative is therefore not
feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.

Community-Suggested Alternative #2: Chatham Green Access Alternative

Under this alternative, the existing security checkpoint would be moved south on Park Row to
establish a free-flowing vehicle entrance/exit to the Chatham Green parking lot. Currently, the
security checkpoint is located just south of the corner of Park Row and Chatham Square. All
vehicles wishing to access the Chatham Green parking lot must pass through this checkpoint,
before entering the parking lot via Park Row. This procedure allows screening of vehicles before
they enter the security zone, as control of these vehicles within the zone is not feasible. Vehicles
can currently exit the parking lot via either the same location on Park Row, or Pearl Street
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(northbound).

Under this alternative, the current checkpoint on Park Row would be moved approximately 125
feet to the south in an effort to establish a free-flowing entrance/exit to the Chatham Green
parking lot.  A 30-foot-wide two-lane access point to the parking lot, with a right-in/right-out,
would be provided at the current location on Park Row. The current parking lot exit along Pearl
Street would be sealed off and a turnaround would be established at the southeast corner of the
parking lot, so that all vehicles would have to exit the parking lot via Park Row.  This would
result in the elimination of approximately 6 dedicated parking spaces along the Pearl Street side
of the parking lot. However, those spaces could be replaced with some minor modifications to
the parking lot’s layout.

Like the action, this alternative would also result in significant adverse traffic, noise, and urban
design impacts, and the mitigation measures for the action described in Chapter 11 would also
be required for this Chatham Green Access Alternative.

This proposed alternative was reviewed and evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau and
it was determined that this alternative would not allow sufficient stand-off distance between
NYPD headquarters and the Chatham Green Houses parking lot.  As this stand-off distance
would be substantially reduced to an unsafe level, this alternative would not achieve the
objectives of NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the “civic
center” portion of Lower Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist targets.
This alternative is not feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.

H. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Unavoidable adverse impacts occur when a proposed action would result in significant adverse
impacts for which there are no reasonably practicable mitigation measures, and for which there
are no reasonable alternatives.  For this project, these include unavoidable adverse effects on
traffic and noise.

Traffic 

At the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place, the action results in impacts
to the westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement in the AM Peak hour and the
eastbound approach in the midday peak hour.  Measures were therefore evaluated to address
these impacts.   However, signal timing adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action
condition would be impractical as they would result in new or worsened impacts on other
approaches and a reduction in pedestrian crossing times.  Increasing capacity through changes
to curbside regulations or modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was
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widening the approach to achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert
F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday
peak hours, respectively, would therefore remain unmitigated.

Noise

Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street
at Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively,
at the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus
routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the
level of impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth
Street at Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation
measures would reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No
other method of mitigation  is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.
Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.
Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter
Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in
noise levels.  However, the peak AM hour is not a peak period for park utilization.  The overall
noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other than rerouting of traffic, no
mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise barriers would not
be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  Therefore, these impacts would
remain unmitigated. 

I. GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS OF THE ACTION

As set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, growth-inducing aspects of a proposed action
generally refer to “secondary” impacts of an action that trigger further development.  These
include proposals that add substantial new land use, new residents, or new employment that could
induce additional development of a similar kind or support uses (e.g., stores to serve new
residential uses).  Actions that introduce or greatly expand infrastructure capacity (e.g., sewers,
central water supply) might also induce growth, although this could be an issue only in limited
areas of Staten Island and perhaps Queens, since in most areas of New York City infrastructure
is already in place and its improvement or expansion is usually proposed only to serve existing
or expected users. 

As the action has not added a new land use, new residents or new employment, there are no
growth-inducing aspects associated with the action. 
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J. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

Resources, both natural and man-made, have been expended in the construction and operation
of the security plan elements.  These resources include the building materials used during
construction of checkpoint booths; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed during the
construction and operation of these security elements; and human effort to develop, construct and
operate various elements of the security plan.  These are considered irretrievably committed
because their reuse for some other purpose would be highly unlikely.  
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Environmental Conservation Law, State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) as found 
in 6 NYCRR Part 617, a Final Environmental Impacts Statement (FEIS) has been prepared for 
the action described below. Copies of the FEIS are available for public inspection at the New 
York City Office of Environmental Coordination. The FEIS is also available online through a 
link from the homepage of the New York City Police Department at 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/nypd under the “Recent Press Releases/News” section of the website.  
A public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was held on September 
14, 2006 and October 4, 2006.  Written comments on the DEIS were requested and were 
received and considered by the Lead Agency until October 24, 2006.  The FEIS incorporates 
responses to the public comments received on the DEIS and additional analysis conducted 
subsequent to the completion of the DEIS.   
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A. INTRODUCTION 
 
The New York City Police Department (NYPD) has prepared a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) for the security plan established following the events of September 11, 2001 in 
order to protect City, State, and Federal facilities in the “civic center” portion of lower 
Manhattan which were, and continue to be, considered potential targets.  These security 
measures included the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and 
hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the 
roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near NYPD headquarters at One Police 
Plaza.  
 
This FEIS has been prepared in conformance with applicable laws and regulations, including 
Executive Order No. 91 of 1977, as amended, and the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) regulations, and follows the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, October 
2001. 
 
The FEIS contains a description and analysis of the action and its environmental setting; the 
environmental impacts of the action, including its short and long term effects, and typical 
associated environmental effects; identification of any significant adverse environmental effects; 
a discussion of alternatives to the action; the identification of any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources that would be involved in the action; and a description of any 
necessary mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant adverse environmental impacts.   
 
It bears noting that certain streets proximate to One Police Plaza were closed in 1999, as 
indicated in an EAS, dated April 2, 1999, prepared by the New York City Department of 
Transportation at the request of the NYPD (CEQR No. 99DOT011M).  Following the issuance 
of the EAS in 1999, a negative declaration was issued on May 13, 1999.  These pre-September 
11, 2001 street closures, listed below, are not part of the action but are considered as part of the 
No-Action condition in this FEIS: 
 
$ Madison Street between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street (full closure) 
$ Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street and Park Row (full closure except for 

motor vehicles destined to the municipal garage) 
$ Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street (partial closure - southbound 

direction only) 
 
As part of another unrelated action, in early 2001, an EAS was prepared for the Public Safety 
Answering Center II (CEQR No. 01NYP002M), to be located in an existing building at 109-113 
Park Row.  The EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal garage to the public, and a 
negative declaration was issued on June 12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to the 
public on June 30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD 
decided not to go forward with the above-mentioned project and the building remained vacant.  
The municipal garage was rehabilitated and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April 
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2004.  As the closure of the municipal garage occurred prior to the post-9/11 security plan, it is 
also included in this FEIS as part of the No-Action condition. 
 
As the action is currently in place, the analysis considers an Analysis year of 2006. 
 
 
B. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED      
 
While the New York City Police Department headquarters at One Police Plaza had been 
considered a sensitive location at risk of attack and requiring implementation of certain security 
measures, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD determined that there was a 
need for heightened security, including the establishment of a “secure zone” around its 
headquarters. 
 
In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau 
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City, 
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that 
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and 
other deterrents that make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the 
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone” 
created around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to 
prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters.  
 
 
C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
As discussed above, following the events of September 11, 2001, a security plan was 
implemented that resulted in restricted use streets and the installation of attended security 
checkpoint booths, planters, bollards, and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the 
access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located 
near One Police Plaza, including NYPD Headquarters, the New York State Supreme Court, and 
the United States Courthouse.  All but two sets of barriers were installed by the NYPD.  Security 
barriers located at Park Row and Foley Square and at Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row, 
were installed by the United States Marshals Service (“USMS”) and are not part of the NYPD’s 
action.  Security checkpoint locations for vehicular access have been installed at the following 
locations: 
 
$ Park Row, west of Worth Street 
$ Park Row, near the Brooklyn Bridge 
$ Pearl Street at Foley Square 
$ Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row  
$ Pearl Street at St. James Place 
$ Madison Street at St. James Place 
$ Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street 
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$ Rose Street at Frankfort Street      
$ Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp  
 
     
Four of the above checkpoints also include sally ports - two delta barriers on the same roadway 
that allow a vehicle to be immobilized for inspection.  Sally ports have been erected at the 
following checkpoints: 
 
$ Madison Street at St. James Place 
$ Pearl Street at St. James Place 
$ Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street 
$ Park Row west of Worth Street 
 
As a result of these security measures, the following streets within immediate proximity to One 
Police Plaza are open only to authorized vehicles: 
 
$ Park Row, between approximately Worth Street and the Brooklyn Bridge 
$ Pearl Street, between Foley Square and St. James Place 
$ Madison/Rose Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place 
$ Avenue of the Finest 
$ Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp  
 
As discussed above, the street closures resulted in restricted access for commercial and passenger 
vehicles on streets adjacent to NYPD headquarters and other nearby civic buildings.  Authorized 
NYPD and government personnel and emergency vehicles are permitted through the checkpoints 
after displaying appropriate identification.  Residents of Chatham Green seeking vehicular access 
to the Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row are permitted through the checkpoint at Park 
Row at Worth Street after displaying valid identification, but are not permitted into the security 
zone through any other checkpoint.  Commercial vehicles, such as delivery trucks, are only 
permitted through the checkpoint at Park Row and Worth Street after displaying valid 
identification and after passing through the barricade must pull into a truck inspection staging 
area where they are inspected by USMS officers who utilize, among other security measures, 
bomb-sniffing dogs. 
 
With the exception of areas immediately adjacent to the NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza, 
pedestrian access within the security perimeter is not restricted.   Iron fencing and barriers are 
located around the perimeter of One Police Plaza to restrict pedestrian access.  In addition, the 
stairway leading from Police Plaza to Madison Street is closed to pedestrians.    
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No-Action Condition 
 
For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza 
security plan is not in place, that the roadways are open with the 1999 NYPD street closures and 
municipal garage closure in place, and that transportation services would continue as they were 
prior to September 11, 2001.  For the purposes of this EIS, the analysis year is 2006 (Build 
Year).   
 
With-Action Condition 
  
Under the With-Action condition, the One Police Plaza security plan is in effect so that the 
roadways in the vicinity of One Police Plaza are closed to unauthorized vehicular traffic along 
with all the security plan features described above currently in place.  Therefore, the EIS has 
analyzed any potential impacts due to the security measures by comparing the No-Action 
condition to the With-Action condition.   
 
Prior to September 11, 2001, six Metropolitan Transit Authority (“MTA”) New York City 
Transit bus routes used Park Row in one or both directions, including the M9, M15, M103, X25, 
X90, and the B51.  The BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 express bus routes were also rerouted 
around Park Row after September 11, 2001. These buses were rerouted around the security zone 
after the street closures were put in place.  Recently three routes (M103, M15, and B51) have 
returned to Park Row.  Although these MTA buses have returned to their original route down 
Park Row, for conservative analysis purposes, this will not be analyzed as part of the With-
Action condition in the EIS.  Instead, the rerouting of the M103, M15, and B51 buses to their 
original route will be analyzed as mitigation and discussed in detail in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.” 
 
 
 
D. REQUIRED APPROVALS 
 
 
Environmental Review (SEQRA and CEQR)  
 
Pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing 
regulations, New York City has established rules for its City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR). The environmental review provides a means for decision-makers to systematically 
consider environmental effects along with other aspects of project planning and design, to 
evaluate reasonable alternatives, and to identify and, when practicable, mitigate significant 
adverse environmental effects. 
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New York City Local Law Number 24 of 2005 
 
Local Law 24 of 2005, approved by the Mayor in March of 2005, amends the New York City 
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) regulations to state that “except as otherwise provided by 
law, it shall be unlawful for any person to close any street, or a portion thereof, within the 
jurisdiction of the [DOT] commissioner, to pedestrian or vehicular traffic without a permit from 
the commissioner.”  In the event of closure of a publicly mapped street that is used for vehicular 
or vehicular and pedestrian access for more than 180 days, the commissioner shall issue or cause 
to be issued a community reassessment, impact and amelioration (CRIA) statement that has been 
approved by the commissioner or other government entity initiating the street closure.  The 
CRIA statement shall be delivered to both the community board and the council member in 
whose district the street closure is located on or before the 210th day of the closure.  However, 
the requirement for the issuance of the CRIA statement may be satisfied by delivery of an 
environmental assessment statement, environmental impact statement, or similar document 
required by law to be prepared for the street closure.  The Local Law requires that a public forum 
be held.  The law applies retroactively to street closures for security reasons that were 
commenced prior to enactment of the law.  Therefore, in addition to satisfying the court order, 
this EIS is being prepared in satisfaction of the CRIA requirement pursuant to Local Law 24 of 
2005.  The CEQR process described above, which includes public review and hearings, will fully 
satisfy the CRIA requirements including the public forum requirement. 
 
 
E. WITH-ACTION CONDITION 
 
 
Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy 
 
Overall, the With-Action condition has not resulted in any significant adverse effects on land 
use, zoning, or public policy.  Land uses within the security zone and surrounding study area 
have not substantially changed from the 2001 baseline year to the With-Action condition.  The 
action has not altered any zoning regulations and has not resulted in any structure that does not 
conform or comply with the existing underlying zoning.  In addition, the action has not altered 
nor does it conflict with any public policy or plan that had been created previously to or after 
September 11, 2001.  Consequently, the action has not resulted in any significant adverse 
impacts on land use, zoning, and public policy.  
 
Community Facilities and Services 
 
As the action has not and would not result in additional population in the area and would not 
directly alter a health care facility in the area, no significant impacts on health care facilities or 
other community facilities in the study area have occurred or would occur in the future.  
However, as discussed in Chapter 3, “Community Facilities,” as a direct response to a court 
order, an analysis of access to emergency facilities was prepared.  Although there were 
differences in the opinions of NY Downtown emergency room and emergency medical service 
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staff on whether access to the emergency room has been hindered by the street closures, response 
times indicate that responses to emergencies in the study area have not been affected by the street 
closures.  Although response times within the study area have increased slightly between 2000 
and 2005, the same is true for Manhattan as a whole as well as Citywide.  Therefore, no 
significant adverse impacts to emergency facility access have occurred as a result of the street 
closures.   
 
As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, “Community Facilities”, the street closures have not 
impacted police or fire service delivery within the study area.  Both the NYPD and FDNY will 
continue to evaluate area operations on a regular basis and continued adjustments to resources 
will be made, if necessary.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on FDNY and NYPD 
services have occurred or are expected as a result of the action.  
 
Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
Indirect Residential Displacement 
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect displacement of a residential population can 
occur when an action increases property values and thus rents throughout a study area, making it 
difficult for some current residents to continue to afford to live in the community.  There is no 
evidence that the action has resulted in any secondary residential displacement. While rents and 
home values have, in general, increased throughout the study area, these increases appear to be a 
result of normal economic trends, are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, and 
are therefore not directly attributable to the security plan.  
 
Indirect Business Displacement 
 
Indirect business displacement is the involuntary displacement of businesses that results from a 
change in socioeconomic conditions created by a proposed action.  The typical issue for indirect 
business displacement is when an action increases property values and rents, thereby making it 
difficult for some categories of business to remain at their current locations.  Although the action 
has limited accessibility to some parts of the study area, there is no evidence that the limit in 
accessibility has resulted in any secondary business displacement. While property values have, in 
general, increased throughout the study area, and commercial rents have slightly decreased, these 
changes are not unique to the study area and appear to be a result of normal economic trends.  As 
these changes are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, they are therefore not 
directly attributable to the security plan. The results of the business survey are, at most, 
inconclusive.  While registering individual beliefs, the survey results show that respondents in 
the study area are almost evenly split as to whether the barriers have had an effect on local 
businesses.  While most respondents in Historic Chinatown attributed a decline in business as 
compared to neighboring areas to the barriers, businesses east of the Bowery, which also borders 
the barriers, largely indicated that the barriers have not had an impact.  The survey results are 
also not supported by objective economic measures identified in the CEQR Technical Manual 
such as property values and vacancy rates. The security zone has also not adversely affected the 
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viability of the Chinatown retail and restaurant sectors, which continue to be a major draw for 
both residents and tourists. 
 
Adverse Effects on Specific Industries 
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, it may be possible that a given action could affect the 
operation and viability of a specific industry, not necessarily tied to a specific location.  The 
streets affected by the action provide approaches to the Historic Chinatown core for customers 
and clientele of the tourist-oriented shops and restaurants that are the mainstay of the economy of 
Chinatown.  According to the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, the action would not 
have an adverse impact on a specific industry because it would neither significantly impact the 
business conditions for any industry or category of businesses within or outside of the study area, 
nor would it indirectly reduce employment or impair the economic viability of a specific 
industrial sector or business category. Although there are some complaints that Chinatown has 
suffered disproportionately in terms of tourist activity, that would appear to be an effect of the 
September 11 attacks, which has been felt throughout the tourism industry and not just in 
Chinatown, and the effect seems to have lessened with time. It should also be noted that the 
increase in international visitors to the City in the past two years (2005-2006) is a positive 
development for the City’s tourism industry. 
 
Urban Design/Visual Resources 
 
The security plan has altered the urban design of the security zone area, yielding a significant 
adverse impact.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, in terms of streetscape elements, a 
significant adverse impact would result if an action would add to, eliminate, or alter a critical 
feature of a streetscape.  According to the NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau, the security 
measures implemented around One Police Plaza and adjacent civic buildings are necessary to 
protect these buildings that are considered potential terrorist targets.  The terrorist attacks on the 
World Trade Center on September 11, 2001 have resulted in greater security measures being 
implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan due to the large number of 
government offices and financial institutions located there.  Security devices such as jersey 
barriers, French barriers, delta barriers, bollards, and concrete planters, although typically not 
aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape of the City after September 11, 2001.  
The area surrounding the New York Stock Exchange and Metro Tech in Brooklyn, for example, 
have implemented similar security plans where public streets have been closed to unauthorized 
traffic and security features have been installed.  Although the action has affected streetscape 
elements within the security zone, these security features are considered necessary to protect 
potential terrorist targets and these features will remain in place as long as a potential terrorist 
threat exists.   
 
However, although these security measures are necessary, the temporary and unaesthetic nature 
of the security features has resulted in a negative alteration of the streetscape within the security 
zone.  Therefore, a significant adverse impact to urban design has resulted. Chapter 11, 
“Mitigation,” provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the urban design 



 

 9

impacts. 
 
The security plan elements have not blocked public views to any visual resources, including 
view corridors, vistas, historic landmarks, historic districts, and open spaces within the study 
area.  The installed streetscape elements that comprise the physical elements of the NYPD 
security plan do not preclude views of visual resources given the low heights of the bollards, 
jersey barriers, French barricades, and concrete planters and modest size of the security 
checkpoint booths.  Consequently, the security plan has not adversely impacted visual resources 
within the study area. 
 
Neighborhood Character 
 
The action has altered the neighborhood character within the security zone area.  While there is 
still pedestrian traffic, vehicular traffic is lighter (within the security zone), and the security 
presence is an additional characteristic of the area.  The area within the security zone has become 
isolated from the surrounding neighborhoods by the limiting of vehicular access.  The streets 
within the security zone, before they were closed, particularly Park Row, were more active 
through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic Center area. This 
reduction in vehicular traffic and activity within the security zone has created an abandoned 
quality, which is in contrast to the active and lively surrounding area.  The closure of public 
streets and the addition of the security elements have introduced a forbidding and unaesthetic 
quality to the area.  The action has created a disconnect between the security zone area and the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Despite this negative alteration, these security features are 
considered necessary to protect potential terrorist targets and will remain in place as long as a 
potential terrorist threat exists.  
 
There has been an increase in security, generally, within the study area around City Hall and 
other government and office buildings as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.  
These security measures include an increase of security officers outside these buildings as well 
as jersey barriers, bollards, delta barriers, and planters along sidewalks.  These security measures 
have altered the character of the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan.  Consequently, the One 
Police Plaza security plan is not a unique feature that has altered the character of the surrounding 
area.  Although the action has resulted in increases in traffic and noise around the perimeter of 
the security zone, this has not altered the defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area, 
as this area has always been heavily trafficked.  However, as discussed in Chapter 11, 
“Mitigation,” traffic, transit and pedestrians, and urban design impacts would be fully or partially 
mitigated and, therefore, any impact on neighborhood character would also be mitigated. 
 
Traffic and Parking 
 
This chapter analyzes the effects of diverted traffic that has resulted from the implementation of 
the security plan on the Lower Manhattan street network during the weekday AM, midday, and 
PM peak hours. The results of the analyses show that diverted traffic has created significant 
traffic impacts (see Table NOC-1), with three impacted intersections in the AM, midday, and PM 
peak periods.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS provides a description of measures to be 
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developed to mitigate the traffic impacts. 
 
While parking conditions, both off-street and on-street, remain very competitive and the 
availability of curbside parking for shoppers and others is very limited, these conditions did not 
result from the With-Action condition.  In addition, the security plan neither creates demand for 
public parking nor has it eliminated off-street public parking supply.  As such, no significant 
adverse impacts on parking have occurred as a result of the implementation of the security plan.  
 
 
 

TABLE NOC-1 
Summary of Impacted Intersections  

Signalized Intersections  AM MD PM 
Pearl Street @  Frankfort Street X X X 
    Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place X X  
      
Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X 
 Mott Street     X 

X  impacts to one or more movements in the peak hour. 
 
 
      
 
Transit and Pedestrians 
 
This chapter analyzes the effects of the security plan on bus services and pedestrian activity.  The 
security plan has not generated additional demand for bus service or additional pedestrian 
activity.  The local and express bus system has changed in conjunction with both the security 
plan as well as other Lower Manhattan street closures.  Prior to implementing the security plan in 
2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15, M103, B51, X25, X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus 
routes.  After the security plan was implemented, these routes continued to operate, albeit with 
some modifications to route and stop locations due to the street closures.  The detour at Park 
Row has added approximately 1 to 7 minutes to the travel times for these bus routes.  There have 
been substantial increases in overall travel time for these bus routes, and these increases have 
resulted in significant adverse impacts on bus operations for the M15 and M103 routes, 
especially in the AM peak hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours.  Chapter 11, 
“Mitigation,” of this EIS provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the bus 
transit impacts. 
 
The security plan appears to have resulted in a significant adverse safety impact on pedestrian 
conditions at the Broadway/Worth Street intersection.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS 
provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the adverse pedestrian safety 
impacts.  The security plan has not generated any new pedestrian trips nor has it interrupted 
existing pedestrian activity and no significant adverse impacts on pedestrian flow conditions 
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have occurred or are anticipated as a result of the action.   
 
Air Quality 
 
Air quality analyses were undertaken to determine the potential for impacts under the action. 
These impacts can be either direct or indirect. Direct impacts come from stationary sources, such 
as emissions from heating systems. Indirect impacts are defined as the potential for emissions 
due to mobile sources/vehicles generated by the action. Pollutants that are examined for mobile 
sources are carbon monoxide (CO) and respirable particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). 
          
The potential for mobile source impacts on CO concentrations was determined for the 2006 
analysis year using the currently accepted methodologies. Modeling was based on the traffic 
analyses for three study area intersections. The results of these analyses showed that the 
maximum CO concentrations with the action did not exceed National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) or impacts defined by the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual, as there were no exceedances of NAAQS or any increases in CO 
concentrations that are more than half the difference between the No-Action concentrations and 
the CO standard. 
 
Analyses were performed to determine the potential for impacts from respirable particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5). The results of these analyses disclosed that the future maximum 
predicted 24-hour and annual average particulate matter concentrations would not result in any 
violations of the PM10 and PM2.5 standards.  
        
Noise       
 
After performing a comprehensive screening of numerous potentially impacted intersections, a 
total of 2 intersections were monitored for potential noise impacts under the action. The analysis 
examined the potential for impacts from traffic diversions under the With-Action condition.  The 
analysis showed that there are significant adverse impacts at the intersections of Worth Street 
and Baxter Street and Worth Street and Mulberry Street in the AM peak period.  The projected 
noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively, at the two intersections, and the 
CEQR Technical Manual describes a significant increase as an increase of 3.0 dBA.  Therefore, 
these increases have resulted in a significant adverse impact on noise.   Other than rerouting of 
traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise barriers 
would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  The rerouting of the M103, 
M15, and B51 bus routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This 
would reduce the level of impact slightly, but would not eliminate it. Therefore, these impacts 
would remain unmitigated.   
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F. MITIGATION 
 
Urban Design  
 
The With-Action condition has resulted in a significant adverse impact on urban design within 
the security zone area.  The Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) issued a report 
in 2004 entitled Chinatown Access and Circulation Study which included recommendations for 
improving Park Row.  These recommendations are intended to address the closure of Park Row 
by making City-owned areas more pedestrian friendly and aesthetically pleasing.   
 
Some of these recommendations relating to streetscape improvements include the following: 
 

• Install a landscaped esplanade along Park Row, including attractive paving, trees, shrubs, 
planters, etc. 

• Install improved street fixtures, including benches, lighting, and barriers.  Attractive trash 
receptacles may be placed at appropriate locations away from security sensitive areas. 

• Improve pedestrian wayfinding signage along Park Row and other routes through the area.  
 
Coordination with NYPD and the U.S. Marshals Service regarding security measures for the 
Police Headquarters building and the federal court buildings would be required.  The 
implementation of the above elements would significantly improve the streetscape of the security 
zone thereby enhancing the urban design and fully mitigating the security plan’s urban design 
impact.  In addition, although the action has not resulted in indirect socioeconomic impacts, 
these streetscape enhancements would improve pedestrian conditions which may increase the 
number of patrons to study area businesses. While it is expected that these mitigation measures 
would fully mitigate urban design impacts caused by the action they should be reassessed when 
the Chatham Square reconfiguration is complete and the Park Row improvements are in place. 
 
Traffic 
 
Traffic diversions that have occurred as a result of the With-Action condition have resulted in 
significant adverse traffic impacts at 4 signalized intersections in one or more peak periods.  
These impacted locations are listed in Table NOC-2.  A traffic mitigation plan was therefore 
developed to address these impacts.  This traffic mitigation plan would incorporate some of the 
recommendations from LMDC’s Chinatown Access and Circulation Study for the 
reconfiguration for Chatham Square.  Other mitigation measures associated with this plan 
include signal timing changes and the implementation of exclusive left-turn and right-turn 
phases.    
 
In summary, as shown in Table NOC-2, the proposed traffic mitigation plan would fully address 
all impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour, two in the midday, and three in the PM 
peak hour. Three out of 4 intersections impacted by the action would no longer be impacted with 
the implementation of the proposed mitigation plan.  However, two unmitigable impacts would 
remain at the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place in the AM and midday 
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peak hours.  Measures were therefore evaluated to address these impacts.  However, signal 
timing adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be impractical as 
they would result in new or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction in pedestrian 
crossing times.  Increasing capacity of roadways through changes to curbside regulations or 
modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to 
achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-
turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday peak hours, respectively, 
would therefore remain unmitigated. The reconfiguration of Chatham Square as well as all other 
traffic mitigation plans would be implemented by the New York City Department of 
Transportation and/or the New York City Department of Design and Construction.  
 
 

TABLE NOC-2 
Summary of Mitigated Intersections 

Signalized Intersections  AM MD PM 

Pearl Street @  Frankfort Street X X X 
    Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place U U  
      
Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X 
 Mott Street     X 
     
X: All impacts fully mitigated.  
U: One or more unmitigated impacts in the peak period. 

 
 
Transit and Pedestrians 
 
Bus Service  
 
The results of the analysis of local bus conditions in the With-Action condition show that the 
street closures significantly impacted bus service.  With the rerouting of the M103, M15, M9, 
B51, X25, X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes, there have been substantial increases in 
overall travel time, which has resulted in significant adverse impacts on bus operations, 
especially in the AM peak hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours.  In May 2005, 
the M103 bus returned to its original route via Park Row as a 90-day trial.  The test was 
expanded in November 2005 when the M15 and B51 buses also returned to their original routes 
via Park Row to/from City Hall.  The M9 remains on its current diverted route as the closure of 
Vesey Street after September 11, 2001 eliminated the important eastbound portion of this route, 
necessitating its formal relocation along Pearl Street.  The reintroduction of the M15, M103, and 
B51 buses to Park Row would mitigate the increases in travel times these bus routes have 
experienced due to the action.  The re-routing of the buses along Park Row has restored bus 
service within the area so that it is close to what it was in the baseline condition, prior to the 
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streets being closed.  The rerouting of the buses along Park Row has therefore mitigated bus 
service impacts. 
 
Pedestrians  
 
The security plan has neither generated any new pedestrian trips nor will it generate any 
pedestrian congestion on sidewalks.  However, traffic diversions associated with the vehicular 
restrictions have resulted in an increase in the numbers of vehicle turning movements at some 
crosswalks, while decreasing or eliminating all such movements at other crosswalks within the 
security zone.  As discussed in Chapter 8, “Transit and Pedestrians,” the results of the analysis of 
high accident locations indicate that the action may have created a high pedestrian accident 
location at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway. 
 
In coordination with DOT, it was determined that a leading pedestrian interval will be 
implemented at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway to improve pedestrian conditions 
at this intersection.  The leading pedestrian interval would change the signal phasing at this 
intersection that would allow for the pedestrian phase to begin before the green phase for motor 
vehicle traffic traversing east-west on Worth Street. This signal timing modification will allow 
pedestrians a head start to cross in the crosswalk of the intersection. 
 
Noise 
 
Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two 
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street at 
Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively, at 
the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus 
routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the 
level of impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth 
Street at Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation 
measure would reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No 
other method of mitigation is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance 
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.  
Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.  
Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter 
Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in 
noise levels.  The overall noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other 
than rerouting of traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, 
and noise barriers would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  
Therefore, these impacts would remain unmitigated.  
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G. ALTERNATIVES 
 
Four alternatives to the With-Action condition were considered in this EIS, to examine whether 
there are reasonable and practicable options that avoid or reduce action-related significant 
adverse impacts and still allow for the achievement of the stated goals and objectives of the 
With-Action condition. 
    
No-Action Alternative 
 
The No-Action Alternative assumes that the security plan would not be implemented and all 
streets that were closed to unauthorized traffic after September 11, 2001 would be open.  
 
In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau 
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City, 
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that 
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and 
other deterrents to make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the 
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone” 
created around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to 
prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters.  Securing these 
potential terrorist targets would not be possible under No-Action Alternative.  For security 
reasons, the No-Action Alternative would therefore not be feasible.  
 
No Unmitigable Traffic Impacts Alternative 
 
As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” all significant adverse traffic impacts that have 
resulted from the action would be fully mitigated with the exception of the unmitigated impact at 
the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner, Sr. Place.  The No Unmitigable Traffic 
Impacts Alternative proposes to mitigate traffic impacts at the intersection of Pearl Street at 
Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place, by re-opening Avenue of the Finest between Pearl Street and Park 
Row.  This would ease congestion focused at Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place by 
allowing vehicles destined to the City Hall area to access it without having to detour around the 
security zone.  Passenger vehicles traveling along this proposed right-of-way would only be able 
to travel westbound on Avenue of the Finest.  Security checkpoints would be moved north on 
Park Row to allow vehicles to travel freely onto Park Row from Avenue of the Finest.   The 
opening of Avenue of the Finest along with minor signal timing adjustments would mitigate this 
impact back to No-Action conditions.   
 
The proposed opening of Avenue of the Finest to one-way westbound traffic was reviewed and 
evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau.   The result of this evaluation determined that 
the opening of Avenue of the Finest to passenger vehicles would not provide sufficient stand-off 
distance from NYPD headquarters. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible, as it would not 
meet the goals and objectives of the action. 
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Community-Suggested Alternative #1: Relocation of Police Headquarters 
 
This alternative was developed in response to suggestions during the public scoping process to 
explore alternative locations for police headquarters. No specific site has been identified for this 
possible relocation, although Randalls Island or Governors Island have been suggested because 
their placement in the East River is thought to provide natural geographical security.  The 
Relocation Alternative would fall far short of the objectives of the action. Moreover, given the 
concentration of other  government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan 
which continue to be considered potential terrorist targets and for which security measures would 
have to be maintained, the adverse impacts resulting from the action may not be entirely avoided 
should police headquarters be relocated from One Police Plaza.  This alternative is therefore not 
feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.  
 
Community-Suggested Alternative #2: Chatham Green Access Alternative 
 
Under this alternative, the existing security checkpoint would be moved south on Park Row to 
establish a free-flowing vehicle entrance/exit to the Chatham Green parking lot. Currently, the 
security checkpoint is located just south of the corner of Park Row and Chatham Square. All 
vehicles wishing to access the Chatham Green parking lot must pass through this checkpoint, 
before entering the parking lot via Park Row. This procedure allows screening of vehicles before 
they enter the security zone, as control of these vehicles within the zone is not feasible. Vehicles 
can currently exit the parking lot via either the same location on Park Row, or Pearl Street 
(northbound). 
 
Under this alternative, the current checkpoint on Park Row would be moved approximately 125 
feet to the south in an effort to establish a free-flowing entrance/exit to the Chatham Green 
parking lot.  A 30-foot-wide two-lane access point to the parking lot, with a right-in/right-out, 
would be provided at the current location on Park Row. The current parking lot exit along Pearl 
Street would be sealed off and a turnaround would be established at the southeast corner of the 
parking lot, so that all vehicles would have to exit the parking lot via Park Row.  This would 
result in the elimination of approximately 6 dedicated parking spaces along the Pearl Street side 
of the parking lot. However, those spaces could be replaced with some minor modifications to 
the parking lot’s layout. 
 
Like the action, this alternative would also result in significant adverse traffic, air quality, noise, 
and urban design impacts, and the mitigation measures for the action described in Chapter 11 
would also be required for this Chatham Green Access Alternative. 
 
This proposed alternative was reviewed and evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau 
and it was determined that this alternative would not allow sufficient stand-off distance between 
NYPD headquarters and the Chatham Green Houses parking lot.  As this stand-off distance 
would be substantially reduced to an unsafe level, this alternative would not achieve the 
objectives of NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the “civic 
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center” portion of Lower Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist targets.  
This alternative is not feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action. 
 
 
H. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 
Unavoidable adverse impacts occur when a proposed action would result in significant adverse 
impacts for which there are no reasonably practicable mitigation measures, and for which there 
are no reasonable alternatives.  For this project, these include unavoidable adverse effects on 
traffic and noise. 
 
Traffic  
 
At the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place, the action results in impacts to 
the westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement in the AM Peak hour and the 
eastbound approach in the midday peak hour.  Measures were therefore evaluated to address 
these impacts.   However, signal timing adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action 
condition would be impractical as they would result in new or worsened impacts on other 
approaches and a reduction in pedestrian crossing times.  Increasing capacity through changes to 
curbside regulations or modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was 
widening the approach to achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert 
F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday 
peak hours, respectively, would therefore remain unmitigated. 
 
Noise 
 
Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two 
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street at 
Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively, at 
the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus 
routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the 
level of impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth 
Street at Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation 
measures would reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No 
other method of mitigation is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance 
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.  
Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.  
Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter 
Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in 
noise levels.  However, the peak AM hour is not a peak period for park utilization.  The overall 
noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other than rerouting of traffic, no 
mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise barriers would not 
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be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  Therefore, these impacts would 
remain unmitigated.  
 
 
I. GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS OF THE ACTION 
 
As set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, growth-inducing aspects of a proposed action 
generally refer to “secondary” impacts of an action that trigger further development.  These 
include proposals that add substantial new land use, new residents, or new employment that 
could induce additional development of a similar kind or support uses (e.g., stores to serve new 
residential uses).  Actions that introduce or greatly expand infrastructure capacity (e.g., sewers, 
central water supply) might also induce growth, although this could be an issue only in limited 
areas of Staten Island and perhaps Queens, since in most areas of New York City infrastructure 
is already in place and its improvement or expansion is usually proposed only to serve existing or 
expected users.  
        
As the action has not added a new land use, new residents or new employment, there are no 
growth-inducing aspects associated with the action.  
 
 
J. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 

RESOURCES 
 
Resources, both natural and man-made, have been expended in the construction and operation of 
the security plan elements.  These resources include the building materials used during 
construction of checkpoint booths; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed during the 
construction and operation of these security elements; and human effort to develop, construct and 
operate various elements of the security plan.  These are considered irretrievably committed 
because their reuse for some other purpose would be highly unlikely.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
              August 1, 2007 
Inspector Anthony T. Tria           Date 
Capital Construction 
New York City Police Department  
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 
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Inspector Anthony Tria 
NYPD Capital Construction 
620 Circle Drive 
Fort Totten, NY 11359 
Tele: 718.281.1254 
Email: anthony.tria@nypd.org 
 
 
A.  INTRODUCTION 
 
This Statement of Findings has been prepared in accordance with the environmental review 
requirements of Article 8 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law, the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the implementing regulations set forth in 6 
NYCRR Part 617, and the New York City Rules of Procedure for City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) and Executive Order 91 of 1977 as amended. The New York City Police 
Department (NYPD), acting as lead agency, issued a Notice Of Completion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the One Police Plaza Security Plan on August 1, 
2007.   
 
The Notice of Positive Declaration and Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS were issued on April 8, 
2005 and the Draft Scoping Document for the Preparation of a Draft EIS was issued on April 21, 
2005.  The public, governmental agencies, community boards, and elected officials were invited 
to comment on the Draft Scoping Document either in writing or at the public scoping hearing 
held on May 24, 2005.  The comment period on the Draft Scoping Document remained open 
until June 4, 2005.  The comments received during the comment period were incorporated into 
the Final Scoping Document, which was issued in June 2006. 
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was certified as complete on July 28, 2006 
and was published and distributed for review.  The issuance of the DEIS was followed by two 
public hearings that were held on September 14, 2006 and October 4, 2006.  Written comments 
on the DEIS were requested and were received and considered by the Lead Agency until October 
24, 2006.  The NYPD prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which 
addressed all substantive comments made on the DEIS.    The FEIS was certified as complete, 
and a Notice of Completion was issued on August 1, 2007.   
 
After considering the FEIS for no less than 10 days after the issuance of the Notice of 
Completion, the NYPD has adopted this Statement of Findings.  
 
 
B.  DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTION 
 
Introduction and Background 
 
The NYPD, lead agency for the project, prepared an Environmental Assessment Statement 
(EAS) in January 2004 pursuant to an order issued on August 1, 2003 by New York State 
Supreme Court Justice Walter B. Tolub in Chatham Green, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index 
No. 107569/03).  NYPD then issued a negative declaration, which was subsequently challenged 
in a second lawsuit, Chatham Towers, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index No. 107761/04). In 
an opinion dated October 15, 2004, Justice Tolub found that the EAS did not take a “hard look” 
as required by law, specifically for the technical areas of Community Facilities and Services, 
Socioeconomic Conditions, Neighborhood Character, Traffic and Parking, and Transit and 
Pedestrians.  Justice Tolub directed the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 
Although the NYPD maintains that the EAS and negative declaration were adequate in all 
respects, in light of Justice Tolub’s determination, the NYPD prepared an EIS in accordance with 
SEQRA and the regulations promulgated pursuant thereto at 6 NYCRR Part 617 and CEQR. 
 
The EIS includes review and analysis of certain impact categories identified in the CEQR 
Technical Manual. The EIS contains a description and analysis of the action and its 
environmental setting; the environmental impacts of the action; identification of any significant 
adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided through incorporation of corrective 
measures into the action; a discussion of alternatives to the action; the identification of any 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the action 
upon implementation; and a description of any necessary mitigation measures proposed to 
minimize significant adverse environmental impacts. 
 
It bears noting that, in an unrelated action, certain streets proximate to One Police Plaza were 
closed in 1999, as indicated in an EAS, dated April 2, 1999, prepared by the New York City 
Department of Transportation at the request of the NYPD (CEQR No. 99DOT011M).  Following 
the issuance of the EAS in 1999, a negative declaration was issued on May 13, 1999.  These pre-
September 11, 2001 street closures, listed below, are not part of the action but are considered as 
part of the No-Action condition in this EIS: 
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• Madison Street between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street (full closure) 
• Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street and Park Row (full closure except for    

motor vehicles destined to the municipal garage) 
• Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street (partial closure - southbound 

direction only)  
 
As part of another unrelated action, in early 2001, an EAS was prepared for the Public Safety 
Answering Center II (CEQR No. 01NYP002M), to be located in an existing building at 109-113 
Park Row.  The EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal garage to the public, and a 
negative declaration was issued on June 12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to the 
public on June 30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD 
decided not to go forward with the above-mentioned project and the building remained vacant.  
The municipal garage was rehabilitated and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April 
2004.  As the closure of the municipal garage occurred prior to the post-9/11 security plan, it is 
also included in this EIS as part of the No-Action condition. 
 
 
With-Action Condition 
 
Following the events of September 11, 2001, a security plan was implemented that resulted in 
the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards, and hydraulically-
operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways adjacent 
to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza, including NYPD Headquarters, the New 
York State Supreme Court, and the United States Courthouse.  All but two sets of barriers were 
installed by the NYPD.  Security barriers located at the intersection of Park Row and Foley 
Square and at Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row were installed by the United States 
Marshals Service (“USMS”) and are not part of the NYPD’s action.  The security checkpoint 
locations for vehicular access have been installed by the NYPD at the following locations: 
 

• Park Row, west of Worth Street  
• Park Row, near the Brooklyn Bridge  
• Pearl Street at Foley Square 
• Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row  
• Pearl Street at St. James Place 
• Madison Street at St. James Place 
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street 
• Rose Street at Frankfort Street  
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 
 

Four of the above checkpoints also include sally ports - two delta barriers on the same roadway 
that allow a vehicle to be immobilized for inspection.  Sally ports have been erected at the 
following checkpoints: 
  

• Madison Street at St. James Place 
• Pearl Street at St. James Place 
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street 
• Park Row west of Worth Street 
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As a result of these security measures, the following streets within immediate proximity to One 
Police Plaza are open only to authorized vehicles: 
  

• Park Row, between approximately Worth Street and the Brooklyn Bridge 
• Pearl Street, between Foley Square and St. James Place 
• Madison/Rose Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place 
• Avenue of the Finest 
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 

 
As discussed above, the street closures resulted in restricted access for commercial and private 
vehicles on streets adjacent to NYPD headquarters and other nearby civic buildings.  Authorized 
NYPD and government personnel and emergency vehicles are permitted through the checkpoints 
after undergoing appropriate scrutiny.  Residents of the Chatham Green Houses seeking 
vehicular access to the Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row are permitted through the 
checkpoint at Park Row at Worth Street after displaying valid identification, but are not 
permitted into the security zone through any other checkpoint.  Commercial vehicles, such as 
delivery trucks, are only permitted through the checkpoint at Park Row and Worth Street after 
displaying valid identification, passing through the barricade, and then pulling into a truck 
inspection area where they are inspected by USMS officers who utilize, among other security 
measures, bomb sniffing dogs. 
 
With the exception of areas immediately adjacent to the NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza, 
pedestrian access within the security perimeter is not restricted.   Iron fencing and barriers are 
located around the perimeter of One Police Plaza to restrict pedestrian access.  In addition, the 
stairway leading from Police Plaza to Madison Street is closed to pedestrians.    
 
 
C.  REQUIRED APPROVALS 
 
Environmental Review (SEQRA and CEQR) 
 
Pursuant to SEQRA and its implementing regulations, New York City has established rules for 
CEQR. The environmental review provides a means for decision-makers to systematically 
consider environmental effects along with other aspects of project planning and design, to 
evaluate reasonable alternatives, and to identify and, when practicable, mitigate significant 
adverse environmental effects. 
 
 
New York City Local Law Number 24 of 2005 
 
Local Law 24 of 2005, approved by the Mayor in March of 2005, amends the New York City 
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) regulations to state that “except as otherwise provided by 
law, it shall be unlawful for any person to close any street, or a portion thereof, within the 
jurisdiction of the [DOT] commissioner, to pedestrian or vehicular traffic without a permit from 
the commissioner.”  In the event of closure of a publicly mapped street that is used for vehicular 
or vehicular and pedestrian access for more than 180 days, the commissioner shall issue or cause 
to be issued a community reassessment, impact and amelioration (CRIA) statement that has been 
approved by the commissioner or other government entity initiating the street closure.  The 
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CRIA statement shall be delivered to both the community board and the council member in 
whose district the street closure is located on or before the 210th day of the closure.  However, 
the requirement for the issuance of the CRIA statement may be satisfied by delivery of an 
environmental assessment statement, environmental impact statement, or similar document 
required by law to be prepared for the street closure.  The Local Law requires that a public forum 
be held.  The law applies retroactively to street closures for security reasons that were 
commenced prior to enactment of the law.  Therefore, in addition to satisfying the court order, 
this EIS was prepared in satisfaction of the CRIA requirement pursuant to Local Law 24 of 2005.  
The CEQR process described above, which includes public review and hearings, fully satisfies 
the CRIA requirements including the public forum requirement. 
 
 
D.  IMPACTS OF THE ACTION AND MITIGATION 
 
Introduction 
 
The FEIS includes descriptions of existing and past environmental conditions for the Action 
Area and surrounding study areas, plus assessments of the impacts of the Action.  The 
assessment is based on a comparison of conditions with and without the Action.  For analysis 
purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza security plan is 
not in place, that the roadways are open with the 1999 NYPD street closures and municipal 
garage closure in place, and that transportation services would continue as they were prior to 
September 11, 2001.  For the purposes of the EIS, the analysis year is 2006 (Build Year).  Under 
the With-Action condition, the One Police Plaza security plan is in effect so that the roadways in 
the vicinity of One Police Plaza are closed to unauthorized vehicular traffic along with all the 
security plan features described above currently in place.  Therefore, the EIS analyzed any 
potential impacts due to the security measures by comparing the No-Action condition to the 
With-Action condition.  The assessments were performed for a full range of impact categories: 
land use, zoning, and public policy, community facilities, socioeconomic conditions, urban 
design and visual resources, neighborhood character, traffic and parking, transit and pedestrians, 
air quality, and noise.   
 
No significant adverse impacts were identified for land use, zoning and public policy; 
community facilities; socioeconomic conditions; visual resources; parking; and air quality.  
Significant adverse impacts were identified for urban design, neighborhood character, traffic, 
transit and pedestrians, and noise.  For these latter six categories, the impacts and suggested 
mitigation measures are identified below.   
 



  

 6

Urban Design 
 
The security plan has altered the urban design of the security zone area, yielding a significant 
adverse impact.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, in terms of streetscape elements, a 
significant adverse impact would result if an action would add to, eliminate, or alter a critical 
feature of a streetscape.  According to the NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau, the security 
measures implemented around One Police Plaza and adjacent civic buildings are necessary to 
protect these buildings that are considered potential terrorist targets.  The terrorist attacks on the 
World Trade Center on September 11, 2001 have resulted in greater security measures being 
implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan due to the large number of 
government offices and financial institutions located there.  Security devices such as jersey 
barriers, French barriers, delta barriers, bollards, and concrete planters, although typically not 
aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape of the City after September 11, 2001.  
The area surrounding the New York Stock Exchange and Metro Tech in Brooklyn, for example, 
have implemented similar security plans where public streets have been closed to unauthorized 
traffic and security features have been installed.  Although the action has affected streetscape 
elements within the security zone, these security features are considered necessary to protect 
potential terrorist targets and these features will remain in place as long as a potential terrorist 
threat exists.   
 
However, although these security measures are necessary, the temporary and unaesthetic nature 
of the security features has resulted in a negative alteration of the streetscape within the security 
zone.  Therefore, a significant adverse impact to urban design has resulted.  
 
The security plan elements have not blocked public views to any visual resources, including 
view corridors, vistas, historic landmarks, historic districts, and open spaces within the study 
area.  The installed streetscape elements that comprise the physical elements of the NYPD 
security plan do not preclude views of visual resources given the low heights of the bollards, 
jersey barriers, French barricades, and concrete planters and modest size of the security 
checkpoint booths.  Consequently, the security plan has not adversely impacted visual resources 
within the study area. 
 
Mitigation measures have been identified for these urban design impacts, which, if implemented 
would fully mitigate these impacts. The Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) 
issued a report in 2004 entitled Chinatown Access and Circulation Study which included 
recommendations for improving Park Row.  These recommendations were intended to address 
the closure of Park Row by making it more pedestrian friendly and aesthetically pleasing.   
 
Some of these recommendations relating to streetscape improvements include the following: 
 

• Install a landscaped esplanade along Park Row, including attractive paving, trees, shrubs, 
planters, etc. 

• Install improved street fixtures, including benches, lighting, and barriers.  Attractive trash 
receptacles may be placed at appropriate locations away from security sensitive areas. 

• Improve pedestrian wayfinding signage along Park Row and other routes through the 
area. 
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Coordination with NYPD and the U.S. Marshals Service regarding security measures for the 
Police Headquarters building and the federal court buildings would be required.  The 
implementation of the above elements would significantly improve the streetscape of the security 
zone thereby enhancing the urban design and fully mitigating the security plan’s urban design 
impact.  These measures will be implemented to the maximum extent practicable.  While it is 
expected that these mitigation measures would fully mitigate urban design impacts caused by the 
action, they will be reassessed after the Chatham Square reconfiguration is complete and the 
Park Row improvements are in place. 
 
 
Neighborhood Character 
 
The action has altered the neighborhood character within the security zone area.  While there is 
still pedestrian traffic, vehicular traffic is lighter (within the security zone), and the security 
presence is an additional characteristic of the area.  The area within the security zone has become 
isolated from the surrounding neighborhoods by the limiting of vehicular access.  The streets 
within the security zone, before they were closed, particularly Park Row, were more active 
through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic Center area. This 
reduction in vehicular traffic and activity within the security zone has created an abandoned 
quality, which is in contrast to the active and lively surrounding area.  The closure of public 
streets and the addition of the security elements have introduced a forbidding and unaesthetic 
quality to the area.  The action has created a disconnect between the security zone area and the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Despite this negative alteration, these security features are 
considered necessary to protect potential terrorist targets and will remain in place as long as a 
potential terrorist threat exists.  
 
There has been an increase in security, generally, within the study area around City Hall and 
other government and office buildings as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.  
These security measures include an increase of security officers outside these buildings as well 
as jersey barriers, bollards, delta barriers, and planters along sidewalks.  These security measures 
have altered the character of the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan.  Consequently, the One 
Police Plaza security plan is not a unique feature that has altered the character of the surrounding 
area.  Although the action has resulted in increases in traffic and noise around the perimeter of 
the security zone, this has not altered the defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area, 
as this area has always been heavily trafficked.  However, mitigation measures for traffic, transit 
and pedestrians, and urban design impacts would be fully or partially mitigated and, therefore, 
any impact on neighborhood character would also be mitigated. 
 
 
Traffic 
 
The diverted traffic that has resulted from the implementation of the security plan has resulted in 
significant adverse impacts at certain intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analyses show that diverted traffic has created significant traffic impacts (see Table S-1), with 
three impacted intersections in the AM, midday, and PM peak periods.   
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TABLE S-1 
Summary of Impacted Intersections  
Signalized Intersections AM MD PM 
Pearl Street @  Frankfort Street X X X 
     
   

Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place X X  

Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X 
 Mott Street     X 
    

X  impacts to one or more movements in the peak hour. 
 
 
A traffic mitigation plan was therefore developed to address these impacts.  This traffic 
mitigation plan, which will be implemented to the maximum extent practicable, incorporates 
some of the recommendations from LMDC’s Chinatown Access and Circulation Study for the 
reconfiguration for Chatham Square.  Other mitigation measures associated with this plan 
include signal timing changes and the implementation of exclusive left-turn and right-turn 
phases.    
 
In summary, the proposed traffic mitigation plan would fully address all impacts at three 
intersections in the AM peak hour, two in the midday, and three in the PM peak hour. Three out 
of 4 intersections impacted by the action would no longer be impacted with the implementation 
of the proposed mitigation plan.  However, two unmitigable impacts would remain at the 
intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place in the AM and midday peak hours.  
Measures were therefore evaluated to address these impacts.  However, signal timing 
adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be impractical as they 
would result in new or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction in pedestrian 
crossing times.  Increasing capacity of roadways through changes to curbside regulations or 
modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to 
achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-
turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday peak hours, respectively, 
would therefore remain unmitigated. The reconfiguration of Chatham Square as well as all other 
traffic mitigation plans would be implemented by the New York City Department of 
Transportation and/or through the New York City Department of Design and Construction.  
 
 
Transit and Pedestrians 
 
Transit 
 
The security plan has not generated additional demand for bus service.  The local and express 
bus system has changed in conjunction with both the security plan as well as other Lower 
Manhattan street closures.  Prior to implementing the security plan in 2001, Park Row hosted the 
M9, M15, M103, B51, X25, X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes.  After the security 
plan was implemented, these routes continued to operate, albeit with some modifications to route 
and stop locations due to the street closures.  The detour at Park Row has added approximately 1 
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to 7 minutes to the travel times for these bus routes.  There have been substantial increases in 
overall travel time for these bus routes, and these increases have resulted in significant adverse 
impacts on bus operations for the M15 and M103 routes, especially in the AM peak hour and in 
the southbound direction for all peak hours.   
 
In May 2005, the M103 bus returned to its original route via Park Row as a 90-day trial.  The test 
was expanded in November 2005 when the M15 and B51 buses also returned to their original 
routes via Park Row to/from City Hall.  The M9 remains on its current diverted route as the 
closure of Vesey Street after September 11, 2001 eliminated the important eastbound portion of 
this route, necessitating its formal relocation along Pearl Street.  The reintroduction of the M15, 
M103, and B51 buses to Park Row mitigated the increases in travel times these bus routes have 
experienced due to the action.  The re-routing of the buses along Park Row has restored bus 
service within the area so that it is close to what it was in the baseline condition, prior to the 
streets being closed.  The rerouting of the buses along Park Row has therefore mitigated bus 
service impacts. 
 
Pedestrians 
 
The security plan has neither generated any new pedestrian trips nor will it generate any 
pedestrian congestion on sidewalks.  However, traffic diversions associated with the vehicular 
restrictions have resulted in an increase in the numbers of vehicle turning movements at some 
crosswalks, while decreasing or eliminating all such movements at other crosswalks within the 
security zone.  The results of the pedestrian analysis in the EIS of high accident locations 
indicate that the action may have created a high pedestrian accident location at the intersection of 
Worth Street and Broadway. 
 
In coordination with DOT, it was determined that a leading pedestrian interval will be 
implemented at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway to improve pedestrian conditions 
at this intersection.  The leading pedestrian interval would change the signal phasing at this 
intersection that would allow for the pedestrian phase to begin before the green phase for motor 
vehicle traffic traversing east-west on Worth Street. This signal timing modification will allow 
pedestrians a head start to cross in the crosswalk of the intersection. 
 
 
Noise 
 
Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two 
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street at 
Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively, at 
the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus 
routes back onto Park Row was proposed as a mitigation measure.  This reduced the level of 
impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth Street at 
Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation measure 
reduced the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it has not eliminated them.  No other method of 
mitigation is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance between 
intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.  Portions of 
Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter Streets and 
Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in noise levels.  
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The overall noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other than rerouting 
of traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise 
barriers would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  Therefore, these 
impacts would remain unmitigated. Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours has 
not caused noise level impacts.   
 
 
E.  UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 
As described above in the sections on traffic and noise, some of the Action’s significant adverse 
environmental impacts proved to be unmitigable, and are therefore considered as unavoidable 
adverse impacts.   
 
 
F.  ALTERNATIVES 
 
Four alternatives to the With-Action condition were considered in this EIS, to examine whether 
there are reasonable and practicable options that avoid or reduce action-related significant 
adverse impacts and still allow for the achievement of the stated goals and objectives of the 
With-Action condition.    
 
No-Action Alternative 
 
The No-Action Alternative assumes that the security plan would not be implemented and all 
streets that were closed to unauthorized traffic after September 11, 2001 would be open.  
 
In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau 
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City, 
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that 
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and 
other deterrents to make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the 
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone” 
created around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to 
prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters.  Securing these 
potential terrorist targets would not be possible under No-Action Alternative.  For security 
reasons, the No-Action Alternative would therefore not be feasible.  
 
 
No Unmitigable Traffic Impacts Alternative 
 
As discussed above, all significant adverse traffic impacts that have resulted from the action 
would be fully mitigated with the exception of the unmitigated impact at the intersection of Pearl 
Street and Robert F. Wagner, Sr. Place.  The No Unmitigable Traffic Impacts Alternative 
proposes to mitigate traffic impacts at the intersection of Pearl Street at Robert F. Wagner Sr. 
Place, by re-opening Avenue of the Finest between Pearl Street and Park Row.  This would ease 
congestion focused at Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place by allowing vehicles destined 
to the City Hall area to access it without having to detour around the security zone.  Passenger 
vehicles traveling along this proposed right-of-way would only be able to travel westbound on 
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Avenue of the Finest.  Security checkpoints would be moved north on Park Row to allow 
vehicles to travel freely onto Park Row from Avenue of the Finest.   The opening of Avenue of 
the Finest along with minor signal timing adjustments would mitigate this impact back to No-
Action conditions.   
 
The proposed opening of Avenue of the Finest to one-way westbound traffic was reviewed and 
evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau.   The result of this evaluation determined that 
the opening of Avenue of the Finest to passenger vehicles would not provide sufficient stand-off 
distance from NYPD headquarters. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible, as it would not 
meet the goals and objectives of the action. 
 
 
Community-Suggested Alternative #1: Relocation of Police Headquarters 
 
This alternative was developed in response to suggestions during the public scoping process to 
explore alternative locations for police headquarters. No specific site has been identified for this 
possible relocation, although Randalls Island or Governors Island have been suggested because 
their placement in the East River is thought to provide natural geographical security.  The 
Relocation Alternative would fall far short of the objectives of the action. Moreover, given the 
concentration of other government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan 
which continue to be considered potential terrorist targets and for which security measures would 
have to be maintained, the adverse impacts resulting from the action may not be entirely avoided 
should police headquarters be relocated from One Police Plaza.  This alternative is therefore not 
feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.  
 
Community-Suggested Alternative #2: Chatham Green Access Alternative 
 
Under this alternative, the existing security checkpoint would be moved south on Park Row to 
establish a free-flowing vehicle entrance/exit to the Chatham Green parking lot. Currently, the 
security checkpoint is located just south of the corner of Park Row and Chatham Square. All 
vehicles wishing to access the Chatham Green parking lot must pass through this checkpoint, 
before entering the parking lot via Park Row. This procedure allows screening of vehicles before 
they enter the security zone, as control of these vehicles within the zone is not feasible. Vehicles 
can currently exit the parking lot via either the same location on Park Row, or Pearl Street 
(northbound). 
 
Under this alternative, the current checkpoint on Park Row would be moved approximately 125 
feet to the south in an effort to establish a free-flowing entrance/exit to the Chatham Green 
parking lot.  A 30-foot-wide two-lane access point to the parking lot, with a right-in/right-out, 
would be provided at the current location on Park Row. The current parking lot exit along Pearl 
Street would be sealed off and a turnaround would be established at the southeast corner of the 
parking lot, so that all vehicles would have to exit the parking lot via Park Row.  This would 
result in the elimination of approximately 6 dedicated parking spaces along the Pearl Street side 
of the parking lot. However, those spaces could be replaced with some minor modifications to 
the parking lot’s layout. 
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Like the action, this alternative would also result in significant adverse traffic, noise, and urban 
design impacts, and the mitigation measures for the action would also be required for this 
Chatham Green Access Alternative. 
 
This proposed alternative was reviewed and evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau 
and it was determined that this alternative would not allow sufficient stand-off distance between 
NYPD headquarters and the Chatham Green Houses parking lot.  As this stand-off distance 
would be substantially reduced to an unsafe level, this alternative would not achieve the 
objectives of NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the “civic 
center” portion of Lower Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist targets.  
This alternative is not feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action. 
 
 
G.  CERTIFICATION OF FINDINGS 
 
Having considered the relevant environmental impacts, facts, and conclusions disclosed in the 
FEIS and weighed and balanced relevant environmental impacts with social, environmental, 
public health, economic, and other essential considerations as required in 6 NYCRR 617.11, the 
New York City Police Department certifies that; 
 

• The requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 617 have been met; 
• Consistent with social, environmental, economic, and other essential considerations from 

among the reasonable alternatives thereto, the action to be approved is one that avoids or 
minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 

• Consistent with social, environmental, economic, and other essential considerations, the 
adverse environmental impacts revealed in the FEIS will be avoided or minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions to the decision those 
mitigative measures that were identified as practicable. 

 
The FEIS and these Findings constitute the written statement of facts and the environmental, 
social, economic and other factors and standards that form the basis of this decision, pursuant to 
Section 617.11(d)(5) of the SEQRA regulations.  
 
 
 

August 28, 2007 
          
Inspector Anthony Tria      Date 
Capital Construction 
New York City Police Department  
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. INTRODUCTION

Following the events of September 11, 2001, the New York City Police Department (NYPD)
established security measures in order to protect government facilities in the “civic center” portion
of lower Manhattan which were at the time, and continue to be, considered potential targets (see
Figure 1-1 for project location).  These security measures included the installation of attended
security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the
access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located
near One Police Plaza (see Figure 1-2 for existing conditions).  Pedestrian access within the security
perimeter established by the check points and the delta barriers is not restricted, with the exception
of the area immediately adjacent to NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza.  

The NYPD, lead agency for the referenced project, prepared an Environmental Assessment
Statement (EAS) in January 2004 pursuant to an order issued on August 1, 2003 by New York State
Supreme Court Justice Walter B. Tolub in the matter of  Chatham Green, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg
et al. (Index No. 107569/03).  NYPD then issued a negative declaration, which was subsequently
challenged in a second lawsuit, Chatham Towers, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index No.
107761/04). In an opinion dated October 15, 2004, Justice Tolub found that the EAS did not take
a “hard look” as required by law, specifically for the technical areas of Community Facilities and
Services, Socioeconomic Conditions, Neighborhood Character, Traffic and Parking, and Transit and
Pedestrians.  Justice Tolub directed that the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
was appropriate.

Although the NYPD maintains that the EAS and negative declaration were adequate in all respects,
in light of Justice Tolub’s October 15, 2004 determination, the NYPD has prepared this draft EIS
in accordance with Article 8 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law and the
regulations promulgated pursuant thereto at 6 NYCRR Part 617 (State Environmental Quality
Review Act or “SEQRA”), Executive Order 91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure
for City Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 of the Rules of the City of New
York (“CEQR”).

It bears noting that certain streets proximate to One Police Plaza were closed in 1999, as indicated
in an EAS, dated April 2, 1999, prepared by the New York City Department of Transportation at the
request of the NYPD (CEQR No. 99DOT011M).  Following the issuance of the EAS in 1999, a
negative declaration was issued on May 13, 1999.  These pre-September 11, 2001 street closures,
listed below (also see Figure 1-3), are not part of the action but are considered as part of the No-
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Park Row at Pearl Street looking north. Park Row at Pearl Street looking south.

Chatham Square looking south towards Park Row. St. James Place at Madison Street looking west.

One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 1-2
Existing Conditions 



St. James Place at Pearl Street looking north.

Park Row at Worth Street looking south.  M103 bus travelling
north on Park Row.

St. James Place at Madison Street looking south west. 
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1999 Street Closures
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Action condition in this EIS:

• Madison Street between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street (full closure)
• Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street and Park Row (full closure except for

motor vehicles destined to the municipal garage)
• Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street (partial closure - southbound

direction only)

As part of another unrelated action, in early 2001, an EAS was prepared for the Public Safety
Answering Center II (CEQR No. 01NYP002M), to be located in an existing building at 109-113
Park Row.  The EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal garage to the public, and a
negative declaration was issued on June 12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to the
public on June 30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD decided
not to go forward with the above-mentioned project and the building remained vacant.  The
municipal garage was rehabilitated and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April 2004.  As
the closure of the municipal garage occurred prior to the post-9/11 security plan, it is also included
in this EIS as part of the No-Action condition.

B. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

While the New York City Police Department headquarters at One Police Plaza had been considered
a sensitive location at risk of attack and requiring implementation of certain security measures,
following the events of September 11, 2001, the NYPD determined that there was a need for
heightened security, including the establishment of a “secure zone” around its headquarters.

In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau
conducted security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within New York City,
including government and law enforcement facilities.  Experience and research demonstrate that
terrorists avoid “hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with barriers and
other deterrents that make the target less vulnerable and accessible to attack.  In assessing the
security of One Police Plaza, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone” created
around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks should be maintained to prevent the
possibility of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD Headquarters. 
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C. DESCRIPTION OF ACTION

As discussed above, following the events of September 11, 2001, a security plan was implemented
that resulted in restricted use streets and the installation of attended security checkpoint booths,
planters, bollards, and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized
vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza,
including NYPD Headquarters, the New York State Supreme Court, and the United States
Courthouse.  All but two sets of barriers were installed by the NYPD.  Security barriers located at
Park Row and Foley Square and at Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row, were installed by the
United States Marshals Service (“USMS”) and are not part of the NYPD’s action.  As shown in
Figure 1-4, security checkpoint locations for vehicular access have been installed at the following
locations:

• Park Row, west of Worth Street
• Park Row, near the Brooklyn Bridge
• Pearl Street at Foley Square
• Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row 
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Rose Street at Frankfort Street 
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 

Four of the above checkpoints also include sally ports - two delta barriers on the same roadway
that allow a vehicle to be immobilized for inspection.  Sally ports have been erected at the
following checkpoints:

• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Park Row west of Worth Street

As a result of these security measures, the following streets within immediate proximity to One
Police Plaza are open only to authorized vehicles:

• Park Row, between approximately Worth Street and the Brooklyn Bridge
• Pearl Street, between Foley Square and St. James Place
• Madison/Rose Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place
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2001 Street Closures
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• Avenue of the Finest
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 

As discussed above, the street closures resulted in restricted access for commercial and passenger
vehicles on streets adjacent to NYPD headquarters and other nearby civic buildings.  Authorized
NYPD and government personnel and emergency vehicles are permitted through the checkpoints
after displaying appropriate identification.  Residents of Chatham Green seeking vehicular access
to the Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row are permitted through the checkpoint at Park Row
at Worth Street after displaying valid identification, but are not permitted into the security zone
through any other checkpoint.  Commercial vehicles, such as delivery trucks, are only permitted
through the checkpoint at Park Row and Worth Street after displaying valid identification and after
passing through the barricade must pull into a truck inspection staging area where they are inspected
by USMS officers who utilize, among other security measures, bomb sniffing dogs.

With the exception of areas immediately adjacent to the NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza,
pedestrian access within the security perimeter is not restricted.   Iron fencing and barriers are
located around the perimeter of One Police Plaza to restrict pedestrian access.  In addition, the
stairway leading from Police Plaza to Madison Street is closed to pedestrians.   

No-Action Condition

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza
security plan is not in place, that the roadways are open with the 1999 NYPD street closures and
municipal garage closure in place, and that transportation services would continue as they were prior
to September 11, 2001.  For the purposes of this EIS, the analysis year is 2006 (Build Year).  

With-Action Condition

Under the With-Action condition, the One Police Plaza security plan is in effect so that the roadways
in the vicinity of One Police Plaza are closed to unauthorized vehicular traffic, along with all the
security plan features described above currently in place.  Therefore, the EIS will analyze any
potential impacts due to the security measures by comparing the No-Action condition to the With-
Action condition.  

Prior to September 11, 2001, six Metropolitan Transit Authority (“MTA”) New York City Transit
bus routes used Park Row in one or both directions, including the M9, M15, M103, X25, X90, and
the B51.  The BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 express bus routes were also rerouted around Park Row
after September 11, 2001. These buses were rerouted around the security zone after the street
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closures were put in place.  Recently three routes (M103, M15, and B51) have returned to Park Row.
Although these MTA buses have returned to their original route down Park Row, for conservative
analysis purposes, this will not be analyzed as part of the With-Action condition in the EIS.  Instead,
the rerouting of the M103, M15, and B51 buses to their original route will be analyzed as mitigation
and discussed in detail in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.”

Existing Conditions Within the Security Zone

Land uses within the security zone consist predominantly of institutional and residential uses.  The
existing Police Plaza complex includes an outdoor plaza, and the police headquarters at One Police
Plaza.  The outdoor plaza, part of the Police Plaza complex, is an open space walkway with trees
and benches connecting police headquarters with the Municipal Building at One Centre Street.  The
30-story Municipal Building occupies one square block between Centre Street, St. Andrews Plaza,
Park Row, and Tryon Row.  The Municipal Building has a street-level passageway to Chambers
Street and an arcaded south wing that arches above a subway entrance.  The United States
Courthouse at 40 Foley Square, which houses the U.S. Court of Appeals and U.S. District Court, is
a 31-story structure located to the northeast of the Municipal Building.  St. Andrews Plaza separates
the two buildings.  The block bordered by Centre, Worth, Baxter, and Pearl Streets is occupied by
the New York County Courthouse, home to the New York State Supreme Court and a second United
States Courthouse, containing the U.S. District Court.  The Metropolitan Correctional Center is
located on the northwestern corner of Park Row and Pearl Street.  Murray Bergtraum High School,
a public school with student enrollment of approximately 2,790 students, is located on a block
bounded by Pearl Street, Madison Street, and Avenue of the Finest.  A Verizon telecommunications
building is located on the same block as the high school.  

Two large-scale housing developments, Chatham Towers and Chatham Green Houses, are also
located within the security zone.  Chatham Towers is the smaller of the two and is located between
Worth Street, Park Row, and Pearl Street.  Chatham Towers consists of two 25-story towers
containing approximately 250 residential units with underground parking for residents and the
public.  The Chatham Green Houses is a 21-story cooperative apartment building located on the
irregularly shaped block bordered by Park Row, St. James Place, Chatham Square, and Pearl and
Madison Streets.  The S-shaped structure contains 420 residential units.  There is also an at-grade
parking lot located in the front of the building on Park Row and along the back of the building on
St. James Place.  As Chatham Green Houses is located within the security zone, residents in vehicles
that wish to access the parking lot along Park Row must present identification before being
permitted through the barrier.  Access to the parking lot along St. James Place is not restricted.
Access to the Chatham Towers parking garage is not restricted as the entrance is located along
Worth Street, which is not located within the security zone. 
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D. REQUIRED APPROVALS

Environmental Review (SEQRA and CEQR) 

Pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing
regulations, New York City has established rules for its City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR).  The environmental review provides a means for decision-makers to systematically
consider environmental effects along with other aspects of project planning and design, to evaluate
reasonable alternatives, and to identify and, when practicable, mitigate significant adverse
environmental effects. CEQR rules guide environmental review through the following steps:

Establishing a Lead Agency: Under CEQR, the “lead agency” is the public entity responsible for
conducting environmental review. Usually, the lead agency is also the entity principally responsible
for carrying out, funding, or approving the proposed action. In accordance with CEQR rules (62
RCNY §5-03), the New York City Police Department is the lead agency for this action.

Determination of Significance: The lead agency’s first charge is to determine whether the proposed
action may have a significant adverse impact on the environment.  To do so, it must prepare or have
prepared an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS).  As discussed above, the NYPD prepared
an EAS in January 2004 pursuant to an order issued on August 1, 2003 by New York State Supreme
Court Justice Walter B. Tolub in the matter of  Chatham Green, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index
No. 107569/03).  NYPD issued a negative declaration, which was subsequently challenged in a
second lawsuit, Chatham Towers, Inc. et al. v. Bloomberg et al. (Index No. 107761/04). In an
opinion dated October 15, 2004, Justice Tolub found that the EAS did not take a “hard look” as
required by law.  The NYPD then agreed to prepare an EIS for the street closures surrounding
NYPD headquarters.  The NYPD issued a positive declaration on April 21, 2005, requiring that an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared.

Scoping: Once the lead agency issues a positive declaration, it must then issue a draft scope of work
for the EIS.  A draft scope of work for this action was issued on April 6, 2005. “Scoping” or creating
the scope of work, is the process of focusing the environmental impact analyses on the key issues
that are to be studied. CEQR requires a public scoping meeting as part of the process. A public
scoping session was held on May 24, 2005 and public comments, both oral and written, were
accepted and considered in conformance with the regulations.  A final scope of work was issued on
June 26, 2006.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS): In accordance with the final scope of work, a DEIS
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is prepared. The lead agency reviews all aspects of the document, calling on other City agencies for
review and comment, as it deems appropriate. Once the lead agency is satisfied that the DEIS is
complete, it issues a Notice of Completion and circulates the DEIS for public review.  The Notice
of Completion for the DEIS was issued on July 28, 2006.

Public Review: Publication of the DEIS and issuance of the Notice of Completion signal the start
of the public review period. During this time, which must extend for a minimum of 30 days, the
public may review and comment on the DEIS either in writing or at the public hearing convened for
the purpose of receiving such comments.  The lead agency must publish a notice of the hearing at
least 14 days before it takes place, and must accept written comments for at least 10 days following
the close of the hearing.  All substantive comments received at the hearing and all written comments
received within 10 days after the hearing become part of the CEQR record and must be summarized
and responded to in the FEIS.  Two public hearings on the DEIS were held on September 14, 2006
and October 4, 2006 at the New York City Department of Health auditorium, to afford all interested
parties the opportunity to submit oral and/or written comments.  The record remained open through
October 24, 2006, to allow submission of additional written comments on the DEIS.

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS): After the close of the public comment period for the
DEIS, the lead agency prepares an FEIS.  This FEIS has incorporated relevant comments made on
the DEIS either in a separate attachment (Chapter 16, “Response to Comments”) or in changes to
the body of the text, graphics, and tables. In response to those comments, revisions, including further
studies, may be incorporated.  Once the lead agency determines the FEIS is complete, it issues a
Notice of Completion and circulates the FEIS. As previously noted, the FEIS must be issued (with
the notice of completion) at least 10 days before the decision-maker (NYPD) can act to approve the
action.

New York City Local Law Number 24 of 2005

Local Law 24 of 2005, approved by the Mayor in March of 2005, amends the New York City
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) regulations to state that “except as otherwise provided by
law, it shall be unlawful for any person to close any street, or a portion thereof, within the
jurisdiction of the [DOT] commissioner, to pedestrian or vehicular traffic without a permit from the
commissioner.”  In the event of closure of a publicly mapped street that is used for vehicular or
vehicular and pedestrian access for more than 180 days, the commissioner shall issue or cause to be
issued a community reassessment, impact and amelioration (CRIA) statement that has been
approved by the commissioner or other government entity initiating the street closure.  The CRIA
statement shall be delivered to both the community board and the council member in whose district
the street closure is located on or before the 210th day of the closure.  However, the requirement for
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the issuance of the CRIA statement may be satisfied by delivery of an environmental assessment
statement, environmental impact statement, or similar document required by law to be prepared for
the street closure.  The Local Law requires that a public forum be held.  The law applies
retroactively to street closures for security reasons that were commenced prior to enactment of the
law.  Therefore, in addition to satisfying the court order, this EIS is being prepared in satisfaction
of CRIA pursuant to Local Law 24 of 2005.  The CEQR process described above, which includes
public review and hearings, will fully satisfy the CRIA requirements including the public forum
requirement.
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 2: LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

A. INTRODUCTION

A detailed assessment of land use, zoning, and public policy is appropriate if the proposed action
would result in a significant change in land use or would substantially affect regulations or
policies governing land use or if analyses requiring land use information are being performed in
any other technical area.  Examples of technical analyses requiring land use information include
socioeconomic conditions, neighborhood character, traffic and transportation, air quality, and
noise.  Under CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, an assessment of zoning is typically
performed in conjunction with a land use analysis when the action would change the zoning on
the site or result in the loss of a particular use.  Similar to zoning, some assessment of public
policy typically accompanies an assessment of land use. Under CEQR, a land use analysis
characterizes the uses and development trends in the study area, and assesses whether a proposed
action is compatible with or may affect those conditions.  

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the security plan consists of the installation of
attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulically operated delta barriers
to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated [adjacent to the civic
facilities] near One Police Plaza following the events of September 11, 2001 (see Figure 2-1 for
project area boundary).  As the security plan has the potential to indirectly affect land use within
the study area, a detailed assessment of its effects on land use, zoning, and public policy is
warranted. 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, unless the action covers a substantial physical area
or is a generic action, the study area should generally include at least the project site and the area
within 400 feet of the site’s boundaries.  When other, more indirect, effects may also occur, a
larger study area should be used.  Typically, such secondary impacts can occur within a radius
of a quarter-mile from the site of the action.  For the purposes of this analysis, the land use study
area conservatively extends approximately a quarter-mile from the security zone boundary (see
Figure 2-1).  The study area is bounded generally by the East River/Market Street to the east,
Canal Street to the north, Church Street to the west, and Fulton Street to the south.
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B. BASELINE CONDITIONS

As set forth in the project description, the One Police Plaza security plan includes the closure of
streets adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza (see Figure 2-1 for security
zone area).  Prior to September 11, 2001, the streets were open to all vehicles, with the exception
of several streets that have been closed since 1999 for security purposes (see Chapter 1, Figure
1-3) and that were subject to a separate environmental review.  In addition, the security features
associated with the action such as delta barriers, security booths, sally ports, jersey barriers, and
bollards were not in place prior to September 11, 2001.  As the creation of the security zone was
the result of the September 11, 2001 attacks and subsequent security needs, an understanding of
the conditions that existed in the surrounding area prior to the attacks will help provide context
for the analysis which follows.  Those baseline land use, zoning, and public policy conditions are
discussed in this section.  To the extent that certain baseline conditions did not exist in 2001, they
are also identified herein (e.g. adoption of certain amendments to the Waterfront Revitalization
Program in 2002).

Land Use

Security Zone

In 2001 (and today), land uses within the security zone consist mostly of institutional and
residential uses.  The Police Plaza complex, developed between 1968 and 1972, includes an
outdoor plaza, and the police headquarters at One Police Plaza.  The 400-space municipal parking
garage located under One Police Plaza was closed to the public a few months prior to September
11, 2001.  The outdoor plaza, part of the Police Plaza complex, is a landscaped open space with
trees and benches connecting police headquarters with the Municipal Building at One Centre
Street.  The 30-story Municipal Building occupies one square block between Centre Street, St.
Andrews Plaza, Park Row, and Tryon Row.  The Municipal Building has a street-level
passageway to Chambers Street and an arcaded south wing that arches above a subway entrance.
The United States Courthouse, containing the U.S. Court of Appeals, is a 31-story structure
located to the northeast of the Municipal Building.  St. Andrews Plaza separates the two
buildings.  The block bordered by Centre, Worth, Baxter, and Pearl Streets is occupied by the
New York County Courthouse, home to the New York State Supreme Court, and a second U.S.
Courthouse containing the U.S. District Court.  The Metropolitan Correctional Center is located
on the northwestern corner of Park Row and Pearl Street.  Murray Bergtraum High School is
located on the a block bounded by Pearl Street, Madison Street, and Avenue of the Finest, along
with a Verizon telecommunications building.  

Two large-scale housing developments, Chatham Towers and Chatham Green Houses, are also
located within the security zone.  Chatham Towers is the smaller of the two and is located
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between Worth Street, Park Row, and Pearl Street.  Chatham Towers consists of two 25-story
towers with 250 residential units and underground parking for residents and the public.  The
Chatham Green Houses is a 21-story cooperative apartment building located on the irregularly
shaped block bordered by Park Row, St. James Place, Chatham Square, and Pearl and Madison
Streets.  The S-shaped structure contains 420 residential units.  There is an at-grade parking lot
located in the front of the building along Park Row and along the back of the building on St.
James Place.  A two-story office building occupies the portion of the block on Park Row and St.
James Place near Worth Street.  Offices for doctors, dentists, accountants, real estate brokers, and
investment firms are contained in this building.  A playground associated with the Chatham
Green Houses is located on St. James Place.   

Study Area

In 2001, the study area was generally characterized by the same mixed land use pattern that
prevails today.  Chinatown below Canal Street included mainly commercial and residential uses
in small, older buildings, and large residential towers.  High concentrations of commercial and
mixed-use buildings exist throughout the sub-area, concentrated along Canal Street, between
Broadway and Pearl Street, along the north-south streets throughout the area.  Restaurants, fresh
food markets, tea and rice shops, tourist markets and garment factories are the main businesses
in Chinatown, and the area’s distinct character, rich history, and mix of businesses make it a
popular tourist destination. 

The eastern section of the study area includes large-scale residential developments such as the
Governor Alfred E. Smith Houses along the East River, Knickerbocker Village, and Confucius
Plaza, a large, middle-income residential building on Bowery at Division Street. 

Additional uses in the study area include institutional, transportation, office, and open space.
Three elementary schools and numerous religious institutions are scattered throughout the area.
Cultural institutions include the Museum of Chinese in the Americas at Mulberry and Bayard
Streets, and the Eldridge Street Project between Canal and Division Streets, which undertook a
massive restoration of the Eldridge Street Synagogue, a National Historic and New York City
Landmark.  There are several open space areas located in the study area.  Columbus Park is a
well-used recreation area with a baseball field, playgrounds, swings, basketball courts, benches,
and tables for chess games.  Located on a block that stretches from Bayard Street to Worth Street,
Columbus Park separates the monumental institutions of lower Manhattan’s civic center from the
smaller-scale businesses and residential uses in Chinatown.  Kimlau Square is a small triangle
with benches and a statue located at the intersection of Worth Street, Mott Street, Bowery, Park
Row, St. James Place, and Oliver Street.  Located on St. James Place, the St. James Plaza is a
small community plaza.  James Madison Plaza is also an open space area with trees and benches
bordered by St. James Place and Pearl and Madison Streets.
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The western portion of the study area, known as the Civic Center, is characterized by a high
concentration of government and government-related uses, including several courthouses, and
City and state government office buildings.  The City Hall complex, which includes City Hall
Park, City Hall, and the former Tweed Courthouse (now municipal offices), occupies a triangular
block between Park Row, Broadway, and Chambers Street with the park filling most of the
triangle’s southern point.  The Surrogate’s Court/Hall of Records building is located north of the
City Hall complex and west of the Municipal Building.  There are several additional government
office buildings in the northwest portion of the study area, including the Jacob Javits Federal
Building and the U.S. Court of International Trade on Lafayette Street at Duane Street.  Several
small parks are located near the courthouse as well as the African burial ground, located along
Duane Street east of Broadway.  Historic courthouse buildings line Centre Street, the area’s main
thoroughfare, which passes through Foley Square.  

Several land uses define the southern portion of the study area.  The superblock between
Frankfort, Gold, Fulton, and Pearl Streets contain the Southbridge Towers residential complex.
Southbridge Towers contains seven residential buildings, ground floor retail establishments,
underground parking lots, parks, plazas, and restaurants.  In addition, the 100 Gold Street office
building and St. Margaret’s House share the Southbridge Towers superblock.  The area
surrounding these towers contain small concentrations of residential buildings, most with ground-
floor commercial uses.  Major institutional uses in this area include Pace University, with an
enrollment of approximately 13,498 students, and NY Downtown Hospital, located just south of
the Brooklyn Bridge.  Also located in the southeastern portion of the study area is the South
Street Seaport.  The South Street Seaport is a dominant use along the East River Waterfront,
attracting large numbers of visitors to shops, restaurants, boat rides and boardwalk entertainment.
Also located in this area was the Fulton Fish Market, a wholesale fish market.  

One important land use element in the southern portion of the study area is the entry and exit
ramp system for the Brooklyn Bridge.  These ramps form a network of segregated roadways that
divide the Governor Alfred E. Smith Houses, Verizon, and Murray Bergtraum High School
corridor from the land uses to the east. A small park at the corner of Frankfort Street and Park
Row marks the end of the Brooklyn Bridge pedestrian path.  The ramps to the Brooklyn Bridge
also creates a physical and visual barrier to the neighborhoods to the south.  
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Zoning

Security Zone 

In the baseline condition, the security zone area was zoned C6-1, C6-4, and R7-2 (see Figure 2-
2).  C6 districts are General Commercial districts and are zoned for a wide range of high bulk
commercial uses requiring a central location.  Most C6 districts are in Manhattan and provide for
corporate headquarters, large hotels, entertainment facilities, retail stores, and some residential
development in mixed buildings.  R7 is a medium density apartment house district.  Table 2-1
summarizes the zoning and permitted uses and bulk in the security zone area in the baseline
condition.

Study Area

The remainder of the study area included C2, C5, C6, and C8 commercial districts, M1
manufacturing districts, and R7 and R8 residential zoning districts.  Portions of the Special Lower
Manhattan District and Special Tribeca Mixed-Use District are located in the southern and
western portions of the study area, respectively.  The Special Transit Land Use District is also
located in the study area in the vicinity of Chatham Square.  Table 2-1 summarizes the zoning
in the study area in the baseline condition. 

Public Policy

Federal, state, and city agencies as well as community organizations often develop locally
specific or neighborhood plans for various areas of New York City.  A discussion of specific pre-
September 11, 2001 plans addressing the study area is presented below. 

Security Zone

There were no specific policies or plans that addressed the security zone area alone.   The Lower
Manhattan Economic Revitalization Plan (discussed below) applied to areas south of Chambers
Street in Lower Manhattan.  The southern portion of the security zone is located within that
boundary.

The Lower Manhattan Economic Revitalization Plan.  The Lower Manhattan Economic
Revitalization Plan was enacted into law in 1995 and was recently extended until June 30, 2007.
This plan includes benefits for both commercial tenants and residential conversions, as well as
other cost-savings programs.
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Table 2-1
Study Area Zoning 

Zoning District Permitted Uses/Bulk
Commercial Districts 
C2-8 Low-density neighborhood shopping/services.  High density residential and

community facility use.

C4-6 Medium-density general commercial.  High-density residential, community
facility.

C5-3, C5-5 High-density restricted central commercial district intended for retail and large
offices.  High-density residential, community facility.

C6-1, C6-2, C6-3 Medium-density general commercial outside CBD (Central Business District). 
Low- to medium-density residential and community facility.

C6-1G Medium-density general central commercial district. Allows residential conversion
of non-residential floor area only by special permit.

C6-2A, C63-A Contextual* medium-density general central commercial district outside of CBD.
Low- to medium-density residential and community facility.

C6-4, C6-9 High-density general central commercial intended for CBD, allowing medium- to
high-bulk offices.  High-density residential, community facility. 

C6-4A Contextual high-density general central commercial intended for CBD, allowing
medium - to high-bulk offices. High-density residential, community facility.

C8-4 General services district intended to provide for necessary service establishments
often involving objectionable influences (noise from operations or truck traffic). 
Incompatible with residential and retail uses.

Residential Districts
R7-2 Medium-density residential, community facility.
R8 General residence district.  High-density residential, community facility. 
Manufacturing Districts 
M1-4 Low-density light industrial uses (high performance) and certain community

facilities.
M1-5, M1-6 Medium-density light industrial uses (high performance) and certain community

facilities (for loft areas).
Special Purpose Districts 
LM Special Lower Manhattan District
TMU Special Tribeca Mixed-Use District
TA Special Transit Land Use District 

Note: * Contextual districts mandate street wall heights, lot coverage and density requirements, which
produce lower, bulkier buildings that maintain the scale and street space of existing neighborhoods.  
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Study Area 

The following is a description of pre-September 11, 2001 public policies or plans that applies to
some portion of the study area.

The Alliance for Downtown New York.  The Downtown Alliance, the city’s largest business
improvement district (BID), was established in 1995.  The Downtown Alliance’s mission is to
transform Lower Manhattan into a 24-hour neighborhood and to create a safe, clean, live-work,
wired community for the 21st century.  The BID covers the area from City Hall to the Battery, and
from the East River to Route 9A, and includes approximately 100 million square feet of office
space and over 100 city blocks. 

421-g Program.  The 421-g program provides a real estate tax exemption and abatement
incentive for developers to convert commercial buildings, generally south of Murray and
Frankfort Streets, into residential dwellings.  Since 1998, more than 50 buildings in the Lower
Manhattan area have been converted from office to residential use under the 421-g program. 

Local Waterfront Revitalization Program. Although the security zone is not located within the
boundaries of the coastal zone, some of the eastern and southern portions of the study area are
located within this boundary.  Pursuant to federal law, in 1999 and 2002, New York City and
State, respectively, adopted policies aimed at protecting resources in the coastal zone.  New York
City’s Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) contains 10 major policies, each with several
objectives focused on improving public access to the waterfront; reducing damage from flooding
and other water-related disasters; abandoned waterfront structures; and promoting development
with appropriate land uses.  The principles of the WRP formed the basis for a New York City
Department of City Planning study and the subsequent adoption of new waterfront zoning.  

C. CHANGES IN THE AREA SUBSEQUENT TO SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

This section provides a description of land uses in the study area which have changed since
September 11, 2001 when the security plan and resulting street closures were put into place.  The
land uses that characterize the study area today form the basis for future land use projections as
well as the basis for the impact analysis that follows.  Figure 2-3 shows a land use map for the
study area as it exists today.  
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Land Use

Security Zone 

No significant changes to land use have occurred in the security zone since the 2001 baseline
year.  The 400-space municipal garage located under Police Plaza was closed to the public on
June 30, 2001.  The plan to demolish the garage was abandoned and, in April 2004, it was re-
opened to NYPD authorized vehicles.

Study Area

Since 2001, several new residential and commercial buildings have been constructed, and several
other existing buildings have been converted for residential use in the southern and western
portions of the study area (see Table 2-2).  Figure 2-4 shows those parcels with changes to land
use since the 2001 baseline year.  As a result, approximately 1,578 residential units have been
added within the study area since 2001.  Since that time however, there has been little to no new
development within Chinatown, besides two new commercial buildings located on East
Broadway.  Most recently, the historic Fulton Fish Market, a wholesale fish market that existed
on South Street for over 120 years, has moved to a new facility in the Hunts Point section of the
Bronx.   There is no known final plan concerning the reuse or redevelopment of the fish market
site.  Besides the projects mentioned herein, land uses within the study area have generally
remained the same since 2001.

Zoning

Security Zone

No changes in zoning regulations have occurred within the security zone since the 2001 baseline
year.  

Study Area 

No changes in zoning regulations have occurred within the study area since the 2001 baseline
year.  
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Table 2-2
Changes in Land Use since the 2001 Baseline Year

Address Type of Use # of Units Status
New Construction 
336-344 Broadway Residential 147 Occupied
15 Cliff Street Residential 156 Occupied 
Front Street/Peck Slip Residential /Commercial 96 Under Construction
90 East Broadway Commercial 0 Temporary Certificate of

Occupancy 
75 East Broadway Commercial 0 Temporary Certificate of

Occupancy 
Conversions
200 Water Street Residential 575 Occupied
136 William Street Residential 10 Occupied
150 Nassau Street Residential 124 Occupied
25 Ann Street Residential 9 Occupied
106 Fulton Street Residential 84 Occupied
102 Fulton Street Residential 14 Occupied
135 William Street Residential/Dorm 35 Occupied
15 Park Row Residential 210 Completed 
270 Broadway Residential 87 Occupied
79 Worth Street Residential 35 Occupied
22 Warren Street Residential 5 Occupied
Vacant 
Fulton Fish Market -
104-115 South Street

Vacant 0 Recently vacated 

Source: New York City Department of City Planning 

Public Policy 

Since September 11, 2001, a number of public policy initiatives have been implemented to assist
in the recovery efforts and continued revitalization of Lower Manhattan.  These are in addition
to policies that continue to be in effect since before the terrorist attacks.  The major policies and
plans addressing the study area are discussed below.  

Security Zone

The public policies and plans discussed below do not apply to the security zone separately.
However, the security zone area is located within the geographic boundary of these policies and
plans. 
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Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC). LMDC was created (by the State) in
November 2001 as a subsidiary of the Empire State Development Corporation (ESDC) to help
plan and coordinate the rebuilding and revitalization of Lower Manhattan south of Houston Street
so that it will re-emerge as a stronger and more vibrant community.  LMDC is charged with
assisting New York City in its efforts to recover from the terrorist attacks on the Twin Towers.
LMDC has sponsored several initiatives and studies relating to short-term and long-term
solutions to the challenges facing Lower Manhattan neighborhoods in the wake of September 11,
2001.  Among these efforts are open space and streetscape improvements and studies of
affordable housing, Chinatown traffic and transportation, the Fulton Street corridor, and
Greenwich Street south of the WTC site.  

New York City’s Vision for a 21st Century Lower Manhattan.  In December 2002, Mayor Michael
Bloomberg unveiled “A Vision for a 21st Century Lower Manhattan,” which includes a series of
proposals to connect Lower Manhattan to the world around it, build new neighborhoods, and
create public places that make Lower Manhattan an appealing place.  Goals include
improvements to streetscapes, the expansion and creation of public plazas and parks, and the
continued revitalization of the waterfront.  

New York Liberty Bond Program. As part of the efforts to rebuild and revitalize New York City
in the wake of the September 11, 2001 attack on New York City, the New York Liberty Bond
Program was introduced as a cooperative program between New York Liberty Development
Corporation, New York City Industrial Development Agency (IDA), New York State Housing
Finance Agency (HFA), and New York City Housing Development Corporation (HDC).  These
agencies offer tax-exempt financing for the construction and renovation of commercial and
residential properties that lie primarily within the Liberty Zone, which is the area of Manhattan
south of Canal Street, East Broadway, and Grand Street. 

Chinatown/Lower East Side Empire Zone.  The Empire Zone (EZ) was created in 2002 to address
the economic needs of the Chinatown and Lower East Side communities, including high
unemployment and poverty rates among local residents and high vacancy rates for commercial
office, retail, and industrial spaces.  In addition, this area has substantial economic needs which
have been exacerbated by the effects of September 11, 2001.  The EZ program is a certification
program by which businesses that create jobs or make investments in a geographically designated
area are made eligible for a variety of New York State tax credits and benefits. The
Chinatown/Lower East Side EZ is generally bounded by East Houston Street to the north, Ridge
Street, Pitt Street, Essex Street, and Montgomery Street on the east, South Street, Madison Street,
Park Row, and Chambers Street to the south, and Broadway to the west. 
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Study Area

All of the public policies and plans discussed above that apply to the security zone area also
apply to the study area, in addition to the public policy initiative described below.   

Chinatown Partnership Local Development Corporation.  The Chinatown Partnership Local
Development Corporation (CPLDC), formed in 2004, is a non-profit, community-based,
economic development organization.  The CPLDC’s goal is to improve business conditions by
making Chinatown a cleaner, safer, more attractive place to conduct business; strengthening
connections between commerce and culture; enhancing Chinatown’s role in New York City; and
forming new partnerships with governments and other entities to increase public and private
investment in Chinatown.  

In addition to the policies discussed above, Lower Manhattan has been the subject of numerous
studies and proposed development and revitalization plans since September 11, including disaster
relief, discretionary grants, residential grant programs, and storefront improvement programs. 

D. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza
security plan implemented by the NYPD after September 11, 2001 is not in place.  The roadways
would be open with the 1999 street closures and municipal garage closure in place and
transportation services would continue as they were prior to September 11, 2001.  Under this
scenario, all private and commercial vehicles would have access throughout the security zone,
with the exception of the streets that were closed in 1999.  

Land Use

Security Zone

Land uses within the security zone that presently exist have not changed since the 2001 baseline
year.  Due to the institutional and residential character of the security zone area, it is expected
that the land uses within the security zone will remain the same under the No-Action condition.
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Study Area 

Land uses and general land use patterns throughout the study area are expected to remain the
same under the No-Action condition.  Land uses in the study area generally have not changed
since the security plan and resulting street closures were implemented.  This area of Lower
Manhattan is fully developed with little opportunity for new development.  As shown in Table
2-2, most land use changes that have occurred since the 2001 baseline year have been in the form
of residential conversions of office buildings.  It is unlikely that land uses and land use patterns
in the study area would be much different than they are in the With-Action condition if the street
closures were not in place.

Zoning 

Security Zone  

Zoning regulations in the security zone have not changed since the 2001 baseline year when the
security plan was put into place.  It is unlikely that zoning regulations in the security zone would
change if the streets that were closed as a result of the security plan were open to all private and
commercial vehicles.  

Study Area 

Zoning regulations in the study area have not changed since the 2001 baseline year when security
plan was put into place.  It is unlikely that zoning regulations in the study area would be different
in 2006 if the streets that were closed under the security plan were open to all private and
commercial vehicles.  

Public Policy

Security Zone 

Public policies and plans that include the security zone area would not be affected under the No-
Action condition.  Existing public policies and plans discussed above, including policies and
plans that were created as a response to the events of September 11, 2001, would still exist under
the No-Action condition. 
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Study Area 

Likewise, public policies and plans that include the study area would not be affected under the
No-Action condition.  Existing public policies and plans discussed above, including policies and
plans that were created as a response to the events of September 11, 2001, would exist in the No-
Action condition. 

E. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION  

As discussed above, the action consists of the installation of security booths, rising-plate
hydraulic delta barriers, bollards, sally ports, and planters on various streets and intersections
within the study area for the purpose of creating a secure perimeter around One Police Plaza and
adjacent civic facilities.  

Land Use

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the approach to determining whether land use
changes are significant and adverse is as follows:

• If the action would directly displace a land use and such a loss would adversely affect
surrounding land uses, this displacement may be considered a significant adverse impact;

• In general, if an action would generate a land use that would be incompatible with
surrounding uses, such a change may be considered significant and adverse;

• In general, if an action is expected to alter land uses in the surrounding area and the
anticipated change is substantial, that change is usually considered significant, but not
necessarily adverse.  

Security Zone 

The With-Action condition has not resulted in a direct displacement of any land use or a land use
that would be incompatible with surrounding uses, and has not altered land uses within the
security zone.  

Study Area

As discussed above, with the exception of some minor residential conversions, the study area has
not experienced significant change in land use since September 11, 2001, when the security plan
was put in place.  The action has not resulted in a change of land use of any parcel located within
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the study area.  In addition, the proposed action has not adversely impacted the general land use
character or trends evident in the study area. 

Zoning 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant adverse land use impact in terms of
zoning would occur if an action would create land uses or structures that substantially do not
conform or comply with underlying zoning.   

Security Zone

The With-Action condition has not created land uses or structures in the security zone area that
do not conform to or comply with underlying zoning.

Study Area  

The With-Action condition has not created land uses or structures in the study area that do not
conform to or comply with underlying zoning.

Public Policy

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant adverse public policy impact would
occur when an action would create a land use that conflicts with, or would itself conflict with
public policies and plans for the site or surrounding areas or if the action would result in
significant material changes to existing regulations or policy.  

Security Zone 

The action has not resulted in a land use that has or would conflict with public policies for the
security zone area.  In addition, the action has not resulted in changes to existing regulations or
policy for the security zone area.  As such, the With-Action condition has not resulted in any
significant adverse impacts on public policy.

Study Area  

The action has not resulted in a land use that has or would conflict with public policies for the
study area.  In addition, the action has not resulted in changes to existing regulations or policy
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for the study area.  As such, the With-Action condition has not resulted in any significant adverse
impacts on public policy. 

F. CONCLUSION

Overall, the With-Action condition has not resulted in any significant adverse effects on land use,
zoning, or public policy.  Land uses within the security zone and surrounding study area have not
substantially changed from the baseline condition to the With-Action condition.  The action has
not altered any zoning regulations and has not resulted in any structure that does not conform or
comply with the existing underlying zoning.  In addition, the action has not altered or conflicted
with any public policy or plan that was created prior to or after September 11, 2001.
Accordingly, the action has not resulted in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning,
and public policy. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 3: COMMUNITY FACILITIES

A. INTRODUCTION

 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a community facilities analysis examines a proposed
action’s potential effect on the provision of services by those community facilities.  For CEQR
purposes, community facilities typically include schools, libraries, day care facilities, health care
facilities, and police and fire protection services.  Direct effects occur when a particular action
physically alters or displaces a community facility. Indirect effects result from increases in
population that create additional demand on service delivery.  Although the security plan’s street
closures would not have a direct or indirect impact on health care facilities under the analytical
methods set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, as a direct response to the court’s order, a
discussion of the street closures and their potential effect on access to emergency medical facilities
is included in this chapter.  As the action would not physically alter or displace any community
facility or add population to the area, the remaining community facilities outlined in the CEQR
Technical Manual (schools, libraries, and day care facilities) have been screened out and have not
been assessed within this chapter.

For police and fire protection services, the CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a detailed
assessment of service delivery be conducted if a proposed action would affect the physical
operations of, or access to and from, a fire station or police precinct house. While the With-Action
condition would not result in such direct effects, as a result of the court order, this chapter addresses
police and fire protection services as well.

B. BASELINE CONDITIONS

Health Care Facilities 

Health care facilities include public, proprietary and non-profit facilities that accept public funds
(usually in the form of Medicare and Medicaid reimbursements) and that are available to any
member of the community.  The types of facilities include hospitals, nursing homes, clinics and
other facilities providing outpatient health services.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the
CEQR assessment of health care focuses on emergency and outpatient ambulatory services that
could be affected by the introduction of a large low-income residential population which may rely
heavily on nearby hospital emergency rooms and other public outpatient ambulatory services.   As
discussed above, the With-Action condition would not physically alter or displace any health care
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facility or add population to the area.  However, as a direct response to the court’s order, a
discussion of the street closures and their potential effect on access to emergency medical facilities
is provided below.  Hospital emergency room services and outpatient ambulatory care facilities
(regulated by the NYS Department of Health and Office of Mental Health) within approximately
a quarter mile of the security zone boundary have been identified and are shown in Figure 3-1.

Hospitals and Emergency Rooms

As shown in Figure 3-1, within approximately a quarter mile of the security zone area, there is one
hospital with emergency rooms available to residents and workers in the general study area. The
closest and only hospital in the study area is New York Downtown Hospital located at 170 William
Street.  New York Downtown Hospital is the sole full-service hospital in Lower Manhattan serving
approximately 600,000 people who work and live in Lower Manhattan.  

As shown in Table 3-1 below, the hospital serving the study area had approximately 72,016
outpatient ambulatory visits and approximately 29,235 emergency room visits in 20011. The
Emergency Department and Ambulance Entrances are located along Gold Street between Spruce
and Beekman Streets. 

TABLE 3-1
Hospitals and Emergency Rooms within a Quarter-Mile of With-Action Area

Map No. Hospital Address
Outpatient
Dept. Visits

Emergency
Room Visits

1 New York Downtown Hospital 170 William Street 72,016 29,235
         Source: United Hospital Fund: Health Care Annual Update: 2004 Update

Other Outpatient Services

As shown in Figure 3-1, within approximately a quarter mile of the With-Action area, there are 6
outpatient locations (as inventoried in the DCP Selected Facilities and Program Sites in New York
City, 2003 Edition).  They cover the entire area with a full range of ambulatory care facilities and
are listed in Table 3-2.
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TABLE 3-2
Other Outpatient Services within a Quarter-Mile of With-Action Area

Map No. Hospital Address Facility Type

2 Charles B. Wang Community Health Center 125 Walker Street Free Standing Health Center
3 Lower East Side Service Center 46 East Broadway Free Standing Health Center
4 Chinatown Clinic 168 Canal Street Free Standing Health Center
5 Chinatown Health Services 25 Elizabeth Street Free Standing Health Center
6 Governor Smith Health Center 60 Madison Street HHC Communicare
7 The Medical Practice of St. Margaret’s

House
49 Fulton Street Free Standing Health Center

    Source: Selected Facilities and Program Sites in New York City, 2003 Edition.

Police Services

Although the CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a detailed analysis of police services is
generally conducted only in the case of direct impacts on facilities, as a result of the court order
discussed above, this EIS will present  an examination of potential impacts on service delivery. The
study area is served by the NYPD’s 5th Precinct, which is located at 19 Elizabeth Street in the
Chinatown neighborhood of Manhattan (Map No. 8 on Figure 3-1).  In total, the precinct serves an
area of approximately 1.2 square miles and is generally bounded by Canal Street to the north, Allen
Street to the east, South Street to the south, and Broadway to the west.

Crime within the 5th Precinct service area has declined between 2001 and 2004 (see Table 3-3
below). Total crime within the 5th Precinct service area decreased by 45% between 2001 and 2004
with major changes in robbery and felony assault.  In addition, although outside of the community
facility study area, the NYPD’s 7th Precinct, located at 19 ½ Pitt Street, serves the southern portion
of Community Board 3 (portions of which are located within the study area).  The 7th Precinct’s
average response time to a critical crime in progress has decreased by 15% from 4.6 minutes in 2001
to 4 minutes in 2005.2



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                 Chapter 3: Community Facilities 

3-4

TABLE 3-3
Crime Statistics for the 5th Precinct: 2001 to 2004

Crime 2001 2004 % Change
Murder 4 1 -75%
Rape 6 5 -17%
Robbery 352 130 -63%
Felony Assault 227 92 -59%
Burglary 394 174 -56%
Grand Larceny 965 697 -28%
Grand Larceny Auto 159 70 -56%

TOTAL 2,107 1,169 -45%
Source: NYPD, CompStat Unit, CompStat; Volume 12, No. 33

According to the NYPD’s Office of Management Analysis and Planning, overall response times to
crimes in progress within the study area have dropped substantially between 2000 and 2005.  As
shown in Table 3-4 below, response times to crimes in progress also dropped within the 5th Precinct,
Manhattan Community Board 1, and Citywide.  

Table 3-4: Average Response Times to Crimes in Progress 2000 & 2005
(in minutes)

2000 2005 % CHANGE 

CITYWIDE 11.1 7.2 -35%

CB 1 9.7 6.8 -30%

5th PRECINCT 7.5 5.8 -23%

STUDY AREA 8.4 5.6 -34%
Source: NYPD Office of Management Analysis and Planning
 

Fire Protection

Although the CEQR Technical Manual suggests that a detailed analysis of fire protection services
is generally conducted only in the case of direct impacts on facilities, as a result of the court order
discussed above, this EIS will present an examination of potential impacts on service delivery.

In New York City, FDNY engine companies carry hoses, ladder companies provide search, rescue,
and building ventilation functions, and rescue companies specifically respond to fires or emergencies
in high-rise buildings.  In addition, the FDNY operates the City’s EMS system.  As shown in Table
3-5 and Figure 3-1, there are two fire stations that serve the study area.  Normally, a total of three
engine companies and two ladder companies respond to each call, although initial responses to
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alarms from any given call box location are sometimes determined by the specific needs of the
geographic location or use at that location. FDNY can also call on units in other parts of the City as
needed. 

TABLE 3-5
Fire Protection Services

Map No. Facility Name Address Facility type

9 Engine 6 49 Beekman Street NYC Fire House

10 Engine 7 Ladder 1 100 Duane Street NYC Fire House

Response times are generally the same in the study area when compared to response times in
Manhattan and Citywide.  As shown in Table 3-6, average emergency response times in the study
area decreased from 2000 to 2001, then increased in 2002.  Between 2002 to 2004, average response
times in the study area decreased, but increased between 2004 to 2005.  In Manhattan as well as
Citywide, response times decreased between 2000 and 2001, then increased from 2001 to 2002.
Citywide, response times increased from 2002 to 2003, remained the same from 2003 to 2004, and
increased again between 2004 and 2005.  In Manhattan, response times decreased slightly from 2003
to 2004, then increased from 2004 to 2005.  

Table 3-6
Average Emergency Response Times: 2000-2005

PERIOD CITYWIDE* MANHATTAN* STUDY AREA**

2000 4:46 4:48 4:49

2001 4:43 4:46 4:37

2002 4:46 4:50 4:49

2003 4:53 4:54 4:36

2004 4:53 4:52 4:29

2005 5:07 5:08 5:02
Source: New York City Fire Department
* Averages based on response times to structural fires, non-structural fires, non-fire 
emergencies, and medical emergencies.
** Averages based on response time to major categories from selected alarm boxes within 
the study area. 
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C. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the security plan would not
be in place. The roadways would be open with the 1999 street closures and municipal garage closure
in place and transportation services would continue as they were prior to September 11, 2001. 

Health Care Facilities

In the No-Action condition, health care facilities in the study area would continue to have access
through the streets that are currently closed as a result of the security zone as police vehicles are
authorized to enter the security zone.

Police Services

In the No-Action condition, police vehicles would continue to have access through the streets that
are currently closed as a result of the security zone as police vehicles are authorized to enter the
security zone.

Fire Services

As with police services, in the No-Action condition, FDNY vehicles would continue to have access
through the streets that are currently closed as a result of the security zone as FDNY vehicles are
currently authorized to enter the security zone.

D. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION 

Under the With-Action condition, the roadways in the vicinity of One Police Plaza that have been
closed to unauthorized vehicular traffic since soon after September 11, 2001 would remain closed,
along with all pedestrian restrictions currently in place. 

As discussed above, according to the CEQR Technical Manual, a community facilities analysis
examines a proposed action’s potential effect on the provision of services by those community
facilities.  Direct effects occur when a particular action physically alters or displaces a community
facility.  Indirect effects result from increases in population that create additional demand on service
delivery.  Although the action does not have any direct effects or indirect effects on community
facilities by CEQR standards, as a result of the court’s order, a discussion of the street closures and
access to emergency medical facilities in addition to fire and police services is included below.
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Health Care Facilities 

As the action has not and would not result in an increase in population, healthcare facilities within
the study area would not experience changes in utilization or capacity as a result of the action.  

In the With-Action condition, emergency service vehicles dispatched from and destined to New
York Downtown hospital are granted access through the security zone at the barrier locations after
displaying proper identification.  Emergency vehicles may traverse the security zone to travel to and
from the Chatham Green Houses and Chatham Towers.  However, access to these buildings is also
possible from St. James Place and Worth Street, respectively, which are not restricted access streets.
 
Several phone interviews were conducted with New York Downtown hospital staff to gain a better
perspective on if, and how, the street closures have affected emergency service delivery at the
hospital3.  Dr. Antonio Dajer, Intern Director of the Emergency Department at New York Downtown
indicated that emergency service and ambulance access have not been impacted by the street
closures and he has not noticed an increase in emergency response times for ambulances.  Mr. Peter
Fromm, Director of EMS at New York Downtown indicated that at times, at the discretion of the
EMS operator, an ambulance may re-route around the security zone if the operator believes it will
be faster than going through the barricades; however response times and EMS operations at the
hospital have not been significantly impacted by the street closures.  Mr. Fromm also added that
there is a low impact on operations from the street closures between 8:00 AM and Midnight because
the hospital’s EMS units are positioned on each side of the barricades during that time.  After
midnight, there is only one EMS unit at the barricade and it must circumvent the barricade to
respond.  Mr. Fromm also added that overall response times are not above standard, but that crews
have reported that it takes longer to get to certain locations.  However, the record of ambulance
response times are not kept by the hospital, but rather the New York City Fire Department (see
Table 3-6 for emergency response times).   

Dr. David Goldschmitt, Director of Emergency Medicine at New York Downtown hospital, also in
a phone interview, indicated that there has been an increase in emergency response times for
ambulances traveling to the hospital due to the re-routing of traffic and because ambulances must
show identification at the barricades before being allowed to go through the security zone.
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Police Services

The action has not resulted in the construction of any new permanent structures or land uses that
would increase the population or number of employees in the study area.  As discussed above, police
vehicles have access through the restricted streets as police vehicles are authorized to enter the
security zone.  Any emergency requiring police attention that would require police units or
personnel to enter the restricted security perimeter would result in advance communication with
NYPD personnel stationed at the barrier locations, resulting in the lowering of delta barriers.  In
addition, police access to the Chatham Green Houses and Chatham Towers, which are located within
the security zone, is not restricted by the street closures since access can be obtained from St. James
Place and Worth Street, respectively, which are not restricted streets. 

As discussed above, the average response time to a crime in progress has decreased substantially
within the study area as well as within the 5th Precinct, Manhattan Community Board 1, and
Citywide.   In addition, these security measures reduce the likelihood of a terrorist attack in the
security zone.  As such, the With-Action condition does not and would not adversely impact the
policing capabilities in the study area. 

Fire Protection 

As the action has not resulted in an increase in residential or worker population, the demand for fire
protection services remains unchanged.  As with police services, FDNY vehicles have authorized
access through the streets that are currently restricted as a result of the action.  The FDNY has
reviewed the action and has determined that it does not have a negative impact on fire operations.
The FDNY stated that they are able to respond and operate within the security zone and in the
surrounding area. The delta barriers that are installed at various locations are staffed 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, and are quickly lowered to permit emergency access.  In addition, the jersey
barriers through the site do not affect FDNY emergency operations.4 

As shown in Table 3-6, fire and EMS response times have not increased substantially within the
study area since the security plan has been implemented and are consistent to response times in
Manhattan and the City as a whole.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on FDNY fire and
EMS service response times have occurred or are anticipated as a result of action. 
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E. CONCLUSION

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, impacts on health care facilities are identified if an
action would result in an increase of 5 percent or more in the demand for services over the No-
Action condition, that would result in a facility exceeding its capacity.  As the action has not resulted
in additional population in the area and would not directly alter a health care facility in the area, no
significant impacts on health care facilities have occurred or would occur in the future.  However,
as discussed above, as a direct response to a court order, an analysis of access to emergency facilities
was presented.  Although there were differences in the opinions of New York Downtown Hospital
emergency room and emergency medical service staff on whether access to the hospital’s emergency
room has been affected by the street closures, FDNY response times indicate that response to
emergencies in the study area have not been affected by the street closures.  Although response times
within the study area have increased slightly between 2000 and 2005, the same is true for Manhattan
as a whole as well as Citywide.  As such, no impacts to emergency facility access have occurred as
a result of the street closures.  

As discussed above, the street closures have not impacted police or fire service delivery within the
study area.  Both the NYPD and FDNY would continue to evaluate area operations on a regular
basis and continued adjustment of resources would be made, if necessary.  Therefore, no significant
adverse impacts on FDNY and NYPD services have occurred as a result of the action. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS 
CHAPTER 4: SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

 
 
 
 
A. INTRODUCTION 
        
 
This chapter examines the potential effects of the action on socioeconomic conditions in the 
study area, including population and housing characteristics, economic activity, and the real 
estate market. As described in Chapter 1, ‘Project Description’, the action is the maintenance of 
the security plan implemented at One Police Plaza and surrounding roadways following the 
events of September 11, 2001. The security plan resulted in the installation of attended security 
checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulically operated delta barriers to restrict the 
access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located 
near One Police Plaza. The barriers were installed by the NYPD, with the exception of the 
barriers located at Park Row at Foley Square and at Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row, 
which were installed by the USMS.   
 
In accordance with the guidelines presented in the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual, this chapter evaluates five specific factors that could create significant 
socioeconomic impacts in an area, including: (1) direct displacement of residential population; 
(2) direct displacement of existing businesses; (3) indirect displacement of residential 
population; (4) indirect displacement of businesses; and (5) adverse effects on specific industries 
not necessarily tied to a project site or area. 
 
This analysis begins with a preliminary assessment for each specific issue of concern. According 
to the CEQR Technical Manual, the goal of a preliminary assessment is to discern the effects of a 
proposed project or action for the purposes of either eliminating the potential for significant 
impacts or determining that a more detailed analysis is necessary to answer the question 
regarding potential impacts. For those factors that could not be eliminated through the 
preliminary assessment, a more detailed analysis is presented. Based on screening thresholds, the 
preliminary assessment conducted below shows that a detailed analysis is warranted for the 
action’s potential to have adverse effects on indirect residential and business displacement. This 
chapter, therefore, consists of: 
  
A section that defines the analysis methodology, study area boundaries and the data sources used 
for the preliminary assessment. A preliminary assessment for direct residential, direct business, 
indirect residential, and indirect business displacement, as well as an examination of effects on 
specific industries.  A detailed analysis for the action’s effects on any of the five technical areas 
where a socioeconomic impact could not be ruled out by the preliminary assessment.   
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B. METHODOLOGY, STUDY AREA DEFINITION, AND DATA SOURCES 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The purpose of a socioeconomic assessment is to disclose changes that would be created by an 
action and identify whether they rise to a level of significance. The nature of the action, which 
consists of a security plan comprising various elements to restrict the access of unauthorized 
vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza, 
presents unique challenges in developing a proper analytical framework for socioeconomic 
conditions. The action, being a security plan that does not entail any new development, does not 
present the same socioeconomic issues, which are typically associated with development 
projects.  
 
Another key challenge in developing a proper analytical framework is collecting data and 
providing information that adequately reflects conditions with and without the action. This can 
be difficult, as the action is essentially already in place, and relevant data that depicts conditions 
prior to implementation of the security plan may not be fully available from direct sources. 
Finally, a key challenge faced in analyzing the effects of the security plan is isolating the specific 
effects of the security plan from the area-wide overall effects of the September 11, 2001 attacks, 
which are beyond the scope of analysis for the action.  
 
In an attempt to surmount those challenges, and adhere to the CEQR guidelines to the greatest 
extent possible, while providing a relevant and meaningful analysis, a comparative 
methodological approach has been developed for the action. In order to isolate the effects of the 
action, i.e., the security plan, from the overall effects of the 9/11 attacks, the study area patterns 
will be compared to those of all of Lower Manhattan as well as another geographic area to the 
west of Broadway (Tribeca), all of which were affected by the events of September 11, 2001. As 
the security plan’s effects were felt predominantly in the area to the east of Broadway (refer to 
traffic analysis in Chapter 7), the comparative analysis will identify whether there are any trends 
that are applicable to the study area that are not evident in Lower Manhattan as a whole and/or in 
the sampled area to the west of the study area. If the study area shares similar trends with those 
other geographic areas, all of which were affected by 9/11, then those trends are likely 
attributable to the events of 9/11. However, if the study area is found to exhibit certain trends 
that are not shared by the other nearby geographic areas, then it may be concluded that those 
trends are, in part, attributable to the security plan.  
 
For example, if comparisons of vacancy rates pre- and post-9/11 show that the vacancy rate in 
the study area has increased since 2000, whereas vacancy rates in Lower Manhattan as a whole 
or in other areas of Lower Manhattan have decreased, it could be argued that the increase in 
vacancy rates is not necessarily attributable to the effects of 9/11, and may therefore be, in part, a 
result of the security plan.  
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Study Area and Historic Chinatown Sub-Area 
 
The study area is drawn to provide basic information on the greater neighborhood as a way of 
providing a point of comparison with the area affected by the action and its immediate 
surroundings. Based on review of the action and the characteristics of the surrounding area, an 
approximate quarter-mile radius from the action area (the security zone) was selected as the basis 
for identifying the study area for both residential and business displacement. The study area was 
adjusted to include census tracts with 50 percent or greater of their area located within the 
quarter-mile radius, and to exclude those with less than 50 percent of their area in the quarter-
mile radius. The resultant study area is generally bounded by Canal Street to the north, Fulton 
Street to the south, Pike Street to the east, and Broadway to the west (see Figure 4-1). As shown 
in the figure, census tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29, and 31 make up the study area, in addition to a 
small portion of Census Tract 16 (only census block 4004 is included in the study area). The 
study area is located in Manhattan Community Districts 1 and 3, and comprises the Civic Center 
and parts of the Chinatown and South Street Seaport neighborhoods of Manhattan.  
 
In addition, in order to address concerns that have been voiced by the community regarding the 
action’s specific effects on Chinatown, socioeconomic conditions within the Historic Chinatown 
Sub-area are also analyzed in this chapter. As shown in Figure 4-1, this sub-area is generally 
bounded by Canal Street to the north, the Bowery to the East, Worth Street to the south, and 
Baxter Street to the west, and comprises the traditional heart of the area referred to as Historic 
Chinatown. The boundaries of the Historic Chinatown sub-area coincide with the boundaries of 
part of census tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 
3001, 3002), or, alternately, tax blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165.  
 
In addition to the study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area, this chapter also provides, 
where applicable, a comparative analysis of Lower Manhattan and a geographic area to the west 
of Broadway, as discussed above. For the purposes of this analysis, Lower Manhattan is defined 
as the area generally south of Canal Street, the Bowery, Division and Pike Streets, and includes 
all of Manhattan Community District 1 (CD1) plus census tracts 8, 25, 27, and a portion of 29 
within CD3, as shown in Figure 4-1. Lastly, Census Tracts 21 and 33, which are located to the 
west of Broadway and south of Canal Street, were selected for the comparative analysis in this 
chapter (refer to Figure 4-1). These two census tracts comprise the majority of Tribeca, which is 
generally defined as the area between Broome and Barclay Streets west of Broadway. Tribeca 
was selected for the comparative analysis because, although it was affected by the events of 9/11, 
it is not directly affected by the security plan. 
 
 
Baseline Condition 
 
As discussed in Chapter 1, ‘Project Description’, as the security plan has already been 
implemented, the With-Action condition is the security plan currently in place in 2006. As such, 
the action is analyzed compared to the baseline condition. The baseline condition summarizes 
population, housing, employment, and commercial real estate characteristics as they existed in 
2000, and reflects conditions prior to the attacks of September 11, 2001 and implementation of 
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the security plan. Following the baseline description is a discussion of changes that have 
occurred between 2000 and 2006, and an assessment of the No-Action condition (no security 
plan) and the With-Action condition (the security plan in place) compared to the baseline pre-
September 11, 2001 and No-Action conditions.  
 
 
Data Sources  
 
Effects on socioeconomic conditions can occur due to the direct or indirect displacement of 
residents or businesses and employees. Direct displacement is the involuntary displacement of 
residents or businesses from the site(s) of a proposed action. Indirect displacement is the 
involuntary displacement of residents, businesses or employees that results from a change in 
socioeconomic conditions created by the action.  
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the socioeconomic character of an area is defined in 
terms of its population, housing stock, and economic activities. Socioeconomic impacts may 
occur when an action would directly or indirectly result in a change in population, housing stock, 
or economic activities in an area. In some cases, these changes can be substantial, but not 
adverse. In other cases, these changes may be beneficial to some groups and adverse to others. 
The purpose of a socioeconomic assessment is to disclose changes that would be created by an 
action and identify whether they rise to a level of significance.  
 
In order to assess potential direct and indirect effects of the action, information was gathered 
regarding the surrounding area’s demographic characteristics, housing inventory, housing 
market, and commercial and retail activity. The analysis begins by conducting an initial 
screening for socioeconomics analysis generally and preliminary assessments for each specific 
issue of concern to determine if detailed analysis is warranted. 
 
Population and Housing 
 
The analysis of population and housing is based primarily on data from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. 
Census. These data have been grouped by the following Census characteristics:  
 

• Total population; 
• Household and income characteristics, including total households, average household 

size, and median household income; and 
• Housing characteristics, including housing vacancy and tenure (owner versus renter 

occupied), median contract rent, and median home value. 
 
The pre-September 11, 2001 baseline condition is based primarily on 2000 US Census data. 
Because the Census is dicennial, it is impossible to obtain an accurate current demographic and 
housing profile of the study area based solely on Census data. Thus, the depiction of the current 
condition is based largely on 2000 Census data updated with information and survey data 
compiled from various agencies and organizations involved in the redevelopment of Lower 
Manhattan. Much of the current housing and population data is based on an assessment of units 
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built in the study area between 2000 and 2005 and corresponding population estimates based on 
the 2000 average household sizes by sub-area. The list of recent housing developments was 
compiled based on information provided by the New York City Department of City Planning 
(DCP).  
 
Businesses, Institutions, and Employment 
 
The assessment of business and institutional displacement begins with an analysis of 
employment trends in the study area and Lower Manhattan. The analysis is based on private 
employment data for third quarter 2000 and 2002 (ES-202 data set), collected by the New York 
State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) and organized by DCP. The employment data identify 
the major industries that dominate or characterize the study area. The employment data were also 
supplemented by field surveys, conducted in July 2005, and data from the New York City 
Department of Finance’s Real Property Assessment Division (RPAD).   
 
In addition, field surveys were conducted within the Historic Chinatown sub-area and other 
portions of Chinatown north of Canal Street and east of the Bowery/Catherine Street to 
determine whether proximity to the street closures has a direct correlation to business patterns. 
The business surveys included questions regarding business category, number of employees, and 
duration of time each business has been at the current location. For business surveys in the 
Chinatown area, bi-lingual interviewers (Mandarin and Cantonese) were utilized.  
 
Commercial Real Estate 
 
The employment analysis is followed by a discussion of commercial real estate trends in the 
study area. The analysis of real estate is based on information from real estate brokerages, 
market research firms, RPAD, and field surveys. A variety of data sources were consulted, 
including interviews with real estate professionals. Office real estate data for the quarter-mile 
study area were compiled by Signature Partners LLC. Furthermore, several planning studies and 
publications were consulted, including but not limited to: October 2005 Market View, 
Downtown Manhattan by CB Richard Ellis; Summer 2005 Retail Report, New York City by 
Colliers ABR; The Real Estate Board of New York’s Retail Reports for 2000 through 2005; and 
numerous articles from other real estate and business/professional publications.  
 
Specific Industries (Tourism and Garment Sector) 
 
The economy of Chinatown depends heavily on the tourism and garment industries. The garment 
industry has been suffering for over 10 years, as cheaper imports from other NAFTA (North 
American Free Trade Agreement) regions and Asia flooded the market, and technology start-up 
companies forced up the cost of rents and squeezed the factories from their traditional 
manufacturing neighborhoods.1 As such, the issues affecting the garment industry are closely 

                                                 
1 Source: Chinatown One Year After September 11th: An Economic Impact Study, Asian American Federation of 
New York, November 2002 (p.19); and “Closed for Repairs” by Mark McCord, Asian Business, January 1, 2002 
(http://www.cargonewsasia.com/timesnet/data/ab/docs/ab3114.html). 



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 4-6

linked to global market forces, and are therefore well beyond the scope of analysis for the 
security plan. It should also be noted that the garment industry is mostly concentrated in the area 
to the north of Canal Street, which falls outside the study area primarily affected by the security 
plan.2 
 
Chinatown, with its concentration of dining and shopping establishments, is one of the City’s 
major tourist attractions. Given Chinatown’s importance to New York City’s tourism industry, 
this chapter examines the potential for the action to significantly affect business conditions in 
this important industry. For the purpose of analysis the tourism industry is summarized in terms 
of its overall economic profile, current employment, and historic trends in the industry, followed 
by an assessment of how the action could alter conditions for this industry. The analysis utilizes 
information gathered as part of the socioeconomic data collection and tourism data provided on 
NYC & Company’s website.   
 
 
 
C. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
 
 
The first step in the analysis of potential socioeconomic impacts is a preliminary assessment to 
determine the potential significance of socioeconomic change generated by a proposed action. 
This chapter follows the guidance set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual for both the 
preliminary and, where warranted, detailed assessments.  
 
 
Direct Residential Displacement 
 
Direct residential displacement is the involuntary displacement of residents from the site of (or a 
site directly affected by) a proposed action. As set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, direct 
residential displacement is not in and of itself an impact under CEQR. Where a public agency is 
undertaking the action or where tenants are protected by rent control or rent stabilization and 
where relocation benefits are available, no significant adverse impacts are considered to occur. 
Impacts of residential displacement could occur if the change would be large enough to alter 
neighborhood character or perhaps lead to the indirect displacement of remaining residents. 
 
The preliminary assessment is based on the potential of the action to exceed three interrelated 
threshold indicators: 
 

• The profile of the displaced residents is similar or markedly different from that of the 
overall study area.  

• The displaced population represents a substantial or significant portion of the population 
within the study area.  

                                                 
2 Source: Chinatown One Year After September 11th: An Economic Impact Study- Interim Report, Asian American 
Federation of New York, April 2002, p. A8 and Figure A.8. 



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 4-7

• The action would result in a loss of this population group within the neighborhood. 
 
The action is a security plan incorporating the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, 
planters, bollards and hydraulically operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized 
vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza. 
The action, which is limited to streets and sidewalks, does not entail any new development, and 
does not involve any involuntary displacement of residents. Although there are two residential 
buildings within the security zone (Chatham Towers and Chatham Green Houses), none of the 
residents would be directly displaced by the security plan. As no direct residential displacement 
would occur as a result of the action, no significant adverse impacts are expected and further 
detailed analysis is not necessary. 
 
Direct Business and Institutional Displacement 
 
Under CEQR guidelines, direct business displacement is the involuntary displacement of 
businesses from the site of (or a site directly affected by) a proposed action. The preliminary 
assessment of business and institutional displacement directly resulting from a proposed action 
examines the employment and business value characteristics of the affected businesses to 
determine the significance of the potential impact. As part of the preliminary assessment, the 
following circumstances were considered: 
 

• If the business or institution in question has substantial economic value to the City or 
region, and it can only be relocated with great difficulty or not at all. As set forth in the 
CEQR Technical Manual, the consideration of a business’ economic value is based on: 
1) its products and services; 2) its locational needs, particularly whether those needs can 
be satisfied at other locations; and 3) its potential effects, on business or consumers, of 
losing the displaced business as a product or service. 

• If a category of businesses or institutions is the subject of other regulations or publicly 
adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or otherwise protect it.  

• If the business or institution defines or contributes substantially to a defining element of 
neighborhood character.  

• If a substantial number of businesses or employees would be displaced that collectively 
define the character of the neighborhood. 

 
The action is a security plan incorporating the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, 
planters, bollards and hydraulically operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized 
vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza. 
Land uses within the security zone consist of institutional and residential uses. In addition to the 
two residential buildings discussed above, uses within the security zone include One Police 
Plaza; the Municipal Building at One Centre Street; the United States Courthouse (containing the 
U.S. Court of Appeals); the New York County Courthouse (home to the New York State 
Supreme Court); facilities containing the U.S. District Court, Southern District; the Metropolitan 
Correctional Center; Murray Bergtraum High School, and a Verizon office building. The action, 
which is limited to streets and sidewalks, does not entail any new development, and does not 
involve any involuntary displacement of businesses or institutions within the security zone. As 
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no direct business or institutional displacement would occur as a result of the action, no 
significant adverse impacts are expected and further detailed analysis is not necessary.  
 
Indirect Residential Displacement 
 
Indirect residential displacement is the involuntary displacement of residents as a result of a 
change in socioeconomic conditions created by a proposed action. The potential for indirect 
residential displacement is based on whether an action could result in rising property values, and 
thus rents, making it difficult for some existing residents to afford their homes. In examining the 
direct effects of an action that may generate indirect changes, the preliminary assessment 
evaluates the potential for indirect impacts, including whether the action would: 
 

• Add a substantial new population with different socioeconomic characteristics compared 
to the size and character of the existing population.  

• Directly displace uses or properties that have had a “blighting” effect on property values 
in the area.  

• Directly displace enough of one or more components of the population to alter the 
socioeconomic composition of the study area.  

• Introduce a substantial amount of a more costly type of housing, compared to existing 
housing and housing expected to be built in the study area by the time the action is 
implemented. 

• Introduce a “critical mass” of non-residential uses such that the surrounding area 
becomes more attractive as a residential neighborhood.  

• Introduce a land use that could have a similar indirect effect if it is large enough or 
prominent enough or combines with other like uses to create a critical mass large enough 
to offset positive trends in the study area, to impede efforts to attract investment to the 
area, or to create a climate for disinvestment. 

 
The action, which is a security plan, would not add any new population, would not directly 
displace any uses, properties, or populations, and would not introduce any new housing or new 
uses to the study area. However, as the street closures implemented as part of the action affect 
accessibility to some residential developments, they may possibly affect property values in the 
study area. It was determined that a socioeconomic impact cannot be ruled out and a detailed 
analysis of indirect residential displacement was undertaken. This analysis is provided in Section 
D of this chapter. 
 
Indirect Business and Institutional Displacement 
 
Indirect business displacement is the involuntary displacement of businesses as a result of a 
change in socioeconomic conditions created by a proposed action. Like the analysis of indirect 
residential displacement, the preliminary assessment for indirect business and institutional 
displacement focuses on the issue of whether an action would increase property values, and thus 
rents, throughout the study area, making it difficult for some categories of businesses to remain 
in the area. An action can lead to such indirect changes if: 
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• It introduces enough of a new economic activity to alter existing economic patterns. 
• It adds to the concentration of a particular sector of the local economy enough to alter or 

accelerate an ongoing trend to alter existing economic patterns.  
• It directly displaces uses or properties that have had a “blighting” effect on commercial 

property values in the area, leading to rises in commercial rents.  
• It directly displaces uses of any type that directly support businesses in the area or bring 

people to the area that form a customer base for local businesses.  
• It directly or indirectly displaces residents, workers, or visitors who form the customer 

base of existing businesses in the area.  
• It introduces a land use that could have a similar indirect effect, through the lowering of 

property values, if it is large enough or prominent enough or combines with other like 
uses to create a critical mass large enough to offset positive trends in the study area, to 
impede efforts to attract investment to the area, or to create a climate for disinvestment.  

 
The action, which is a security plan, would not add any new economic activities, would not 
directly displace any uses, properties, or populations, and would not introduce any new 
businesses or new uses to the study area. However, as the street closures implemented as part of 
the action affect accessibility to some commercial uses south and north of the security zone, 
particularly in the Historic Chinatown sub-area, they may possibly affect business conditions and 
property values in the study area. It was determined that a socioeconomic impact cannot be ruled 
out and a detailed analysis of indirect business displacement was undertaken. This analysis is 
provided in Section E of this chapter. 
 
Adverse Effects on Specific Industries 
 
As set forth in CEQR guidelines, the preliminary assessment of the action’s potential to affect 
the operation and viability of a specific industry (and not necessarily tied to the specific action 
area) is not based on set criteria or the identification of specific economic variables. The CEQR 
Technical Manual indicates that a more detailed examination is appropriate if the following 
considerations cannot be answered with a clear “no”: 

• Would the action significantly affect business conditions in any industry or any category 
of businesses within or outside the study area? 

• Would the action indirectly substantially reduce employment or impact the economic 
viability in the industry or category of businesses?  

 
The streets affected by the action provide approaches to Chinatown for customers and clientele 
of the tourist-oriented shops and restaurants that are the mainstay of the economy of Chinatown. 
It was determined that a socioeconomic impact on the City’s tourism industry cannot be ruled 
out and a detailed analysis was undertaken. This analysis is provided in Section F. 
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D. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 
 
 
This section describes the population and housing characteristics of the study area and the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area. This section presents 2000 Census data and, where applicable, 
2005 data, in order to compare the study area and Historic Chinatown sub-area characteristics to 
Lower Manhattan as a whole and census tracts 21 and 33. 
 
Baseline Condition 
 
Population Profile 
 
According to 2000 Census Bureau data, the census tracts/blocks which comprise the study area 
(see Figure 4-1) had a population base of approximately 33,128 residents, and the Historic 
Chinatown sub-area supported a population of about 5,091 residents, which represents 
approximately 15.4% of the study area population. As also shown in Table 4-1, Lower 
Manhattan had a population of approximately 59,485 residents in 2000, whereas census tracts 21 
and 33 combined had 6,103 residents. Almost a third of the study area’s population is located in 
Census Tract 8, which forms the eastern edge of the study area boundary, and has the largest 
average household size in the study area (as discussed below).  
 
Households, Income and Poverty Status 
 
In 2000, the study area contained approximately 11,779 total households with a weighted 
average household size of 2.50 (see Table 4-2). Average household size varied throughout the 
census tracts comprising the study area, ranging from 1.75 persons per household in census tract 
15.01 to 2.99 in census tract 8. The Historic Chinatown sub-area had approximately 1,935 total 
households, representing approximately 16.4% of the study area households, and an average 
household size of 2.51, which is similar to that of the overall study area. As shown in Table 4-2, 
Lower Manhattan had approximately 24,265 households in 2000, whereas census tracts 21 and 
33 combined had approximately 2,943 total households. In general, households in the study area 
and the Historic Chinatown sub-area were larger than those in Lower Manhattan and census 
tracts 21 and 33, which had an average household size of 2.19 and 2.02, respectively. 
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Table 4-1:  Study Area Population    

Census Tract / Area* 2000          
Population 

Estimated Absolute 
Change 2000 to 2005

Estimated 2005 
Population 

Percentage Change  
2000 to 2005 

8               10,917 264                 11,181 2.4% 
15.01                 4,562 601                   5,163 13.2% 

25                 5,209 -                   5,209 0.0% 
27                 1,517 -                   1,517 0.0% 
29                 7,422 - 7,422 0.0% 
31                 1,726 1,516 3,242 87.8% 

16 (partial)                 1,775 - 1,775 0.0% 
STUDY AREA TOTAL                33,128 2,381 35,509 7.2% 

Historic Chinatown Sub-area                5,091 - 5,091 0 
LOWER MANHATTAN               59,485 16,548 76,033 27.8% 
Census Tracts 21 and 33                6,103 2,132 8,235 34.9% 

Source:  2000 Population from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 1.  Estimated 2005 
absolute change based on information from New York City Department of City Planning regarding new construction or conversion in CD1. 
Information for Lower Manhattan from NYCDCP Census data for CD1 (SF 1) and 2000 Census Summary File 1 for other census tracts. 

*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004.  The Historic 
Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 3001, 3002), or, 
alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the Bowery, 
Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3. 

 
 
Income characteristics for the study area households are described below, using the median 
household income (see Table 4-2). The median household income represents the mid-point of all 
household incomes in a particular study area. Household income data for the study area indicate 
that the census tracts comprising the study area exhibit a range of median incomes, from as low 
as $13,611 (tract 25) to a high of $67,361 (tract 31). The study area as a whole has a weighted 
average median household income of approximately $26,510. As shown in Table 4-2, the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area has a median household income of approximately $22,800, which is 
less than the weighted average median for the study area by approximately 14%. 
 
Although tracts 31 and 15.01 within the study area have higher median household incomes, the 
weighted average median income for the study area is less than the $59,767 median household 
income for Lower Manhattan, and significantly less than the weighted average median household 
income of $119,077 for census tracts 21 and 33. The median household income for Manhattan 
was $47,030 in 2000, higher than the study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area, but lower 
than the median income in Lower Manhattan and in census tracts 21 and 33.  
 
Table 4-2 also shows the percent of the population below poverty level according to the 2000 
Census. The census tracts comprising the study area range from a low of 9.1% (tract 15.01) to 
48.4% (tract 25) of the population below poverty level. For the study area as a whole, 
approximately 29.9% of the population falls below the poverty level, whereas the Historic 
Chinatown sub-area exhibits higher poverty levels, with approximately 36.6% of the population 
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falling below the poverty level. As shown in Table 4-2, approximately 19.5% of the population 
in Lower Manhattan fell below poverty level in 2000, whereas only 2.8% of the population of 
census tracts 21 and 33 fell below poverty level. In Manhattan as a whole, approximately 20% of 
the population fell below the poverty level in 2000. 
 

 
 
Housing Characteristics 
 
Housing patterns in the study area generally reflect the population and household patterns. As 
shown in Table 4-3, the study area had an estimated 12,417 housing units in 2000, of which 
approximately 16.8% (2,091 units) were located within the Historic Chinatown sub-area. Lower 
Manhattan had approximately 26,759 units in 2000, and census tracts 21 and 33 had a combined 
total of 3,174 housing units. 
 
Most of the housing units in the study area are located in a few large residential developments. 
Two of those developments are located within the security zone: Chatham Green Houses, a 21- 
 

Table 4-2:  2000 Census Household Characteristics   
Housing Characteristics Income Profile 

Census Tract / Area* Total 
Households 

Average 
Household Size

Median 
Household 
Income (2) 

Percent Below 
Poverty Level 

8                 3,644  2.99  $           25,148  26.7% 
15.01                 2,303  1.75  $           40,158  9.1% 

25                 1,882  2.74  $           13,611  48.4% 
27                    663  2.23  $           28,438  26.8% 
29                 2,246  2.48  $           20,344  36.5% 
31                    296  1.96  $           67,361  14.0% 

16 (partial)                    745  2.38  N.A. N.A. 
STUDY AREA TOTAL                11,779  2.50  $           26,510  29.9% 

Historic Chinatown Sub-area (1)                1,935  2.51  $          22,800  36.6% 
LOWER MANHATTAN               24,265  2.19  $           59,767  19.5% 
Census Tracts 21 and 33                2,943  2.02  $        119,077  2.8% 

Source:  Total households and average household size from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary 
File 1, median household income and percent below poverty level from Summary File 3. Values for each study area or sub-area were 
calculated by taking the weighted average of average household size, median household income, and percent below poverty level for all of the 
census tracts or block groups in a given study area. Because this data is available only at the block group level and block group boundaries do 
not always align with sub-area boundaries, the medians are not exact. Block groups were included or excluded depending on how much of the 
block group lay within the sub-area. 

*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004.  The Historic 
Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 3001, 3002), 
or, alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the 
Bowery, Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3. 

(1) The historic Chinatown sub-area is comprised of two entire Block Groups (1 and 3) and a majority of a third Block Group (2). However, 
as the Census SF3 data are not provided at the block level, the information for median household income and percent below poverty level is 
provided for the block group level. Although this may not be an entirely accurate representation of conditions in the Historic Chinatown sub-
area, as the remainder of Block Group 2 includes Chatham Towers (which may skew some of the data), it nonetheless provides a general idea 
of conditions. 

(2)  Median incomes are shown in constant 1999 dollars. The median income represents a weighted average of 
the median incomes of all the census tracts or block groups in study area or sub-area. 
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story, 420-unit co-op development; and Chatham Towers, a 240-unit co-op development 
consisting of two 20-story towers. Four other large residential developments are located within 
the study area but outside the security zone. Alfred E. Smith Houses, which is located to the east 
of the security zone and occupies census tract 25 in its entirety, is a public housing development 
operated by the NYC Housing Authority, consisting of 12 buildings ranging from 15 to 17 
stories in height, with a total of 1,931 units. Further to the east of the security zone is 
Knickerbocker Village, a 1,589-unit State-sponsored Mitchell-Lama rental development for 
families. To the northeast of the security zone is Confucius Plaza, a 44-story, 760-unit City-
sponsored Mitchell-Lama co-op development. Finally, to the south of the security zone is 
Southbridge Towers, a 1,651-unit Mitchell-Lama co-op development. Combined, the six 
residential developments described above account for approximately 53% of the total housing 
units located in the study area. 
 
Table 4-4 shows selected housing characteristics from the 2000 Census data, including vacancy 
rates, tenure, median contract rent and median home value. As shown in Table 4-4, of the census 
tracts comprising the study area, tract 31 had the highest vacancy rate in 2000, at 35.8%, whereas 
tract 8 had the lowest vacancy rate, at 1.8%. Overall, the study area had a housing vacancy rate 
of 5.1%. The Historic Chinatown sub-area exhibited a slightly higher housing vacancy rate, at 
7.5%, which was comparable to the vacancy rate for tracts 21 and 33 (7.3%). Lower Manhattan 
had the highest housing vacancy rate, at 9.3%. 
 
The proportion of rental units (versus owner-occupied units) varies in the census tracts 

Table 4-3: Study Area Housing Units    

Census Tract / Area* 2000 Total 
Housing Units

Estimated Absolute 
Change 2000 to 2005

Estimated 2005 
Housing Units 

Percentage Change  
2000 to 2005 

8                 3,712                                  88                    3,800  2.4% 
15.01                 2,432                                343                    2,775  14.1% 

25                 1,935                                   -                      1,935  0.0% 
27                    696                                   -                         696  0.0% 
29                 2,418                                   -                      2,418  0.0% 
31                    461                                758                    1,219  164.4% 

16 (partial)                    763                                   -                         763  0.0% 
STUDY AREA TOTAL                12,417                             1,189                  13,606  9.6% 

Historic Chinatown Sub-area                2,091                                    -                      2,091  0 
LOWER MANHATTAN               26,759                             9,120                  35,879  34.1% 
Census Tracts 21 and 33                3,174                             1,133                    4,307  35.7% 

Source:  2000 total housing units from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 1.  Estimated 2005 
absolute change based on information from New York City Department of City Planning regarding new construction or conversion in CD1. 
Information for Lower Manhattan from NYCDCP Census data for CD1 (SF 1) and 2000 Census Summary File 1 for other census tracts. 

*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004.  The Historic 
Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 3001, 3002), or, 
alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the Bowery, 
Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3. 
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comprising the study area, ranging from 43.3% (tract 27) to 99.0% (tract 25). In the study area, 
81.8% of the occupied housing stock was renter-occupied in 2000, as compared to 79.6% in 
Lower Manhattan and 55.1% in census tracts 21 and 33. The Historic Chinatown sub-area had an 
even higher proportion of rental units, at approximately 94.1%.  
 
 

 
 
Residential Real Estate Market Conditions  
 
In 2000, the median contract rent (excluding such expenses as electricity, gas, and telephone 
service) in the study area was about $445 per month. As shown in Table 4-4, the median contract 
rent in the census tracts comprising the study area varied widely, ranging from a low of $264 in 
tract 25 to a high of $1,599 in tract 31. The median contract rent in the Historic Chinatown sub-
area was comparable to that of the overall study area, at $438. The median contract rents in the 
study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area were significantly less than those found in Lower 
Manhattan and census tracts 21 and 33, representing less than one-quarter of the median contract 
rents in those two other geographic areas.  
 
In 2000, the median house value for owner-occupied units in the study area was about $156,449. 
As shown in Table 4-4, the median house value in the census tracts comprising the study area 

Table 4-4:  Housing Characteristics      
Housing Tenure 

(Percent)Census Tract / Area* 
Total Housing Units

Housing 
Vacancy 
(Percent) Owner Renter

Median Contract 
Rent 

Median House 
Value 

Census Tract 8                          3,712 1.8% 3.5% 96.5% $                         510  $                  175,000 
Census Tract 15.01                          2,432 5.3% 44.5% 55.5% $                         468  $                  106,500 

Census Tract 25                          1,935 2.7% 1.0% 99.0% $                         264  $                  416,700 
Census Tract 27                             696 4.7% 56.7% 43.3% $                         508  $                  186,300 
Census Tract 29                          2,418 7.1% 14.3% 85.7% $                         434  $                  150,800 
Census Tract 31                             461 35.8% 45.6% 54.4% $                      1,599  $                  366,100 

16 (partial)                             763 2.4% 18.5% 81.5% N.A. N.A. 
STUDY AREA TOTAL                      12,417 5.1% 18.2% 81.8% $                       454  $               156,449 
Historic Chinatown Sub-

area (1)                        2,091 7.5% 5.9% 94.1% $                       438  $               148,667 
LOWER MANHATTAN                      26,759 9.3% 20.4% 79.6% $                    2,066  $               459,444 
Census Tracts 21 and 33                        3,174 7.3% 44.9% 55.1% $                   1,906  $               708,350 

Source:  Total households, housing vacancy and tenure from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, 
Summary File 1, median contract rent and median house value from Summary File 3. Values for each study area or sub-area were 
calculated by taking the weighted average of average household size, median household income, and percent below poverty level for all of 
the census tracts or block groups in a given study area. Because this data is available only at the block group level and block group 
boundaries do not always align with sub-area boundaries, the medians are not exact. Block groups were included or excluded depending on 
how much of the block group lay within the sub-area. 

*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004.  The Historic 
Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 3001, 3002), 
or, alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the 
Bowery, Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3. 

(1) The historic Chinatown sub-area is comprised of two entire Block Groups (1 and 3) and a majority of a third Block Group (2). 
However, as the Census SF3 data are not provided at the block level, the information for median household income and percent below 
poverty level is provided for the block group level. Although this may not be an entirely accurate representation of conditions in the Historic 
Chinatown sub-area, as the remainder of Block Group 2 includes Chatham Towers (which may skew some of the data), it nonetheless 
provides a general idea of conditions. 
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varied widely, ranging from a low of $106,500 in tract 15.01 to a high of $416,700 in tract 25. 
The median house value in the Historic Chinatown sub-area was slightly lower, though 
comparable to that of the overall study area, at $148,667. As shown in Table 4-4, the median 
house values in the study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area were significantly less than 
those found in Lower Manhattan and census tracts 21 and 33, which were $469,444 and 
$708,350, respectively.  
 
Population and Housing Trends Between 2000 and 2005 
 
Although there was a temporary decline in population immediately following the events of 
September 11, 2001, the area has since experienced an increase in residential developments and 
conversions. After the 2000 U.S. Census, population levels in the study area and Lower 
Manhattan as a whole increased as a result of the completion of new developments as well as 
conversions. As shown in Table 4-3 above, new residential developments and conversions since 
2000 have added more than 1,189 new housing units to the study area. This represents a 9.6% 
increase in the housing inventory of the study area. As also indicated in Table 4-1 above, these 
new housing units are estimated to have increased the study area population by approximately 
2,381 residents, resulting in an increase of 7.2% compared to 2000 conditions. As shown in 
Tables 4-1 and 4-3, none of the new residential units added in the study area (and hence, none of 
the new residents) are located in the Historic Chinatown sub-area. This could be due to the fact 
that the Historic Chinatown sub-area is predominantly a vibrant commercial core, and many of 
the lots in the sub-area are generally small. This combination of factors does not make the sub-
area conducive to residential redevelopment or residential conversion.  
 
The increase in the number of housing units and population has been more dramatic in Lower 
Manhattan as a whole, including in census tracts 21 and 33. As shown in Table 4-3 above, new 
residential developments and conversions since 2000 have added an estimated 9,120 new 
housing units to Lower Manhattan, of which approximately 1,133 units are located in census 
tracts 21 and 33. This represents a 34.1% increase in the housing inventory of Lower Manhattan 
and a 35.7% increase in census tracts 21 and 33, compared to 2000 conditions. As indicated in 
Table 4-1 above, these new housing units are estimated to have increased the population in 
Lower Manhattan by approximately 16,548 residents, an increase of 27.8% compared to 2000 
conditions. The population of census tracts 21 and 33 increased by approximately 2,132 
residents, a 34.9% increase compared to 2000 conditions. 
 
Current information on household size and income characteristics is not available.  
 
Residential Real Estate Market Conditions 
 
Given the study area’s geographical location, no real estate data are available for its specific 
boundaries. The majority of the study area is roughly located within the Lower East 
Side/Chinatown residential neighborhood of Manhattan, which generally extends between 
Houston Street on the north and the Brooklyn Bridge to the south, east of Broadway. The 
southern portions of the study area however fall within the Financial District/Seaport area. Real 
estate data for those markets have been used as applicable. 
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In terms of current real estate market conditions, the study area, like the rest of Manhattan, is 
generally experiencing lower vacancy rates, rising rents and sales prices as a result of increased 
demand. Although residential vacancy rates skyrocketed to more than 30% in the immediate 
aftermath of September 11, 2001, the vacancy rate had declined to under 10% by September 
2002.3  In 2002, rental vacancy rates in the Lower East Side/Chinatown area were 2.1%, while 
vacancy rates in Greenwich Village/Financial District were 4.1%.4  Most recently, Citi Habitats’ 
Black and White Report for Manhattan for January through June 2005 indicates that rental 
vacancy rates were 1.97% in the Battery Park City/Financial District area, 2.38% in the East 
Village, and 2.39% in Soho/Tribeca. Therefore, vacancy rates in the overall study area as well as 
in Lower Manhattan as a whole appear to be generally lower now compared with 2000 Census 
data. 
 
Rental Market 
 
No post-2000 residential real estate data were available for the specific quarter-mile study area. 
Therefore, residential rental real estate data were compiled for the area of Lower Manhattan 
below Canal Street, and compared to three other areas: Canal Street to West 29th Street (which 
includes the Soho, West Village and Chelsea neighborhoods), Canal Street to East 29th Street 
(which includes the Bowery, Lower East Side, East Village and Gramercy Park neighborhoods), 
and the Manhattan rental market as a whole.5 
 
As shown in Table 4-5 below, the average rent for all unit sizes in Lower Manhattan, which was 
comparable to that in the area from Canal Street to West 29th Street in 2000, has declined 
steadily since, before increasing slightly in the first quarter of 2004 (latest data available). By the 
first quarter of 2004, the average rents in Lower Manhattan were approximately 20% lower than 
average rents in the area between Canal Street and West 29th Street, 2% lower than average rents 
in the area between Canal Street and East 29th Street, and 6% lower than average rents in 
Manhattan as a whole. As shown in Table 4-5, average rents in Lower Manhattan have decreased 
by approximately 10.7% between the end of 2000 and the first quarter of 2004, which is a much 
greater decrease than that experienced in the other two markets (rents in the area between Canal 
Street and West 29th Street actually increased in that same period), but is lower than the decrease 
of 13.6% in the overall Manhattan rental market in the same period. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 “Downtown Still Struggles A Year After the Attacks” by Janet Morrissey, September 9, 2002; 
realestatejournal.com 
4 Source: State of New York City’s Housing and Neighborhoods 2004, Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban 
Policy, New York University. 
5 Halstead/Feathered Nest Rental Report – October 1, 2003 to March 31, 2004  broke out real estate data for these 
specific areas. 



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 4-17

 
Sales Market 
 
According to Halstead Property LLC’s Monthly Market Report for September 2005, the 
inventory of new listings for condominium and cooperative units as well as lofts in Downtown 
Manhattan (defined as the area south of 14th Street) increased well above the same period a year 
ago. Compared to September 2004, the inventory of available studios increased by 8% in 
September 2005, one bedrooms increased by 79%, two-bedrooms by 95%, three-bedrooms by 
48%, and the inventory of lofts increased by 333% compared to a year ago. At the same time, 
median sale prices increased in the Downtown area compared to one year ago. The median sale 
price for studios increased by 19%, the median price of one-bedroom units increased by 27%, 
and the median sale price of two-bedroom units increased by 1% compared to one year ago. For 
lofts, the average price per square foot increased by 37% compared to one year ago. 
 
No post-2000 residential real estate data were available for the specific quarter-mile study area. 
Therefore, residential sales real estate data were compiled for the Financial District, and 
compared to Tribeca/Soho. The Financial District is defined as the area between Battery Park 
and Vesey Street/Broadway/Brooklyn Bridge, and encompasses the southern portion of the study 
area. Tribeca/Soho is defined as the area bounded by Vesey Street to the south and Houston 
Street to the north between Broadway and the Hudson River, and encompasses the area defined 
by census tracts 21 and 33. Table 4-6 below provides comparative sales data for those two areas 
for the period between 2000 and 2005. It should be noted that because condo data were not 
available for the Financial District, only co-op data are provided in order to allow for a 
meaningful/compatible comparison. 
  
As shown in the table, both the average and median sales prices for co-op apartments in the 
Financial District increased substantially between 2000 and 2005, by approximately 188% and 
235%, respectively. In the third quarter of 2005, the average sales price for co-op apartments in 

Table 4-5: Residential Rental Market - Lower Manhattan Vs. Other Manhattan Sub-
Markets and Whole Manhattan Market (2000-2004) 

Average Rents for All Unit Sizes ($) 
Period 

Lower Manhattan* Canal Street to West 
29th Street* 

Canal Street to East 
29th Street* 

Whole Manhattan 
Market 

2000 (year end) $2,712 $2,725 $2,634 $2,971 
2001 (mid year) $2,539 $2,763 $2,766 $2,899 
2002 (year end) $2,353 $2,690 $2,515 $2,523 

2003 (third quarter) $2,370 $2,855 $2,435 $2,528 
2004 (first quarter) $2,421 $2,914 $2,466 $2,568 

% Change 2000-2004 -10.7% 6.9% -6.4% -13.6% 
Source: Halstead/Feathered Nest Rental Report - October 1, 2003 to March 31, 2004  
* Lower Manhattan data are for area south of Canal Street. Area between Canal Street and West 29th Street includes Soho, West Village, 

and Chelsea neighborhoods. Area between Canal Street and East 29th Street includes Bowery, Lower East Side, East Village, and Gramercy 
Park neighborhoods. 
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the Financial District was $750,000, and the median sales price was $570,000. In comparison, 
the average and the median sales prices in Tribeca/Soho have fluctuated widely between 2000 
and 2005. The average sales price in Tribeca/Soho reached a high of $1,619,371 in 2004, before 
dropping to $1,134,196 (an increase of 157% compared to 2000), while the median sales price 
reached a high of $1,585,000 in 2004, before dropping to $635,000 in 2005, an increase of only  
 
 
Table 4-6: Residential Sales Market (Co-ops Only) - Financial District Vs. Tribeca/Soho 
(2000-2005) 

Financial District* Tribeca/Soho* 

Period # of 
sales 

Average 
Sale Price 

($) 

Median 
Sale Price 

($) 

Average 
Price per 

s.f. 

# of 
sales 

Average 
Sale Price 

($) 

Median 
Sale Price 

($) 

Average 
Price 

per s.f.
3rd Quarter 2000 8 $261,000 $170,000 $297 12 $442,062 $625,000 $395 
3rd Quarter 2001 2 $167,500 $167,500 $323 11 $955,909 $780,000 $612 
3rd Quarter 2002 12 $560,167 $547,500 $472 17 $1,237,647 $1,250,000 $638 
3rd Quarter 2003 11 $570,818 $495,000 $508 29 $918,517 $949,000 $651 
3rd Quarter 2004 6 $657,500 $685,000 $524 27 $1,619,371 $1,585,000 $800 
3rd Quarter 2005 8 $750,500 $570,000 $759 23 $1,134,196 $635,000 $1,035

% Change 2000 to 2005 0.0% 187.5% 235.3% 155.6% 91.7% 156.6% 1.6% 162.0%
Source: Miller Samuel Inc. data, www.millersamuel.com/data/report.php      

* Financial District is defined as the area between Battery Park and Vesey Street/Broaday/Brooklyn Bridge, from the East River to West 
Street (does not include Battery Park City). Tribeca/Soho is defined as the area bounded by Houston Street to the north, Vesey Street to the 
south, Broadway to the east and the Hudson River to the west. 

 
 
1.6% compared to the 2000 median sales price. Average price per square foot is perhaps a more 
appropriate indicator, as it is directly related to the size of the co-op, whereas average sales 
prices are for all unit sizes, so may be skewed if more larger units are sold. As shown in Table 4-
6, the average price per square foot in the Financial District has consistently been lower than in 
Tribeca/Soho. Whereas the average price per sf has fluctuated in the Financial District, it has 
steadily increased in Tribeca/Soho. In the third quarter of 2005, the average price per sf in the 
Financial District was $759, an increase of 156% over 2000 figures, and the average price per sf 
in Tribeca/Soho was $1,035, an increase of 162% over 2000 figures.   
 
Although specific data on average and median sales prices for Chatham Green co-ops, which is 
located within the security zone, are not available, recent real estate listing in the New York 
Times and on real estate firms’ websites indicate that asking prices for Chatham Green co-op 
apartments are comparable to the average and median sale price in the Financial District for the 
3rd Quarter 2005.  Based on the real estate listings, asking sales prices for Chatham Green 
apartments range from $422,000 for a studio, $625,000 for a 1-bedroom, $799,000 for a 2-
bedroom, and $975,000 for a 3-bedroom.  Based on the listings, the average asking sales price 
for a Chatham Green co-op apartment is $688,417 and the median asking sales price is $615,000.  
Historical data on average and median sales and listing prices for Chatham Green are not 
available.  No recent or historic data or sales listing were available for co-ops in Chatham 
Towers, which are also partially located within the security zone.  
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No-Action Condition 
 
For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the security plan 
implemented by the NYPD after September 11, 2001 that resulted in the above mentioned street 
closures would not be in place. The roadways would be open with the 1999 street closures and 
municipal garage closure in place, and transportation services would continue as they were prior 
to September 11, 2001.  
 
As the security plan is currently in place, no data are available for 2006 conditions in the absence 
of the action. Certain assumptions can be made however, based on 2000 data and current data. In 
the absence of the action, access to the study area, particularly access from areas to the east and 
south, would be unhindered, and hence, more direct. However, better accessibility would not 
necessarily have resulted in measurably different population or housing characteristics.  No 
direct correlation between accessibility and housing characteristics has been found. As discussed 
above, residential vacancy rates in the area have actually decreased between 2000 (prior to the 
security plan), and 2005 (with the security plan), and the decrease has been experienced 
throughout the study area and Lower Manhattan as a whole. Both median and average rents as 
well as sales prices have fluctuated somewhat in the period since 2000, although the general 
trend has been toward higher rents and sales prices.   
 
It would therefore appear that the security plan has not affected housing characteristics, as it has 
not resulted in trends that are unique to the study area. Therefore, analysis of the available data 
indicates that, in the absence of the security plan, socioeconomic conditions (particularly those 
associated with the residential population) would not be expected to be measurably different than 
conditions with the security plan in place. 
 
 
With-Action Condition 
 
The action has resulted in the installation of temporary security booths, rising-plate hydraulic 
delta barriers, bollards, and planters on various streets and intersections within the study area for 
the purpose of closing streets to create a secure perimeter around One Police Plaza and adjacent 
civic facilities. As discussed above, according to the CEQR Technical Manual, in most cases, the 
potential for indirect residential displacement is based on whether an action could result in rising 
property values, and thus rents, making it difficult for some existing residents to afford their 
homes (increased value of owner-occupied units would not result in involuntary displacement). 
Another factor in determining the potential for indirect displacement is whether the action would 
introduce a land use that could have a similar indirect effect if it is large enough or prominent 
enough or combines with other like uses to create a critical mass large enough to offset positive 
trends in the study area, to impede efforts to attract investment to the area, or to create a climate 
for disinvestment. 
 
Although the action has limited accessibility to some parts of the study area, there is no evidence 
that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any secondary residential displacement. While rents 
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and home values have, in general, increased throughout the study area, these increases appear to 
be a result of normal economic trends, are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, 
and are therefore not directly attributable to the security plan.  
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a population at risk of indirect displacement consists 
of people living in privately held units unprotected by rent control, rent stabilization, or other 
forms of rent control, whose incomes or poverty status indicate that they could not support 
substantial rent increases that would occur as a result of the action. As noted above, the action, a 
security plan, has not directly resulted in substantial rent increases in the study area. Although 
rents in the area have increased compared to the baseline condition, such increases are similar to 
those experienced throughout Lower Manhattan and Manhattan as a whole, and are a product of 
the City’s economic activities rather than a result of the security plan. It should also be noted that 
at least 53% of the housing units in the study area are protected (either Mitchell Lama 
developments or public housing). In particular, census tract 25, which had the lowest median 
household income and the highest percent of population below the poverty level in 2000, is 
comprised entirely of the Alfred E. Smith Houses, a public housing development which is not 
affected by increases in rent.  
 
Another issue of concern to the community is the potential effect of the security zone on property 
values in the study area, particularly in the immediate vicinity of the security zone as Chatham 
Green and Chatham Towers are susceptible to changes in property values. As discussed above, 
median sales values in Lower Manhattan, including the study area, have generally increased 
compared to the 2000 baseline condition.  Recent sales listings for apartments indicate that 
average and median sales prices for co-ops in Chatham Green (located within the security zone) 
are comparable to the median and average sales prices for co-ops within the Financial District 
area.  Data and listing for sales prices for Chatham Towers were not available. A more detailed 
discussion of property values along Mott Street in the study area is provided in the discussion of 
commercial real estate below. 
 
Therefore, the action has not offset positive trends in the study area, has not impeded efforts to 
attract residential investment to the area, and has not created a climate for disinvestment. In fact, 
based on current real estate market conditions, the action has neither reduced property values in 
the study area, nor has it independently increased residential values to such an extent that 
secondary residential displacement would be observed. 
 
 
 
E. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF INDIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT 
 
 
This section evaluates indirect business displacement, providing an assessment of the 
employment and business characteristics of the study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area, 
as well as the real estate market trends in the study area. Where appropriate, this section provides 
a special focus on the Historic Chinatown sub-area, and compares the characteristics of the study 
area to those of Lower Manhattan as a whole and Tribeca in particular (census tracts 21 and 33 
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where applicable). It should be noted that, because retail real estate data were not available for 
the specific defined study area, data are provided for Downtown/Lower Manhattan in general, 
and the comparative sub-market assessment is provided for the Broadway retail corridor, which 
falls partially within the defined study area, and the Tribeca sub-market, which is defined as 
Hudson Street from Chambers Street to Canal Street, to the west of the study area. 
 
 
Baseline Condition 
 
Over the past three decades, the economy of New York City has remained strong, despite three 
significant downturns, triggered by the global oil crisis of the mid-1970s, the stock market crash 
of October 1987, and the precipitous slide of the technology sector that began in early 2000, 
followed by the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack. Despite these cycles, total employment in 
New York City over the past 30 years has remained relatively stable, with two peaks in 1989 and 
1999.  
 
While total employment in the City has been steady, the mix of employment has changed 
significantly since 1969. The manufacturing sector, traditionally the leading employer in the City 
in the first half of the twentieth century, has given way to more service-oriented industries, such 
as financial and business services, tourism, and entertainment. The most recent economic boom 
in the late 1990s was driven largely by the financial services sector, along with other key 
industries, such as advertising, motion pictures, publishing, media, tourism, and business and 
computer services. That boom was also heavily influenced by high-tech or technology start-up 
industries, which include telecommunications, business and computer services sectors. 
Meanwhile, manufacturing employment continues to decline, following a decades-long trend in 
which manufacturing has moved to other parts of the U.S. and overseas in search of lower 
operating costs, including labor, utilities and rent. Between 1969 and 1999, New York City lost 
more than two-thirds of its manufacturing jobs. 
 
The late 1990s boom enjoyed by New York City, driven by a strong national economy and 
growth in the city’s financial sector and other key industries, subsided toward the end of 2000. In 
January 2001, just two months before the national recession began, the City entered a protracted 
downturn, which was made even more evident by the events of September 11. In the late 1990s, 
the city experienced its strongest economic boom of the past half century, both in absolute terms 
and relative to the United States. Between 1996 and 2000, private-sector employment grew at a 
2.6% average annual pace. According to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, as 2000 drew 
to a close however, the boom ended and NYC’s economy slipped into a recession in January 
2001, just two months before the national economy also began a downturn.6 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6 Source for information in this paragraph: Current Issues in Economics and Finance – Second District Highlights; 
Volume 9, Number 2, February 2003; Federal Reserve Bank of New York. 



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 4-22

 
Employment and Business Profiles  
 
The business displacement analysis uses similar study areas to the residential displacement 
assessment previously shown in Figure 4-1. It should be noted however that, for the assessment 
of commercial real estate, the quarter-mile radius was not adjusted to match census tract 
boundaries, as census data were not used for this analysis. Table 4-5 provides summary data for 
2000 (baseline condition) and 2002 on private sector employment for each of the study areas. 
The 2002 data, the latest available, includes the effects of the 9/11 attacks on the area’s 
economy. As shown in Tables 4-7 and 4-8, the study area contained approximately 11,512 
private sector jobs in 2000, of which approximately 3,327 jobs (28.9%) were located in the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area. A total of 1,529 private firms were located in the study area in 
2000, of which approximately 574 firms (37.5%) were located in the Historic Chinatown sub-
area. Lower Manhattan had approximately 331,674 private sector jobs in 20007, of which 
approximately 19,242 jobs (5.8%) were located in census tracts 21 and 33 (Tribeca).  
 
  
 
Table 4-7: 2000 and 2002 Private Sector Employment 

Employment (jobs) Number of Firms 

Census Tract / Area* 
2000 2002 Percent Change 

2000 to 2002 2000 2002 Percent Change 
2000 to 2002 

8        2,159         1,882  -12.8%           376            337  -10.4% 
15.01        3,110         2,079  -33.2%           278            212  -23.7% 

25           218            262  20.2%             13              11  -15.4% 
27           368            351  -4.6%             77              80  3.9% 
29        3,647         3,233  -11.4%           602            583  -3.2% 
31        1,999         1,904  -4.8%           182            165  -9.3% 

16 (partial)             11               -    -100.0%               1                1  0.0% 
STUDY AREA TOTAL       11,512         9,711  -15.6%        1,529         1,389  -9.2% 

Historic Chinatown Sub-area (1)       3,327        2,929  -12.0%          574           557  -3.0% 
LOWER MANHATTAN             
Census Tracts 21 and 33     19,242      16,608  -13.7%       2,173        1,875  -13.7% 

Source: NYS DOL data compiled by DCP (ES-202Data from 2000 and 2002). 
*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004 (tax block 289).  The 

Historic Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 3001, 3002), 
or, alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the Bowery, 
Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3. 

 
 
Table 4-8 and Figure 4-2 show the absolute number of jobs and percentage by industry sector in 
each of the study areas in 2000. As indicated, the services industries sector8 constituted the 

                                                 
7 Source for Lower Manhattan employment data is Permanent PATH Terminal FEIS, May 2005. 
8 Services Industries Sector includes: Business, Legal and Professional Services; Entertainment Services; Health and 
Social Services; Educational Services; and Other Services. 



Table 4-8: Private Sector Employment By Industry Sector - 2000 and 2002

Jobs
Percent of 

Total
Jobs

Percent of 
Total

Jobs
Percent of 

Total
Jobs

Percent of 
Total

Jobs
Percent of 

Total
Jobs

Percent of 
Total

Jobs
Percent of 

Total
Jobs

Percent of 
Total

Construction            293 2.5%            100 1.0%              17 0.5%                7 0.2%         4,486 1.4%         3,478 1.3%            489 2.5%            223 1.3%
Manufacturing            784 6.8%            500 5.1%            200 6.0%            110 3.8%       16,826 5.1%       12,012 4.3%         1,166 6.1%            609 3.7%
TCPU (1)            436 3.8%            412 4.2%            131 3.9%            103 3.5%       13,385 4.0%       10,627 3.8%         1,342 7.0%         2,992 18.0%
Wholesale            492 4.3%            444 4.6%            115 3.5%            116 4.0%         9,633 2.9%         7,658 2.8%         1,037 5.4%            683 4.1%
Other Industrial               -   0.0%                9 0.1%               -   0.0%                9 0.3%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%              38 0.2%              21 0.1%
Total Industrial         2,005 17.4%         1,465 15.1%            463 13.9%            345 11.8%       44,330 13.4%       33,775 12.2%         4,072 21.2%         4,528 27.3%
Retail         2,915 25.3%         2,262 23.3%         1,609 48.4%         1,334 45.5%       34,990 10.5%       29,520 10.7%         3,190 16.6%         2,506 15.1%
FIRE (2)         1,389 12.1%         1,584 16.3%            544 16.4%            477 16.3%     130,370 39.3%       96,004 34.8%         2,021 10.5%         1,128 6.8%
Services Industries (3)         5,066 44.0%         3,943 40.6%            663 19.9%            595 20.3%     120,887 36.4%     107,444 38.9%         9,811 51.0%         7,994 48.1%
Total Non-Industrial         9,370 81.4%         7,789 80.2%         2,816 84.6%         2,406 82.1%     286,247 86.3%     232,968 84.4%       15,022 78.1%       11,628 70.0%
Unclassified            137 1.2%            457 4.7%              48 1.4%            178 6.1%         1,097 0.3%         9,395 3.4%            148 0.8%            452 2.7%

TOTAL               11,512 100.0%         9,711 100.0%         3,327 100.0%         2,929 100.0%     331,674 100.0%     276,138 100.0%       19,242 100.0%       16,608 100.0%

(2)  FIRE: Financial, Insurance Real Estate

**  Lower Manhattan data is from the Permanent WTC PATH Terminal FEIS, May 2005.

*  The study area consists of Census Tracts 8, 15.01, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in their entirety, plus Census Tract 16, Block 4004 (tax block 289).  The Historic Chinatown Sub-area consists of part of Census Tract 29 (Blocks 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 3000, 
3001, 3002), or, alternately, Tax Blocks 199, 200, 201, 202, 162, 163, 164 and 165. Lower Manhattan encompasses the area south of Canal Street, the Bowery, Division and Pike Streets, and includes all of CD1 plus Census Tracts 8, 25, 27, and 29 within CD3.

2002 Employment 2000 Employment2000 Employment 2002 Employment

Source: NYS DOL data compiled by DCP (ES-202Data from 2000 and 2002).

SECTOR

(1)  TCPU: Transportation, Communication, and Public Utilities

(3)  Services Industries include: Business, Legal and Professional Services; Entertainment Services, Health & Social Services; Educational Services; and Other Services.

STUDY AREA TOTAL* HISTORIC CHINATOWN SUB-AREA* LOWER MANHATTAN** CENSUS TRACTS 21 AND 33
2000 Employment2000 Employment 2002 Employment 2002 Employment
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largest percentage of jobs in both the study area and Tribeca (census tracts 21 and 33) in 2000, 
with 44.0% and 51.0%, respectively, of total employment in 2000. In the Historic Chinatown 
sub-area, however, the largest percentage of jobs were in the retail sector, which had 48.4% of 
total employment in 2000. In Lower Manhattan as a whole, the financial, insurance and real 
estate (FIRE) sector had the largest percentage of jobs, with 39.3% of total jobs in 2000, closely 
followed by the services industries sector, with 36.4% of total jobs. As shown in Table 4-8, 
census tracts 21 and 33 (Tribeca) had the highest percentage of total industrial jobs in 2000, at 
21.2%, higher than the percentage in the study area (17.4%), the Historic Chinatown sub-area 
(13.9%), or Lower Manhattan (13.4%). 
 
 
 

Figure 4-2: Composition of 2000 Private Sector Employment
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The Retail Sector 
 
As indicated by the data in Table 4-8, the Historic Chinatown sub-area comprises the major retail 
concentration of the study area. Retail in the Historic Chinatown sub-area is mainly concentrated 
on the ground floors of small, older buildings. High concentrations of commercial and mixed-use 
buildings exist throughout the sub-area, clustered along Canal Street, and along the north-south 
streets throughout the sub-area. Restaurants, fish and vegetable markets, souvenir and gift shops 
and tea and rice shops are the main businesses in Chinatown, but the area contains other retail 
establishments as well, such as traditional Chinese herbal medicine shops, acupuncturists, and 
jewelry and silk robe shops. The area’s distinct character and mix of businesses make it a 
popular tourist destination. 
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Other major retail areas in the study area include Fulton Street, the Historic Seaport district, and 
the Pier 17 Pavilion, as well as the Broadway corridor. The Fulton Street corridor includes a 
wide diversity of businesses, with many small stores selling jewelry, discount clothing and 
accessories, and gifts and souvenirs, along with eating and drinking places. The Historic Seaport 
district is characterized by upscale national/regional tenants (e.g. Coach, Brookstone, J. Crew, 
and Ann Taylor) and a variety of restaurants, many of which are located in historic buildings on 
cobblestone streets like Front Street and Schermerhorn Row. The Pier 17 Pavilion is a three-
story mall consisting primarily of small storefronts for specialty tenants of apparel and accessory 
retail. The mall also includes several restaurants and bars and some nationally recognized 
tenants, such as Sharper Image, Express, and Victoria’s Secret. The Broadway Corridor includes 
a large number of eating and drinking establishments that serve the area’s workforce, along with 
a number of convenience goods stores and neighborhood services stores, such as salons and film 
developers. The Civic Center area contains very little retail, with street vendors selling food and 
drink items comprising almost all of the retail activity in that area.  
 
In Lower Manhattan overall, the mall at the World Trade Center contained a significant retail 
concentration under the baseline condition, with approximately 325,000 square feet of retail 
space, mostly occupied by national or regional chains. The shops at the World Financial Center 
contain approximately 160,000 square feet, including Ann Taylor, Banana Republic, and a 
number of restaurants. Other major destination retail establishments in Lower Manhattan include 
the Century 21 department store and J&R Music and Computer World. In many areas of Lower 
Manhattan, retail is supported largely by the workforce population. 
 
 
Commercial Real Estate Conditions 
 
Office Market 
 
Office demand is cyclical, based on economic conditions. In the overall Downtown Manhattan 
office market area, which extends mostly south of the Brooklyn Bridge and Chambers Street, 
vacancy rates were approximately 4.2% at the end of the third quarter in 2000, with an average 
asking rent of approximately $43.10 per square foot ($/sf).9 Office market real estate data were 
also compiled for an approximate quarter-mile radius from the security zone (the study area). For 
the quarter-mile study area, the total office vacancy rate was 4.4% in the third quarter of 2000. 
Overall, it is estimated that the study area had 579,446 square feet of total vacant office space in 
the third quarter of 2000, with total average rents of $39.74 per square foot.10  Therefore, under 
the baseline condition, the study area exhibited comparable characteristics to the overall 
Downtown Manhattan office market in terms of vacancy rates, although it had lower average 
rents.  
 
As Tribeca does not comprise a discrete office market or submarket, no comparative data were 

                                                 
9 Source: CB Richard Ellis, Downtown Manhattan Office Market View, October 2005. 
10 Source for quarter-mile study area: Signature Partners LLC, 11/8/2005. 
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available for that area. Therefore, in order to provide a meaningful comparative assessment of 
the office real estate market, the Downtown Manhattan office market is compared to the 
Midtown South office market. Midtown South extends approximately from 34th Street to Canal 
Street, and includes the area west of the Bowery south of 23rd Street. This market includes the 
Chelsea, Flatiron, Hudson Square/Tribeca, Noho/Soho, Park Avenue South/Madison Square, 
Penn Plaza, and Union Square submarkets. At the end of the third quarter of 2000, vacancy rates 
in the Midtown South office market area were approximately 5.1%, with an average asking rent 
of approximately $47.21 per square foot.11  Therefore, under the baseline condition, the Midtown 
South office market exhibited higher rents and vacancy rates than both Downtown Manhattan as 
a whole and the study area.    
 
Retail Market 
 
No real estate data for the retail market were available for the specific quarter-mile study area. 
Therefore, real estate data were compiled for the Downtown Manhattan retail market as a whole, 
as well as for two sub-areas within that market, namely the Broadway corridor and the Tribeca 
sub-market. The Broadway corridor extends from Battery Park to Chambers Street, and falls 
partially within the study area, whereas the Tribeca sub-market is defined as the portion of 
Hudson Street from Chambers Street to Canal Street.  
 
In Fall 2000, the Downtown Manhattan retail market had approximately 1.75 million square feet 
of total available retail space, including ground floor, lower level, upper level, and mezzanine 
spaces. The average asking rent for these spaces was $67/sf. No 2000 data were available for the 
Broadway corridor and Tribeca, however, in Spring 2001, the Broadway corridor had average 
asking rents of $85/sf for available ground floor spaces, whereas average asking rents for ground 
floor spaces in Tribeca were higher, at $94/sf.  
 
Employment, Business and Commercial Real Estate Trends Between 2000 and 2005 
 
According to the 2005 World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan GEIS, the 
September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center (WTC) complex destroyed seven buildings 
containing approximately 13.4 million square feet of Class A office space. In addition to those 
buildings destroyed, at least 23 properties containing approximately 21.1 million square feet of 
office space were damaged by the attacks. In total, approximately 34.5 million square feet of 
office space in Lower Manhattan were destroyed or damaged by the September 11 attacks. The 
approximately 27.8 million square feet of Class A office space destroyed or damaged represented 
roughly 60 percent of the Class A office space south of Chambers Street. In addition to office 
space, approximately 0.5 million square feet of retail space were destroyed, a majority of which 
was in the underground mall of the WTC complex. 
 
As shown in Table 4-7 above, the study area and the Historic Chinatown sub-area, as well as 
Lower Manhattan as a whole experienced a decline in total jobs and number of firms between 
2000 and 2002 (the latest data available). This decline in jobs and businesses, which was 

                                                 
11 Source: CB Richard Ellis, Downtown Manhattan Office Market View, October 2005.   
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experienced throughout Lower Manhattan, can be mainly attributed to the effects of the 
September 11, 2001 attacks. It is estimated that approximately 51,000 private sector jobs were 
lost in the month of October 2001 alone, with an additional 41,000 jobs lost between October 
2001 and March 2002.12  According to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York’s November 2002 
Economic Policy Review, these employment disruptions varied across the City’s boroughs and 
neighborhoods, and across industries. The most pronounced impact was concentrated in the 
blocks surrounding the World Trade Center, where numerous businesses, offices, and retail 
shops were either destroyed or badly damaged. Substantial employment effects were felt in the 
whole of Lower Manhattan (south of Canal Street), where transportation access was curtailed for 
security purposes and due to the cleanup of the WTC site and the volume of customer traffic fell 
precipitously. However, because of the drop-off in tourism as well as possible multiplier effects 
from the loss of finance jobs and businesses throughout the city suffered because of the attacks.13 
 
As shown in Table 4-7, the total number of private sector jobs in the study area declined by 
approximately 15.6% in 2002, to approximately 9,711, whereas the number of jobs in the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area declined by 12.0%, to 2,929 jobs. Likewise, the number of private 
firms declined by 9.2% in the study area, and by 3.0% in the Historic Chinatown sub-area. In 
census tracts 21 and 33 (Tribeca), both the number of jobs and number of firms declined by 
approximately 13.7% in 2002. 
 
Figure 4-3 shows the percentage of private sector jobs by industry sector in each of the study 
areas in 2002, whereas Table 4-6 above shows the absolute number of jobs and percentage by 
industry sector in each of the study areas. As shown in Table 4-8, whereas total industrial 
employment decreased from 2000 to 2002 in the study area, the Historic Chinatown sub-area and 
Lower Manhattan as a whole, total industrial employment actually increased in Tribeca (census 
tracts 21 and 33), from 21.2% of total employment in 2000, to 27.3% in 2002, with the largest 
increase (11%) in the TCPU (transportation, communication and public utilities) sector. The 
overall services industries sector declined in the overall study area and census tracts 21 and 33 
between 2000 and 2002, by 3.4% and 2.9%, respectively, but experienced modest increases in 
the Historic Chinatown sub-area and Lower Manhattan, of 0.4% and 2.5%, respectively. As 
shown in Table 4-8 and Figure 4-3, the retail sector continued to have the highest percentage of 
jobs in the Historic Chinatown sub-area, with 45.5% of total private sector employment in 2002, 
whereas the services industries sector accounted for the highest percentage of jobs in the study 
area, Tribeca, and Lower Manhattan. 
 
 

                                                 
12 Source: “Measuring the Effects of the September 11 Attack on New York City” by Jason Bram, James Orr, and 
Carol Rapaport; Federal Reserve Bank of New York Economic Policy Review; November 2002.   
13 Ibid. 
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Figure 4-3: Composition of 2002 Private Sector Employment
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Commercial Real Estate Conditions 
 
Office Market 
 
As shown in Table 4-9, in the overall Downtown Manhattan office market area, office vacancy 
rates increased sharply from 7.4% in October 2001 (third quarter) to 14.6% in October 2002. 
This sharp increase clearly indicates the effects of the September 11 attacks on the Downtown 
office market. The vacancy rate has fluctuated in the following three years, but exhibits a general 
trend toward higher vacancies. The vacancy rate experienced a temporary decrease to 11.4% in 
October 2004, but has since increased to 15.0% in October 2005. The asking rents for office 
space in the Downtown market decreased steadily since 2000, reaching a low of approximately 
$30.49 in October 2004, before increasing again to $35.56 in October 2005.14 
 
Office market real estate data for the approximate quarter-mile study area indicate that the study 
area’s vacancy rates have experienced a quicker recovery compared to the overall Downtown 
market. As shown in Table 4-9, the total office vacancy rate in the study area increased sharply 
from 4.4% in the third quarter of 2000 to 17.1% in the third quarter of 2001, and reached a peak 
of 17.3% in the third quarter of 2002, before declining again, to approximately 8.1% in the third 
quarter of 2005. Overall, it is estimated that the study area had approximately 1.03 million square 
feet of total vacant office space in the third quarter of 2005. Total average rents in the study area 
have fluctuated since 2000, reaching a high of $41.20/sf in the third quarter of 2001, before 

                                                 
14 Source: CB Richard Ellis data as presented in the Local Economy Statistical Abstract (1990 to 2002). 
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declining steadily, with a total average rent of $29.19 in the third quarter of 2005.15  Although 
the study area’s average rents continue to be lower than those found in the overall Downtown 
Manhattan office market, its office vacancy rates have improved substantially compared to 
vacancy rates for Downtown Manhattan.  
 

Table 4-9: Comparison of Office Markets: Downtown Manhattan, Study Area, and Midtown South
 Downtown Manhattan (1) Study Area (2) Midtown South (1) 

  
Asking Rent ($/s.f.) Availability 

Rates (%) Asking Rent ($/s.f.) Availability 
Rates (%) Asking Rent ($/s.f.) Availability 

Rates (%)
Oct./3rd Quarter 2000  $   43.10 4.2% $   39.74 4.4%  $   47.21 5.1% 
Oct./3rd Quarter 2001  $   40.54 7.4% $   41.20 17.1%  $   41.76 10.8% 
Oct./3rd Quarter 2002  $   36.66 14.6% $   33.01 17.3%  $   35.31 12.8% 
Oct./3rd Quarter 2003  $   33.31 15.3% $   30.40 15.5%  $   31.38 13.0% 
Oct./3rd Quarter 2004  $   30.49 11.4% $   30.18 7.4%  $   32.48 12.2% 
Oct./3rd Quarter 2005  $   35.56 15.0% $   29.19 8.1%  $   34.11 10.0% 

(1)  Source: CB Richard Ellis data as presented in the Local Economy Statistical Abstract (1990 to 2004) 

(2)  Source: Signature Partners LLC data compiled for 1/4 mile study area 

 
 
Table 4-9 also provides similar data for the Midtown South office market, for comparison 
purposes. As described above, the Midtown South market extends approximately from 34th 
Street to Canal Street, and includes the area west of the Bowery south of 23rd Street. As shown 
in the table, office vacancy rates in Midtown South increased from 5.1% in October 2000 (third 
quarter) to 10.8% in October 2001. The vacancy rate has fluctuated in the following years, 
reaching a peak of 13.0% in October 2003, before declining to approximately 10.0% in October 
2005. Total average rents in the Midtown South office market have fluctuated between 2000 and 
2005, from a high of $47.21 in October 2000, to a low of $31.38 in October 2003, before 
recovering to $34.11 in October 2005.16 
    
Therefore, the study area exhibits similar trends to both the overall Downtown and the Midtown 
South office markets. While the vacancy rates in the study area have exhibited similar trends to 
those of the Midtown South market, they have recovered to near pre-9/11 levels more quickly 
than the Downtown market.    
 
 
Retail Market 
 
Lower Manhattan’s merchants and restaurant owners have struggled to recover from the effects 
of 9/11. Area merchants saw a precipitous drop in business after the attacks, and have since 
continued to struggle. For several months after the attacks, Lower Manhattan was isolated and 
barren, as streets were cordoned off for recovery work and subway service was suspended. 
Because independent streetfront retailers do not report to one landlord however, overall Lower 

                                                 
15 Source for quarter-mile study area data: Signature Partners LLC, 11/8/2005. 
16 Source: CB Richard Ellis data as presented in the Local Economy Statistical Abstract (1990 to 2004). 
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Manhattan sales figures are hard to ascertain. The Alliance for Downtown New York, however, 
estimates that half of the retail stores in the Downtown area saw a 20-50% decline in fourth 
quarter sales volume in 2001 compared to 2000 fourth quarter sales, and 27% experienced a 
decrease of 51-80% in sales volume.17 
 
Table 4-10 below provides data for the retail market in Downtown Manhattan, and compares it to 
Midtown South. As shown in Table 4-10, the estimated vacancy rate for all available retail space 
in the Downtown retail market has fluctuated widely over recent years, from a high of 33.65% in 
Fall 2002 to a low of 17.41% in Spring 2005. By Fall 2005, the estimated vacancy rate was 
23.33%. The average asking rents for all retail space in Downtown decreased steadily from 
$67/sf in Fall 2000 to a low of $58/sf in 2003, before increasing significantly, to a high of $85/sf 
in Fall 2005. As shown in Table 4-8, whereas the retail vacancy rate for Downtown has 
consistently been much higher than that in Midtown South, the average asking rent in Downtown 
exceeded that in Midtown South for the first time in Spring 2005, and continued to be higher in 
Fall 2005.  
 
As shown in Table 4-10, ground floor retail actually accounts for a relatively small percentage of 
all available retail space in the Downtown market, ranging from 4.2% to 11.9% of all retail 
space. Ground floor retail represents an even smaller percentage of available space in Midtown 
South, ranging from 2.3% to 5.8% of all available retail space. In terms of median and average 
asking rents for ground floor retail, the Downtown market commands much lower rent than 
Midtown South, and rents in Downtown have generally increased at a slower rate. For example, 
average asking rent in Downtown increased by approximately 55% between Fall 2001 and Fall 
2005, to $121/sf, whereas average asking rent in Midtown South increased by approximately 
132% in the same period, to a high of $271/sf in Fall 2005. Median asking rents also show 
similar disparities, with an increase of 31% in Downtown between Fall 2001 and Fall 2005 (to 
$85/sf), compared to an increase of 73% in Midtown South in the same period (to $260/sf). 
 
Table 4-11 below provides a comparison of asking rents for ground floor retail space in 
Downtown and two submarkets within the Downtown retail market. As noted above, the 
Broadway corridor extends from Battery Park to Chambers Street, and falls partially within the 
study area, whereas Tribeca data are provided for the portion of Hudson Street from Chambers 
Street to Canal Street. As shown in the table, average asking rents for ground floor space in the 
Broadway corridor are typically comparable to or higher than those in the overall Downtown 
retail market, whereas average asking rents in Tribeca are typically much lower. Whereas 
average asking rents for ground floor retail space in the Broadway corridor have ranged from 
$85/sf to $130/sf, average asking rents for ground floor retail space in Tribeca have ranged from 
$41/sf to $94/sf. In Fall 2005, the average asking rent in the Broadway corridor was $125/sf, 
which was slightly higher than in Downtown ($121/sf) and much higher than in Tribeca ($68/sf). 

                                                 
17 Source: Downtown Alliance Survey of Lower Manhattan Retail Establishments; January 2002.  A survey 
conducted by the Downtown Alliance of 861 retail stores and restaurants located in Lower Manhattan south of 
Chambers Street and in Tribeca.  



Table 4-10: Downtown Retail Market Compared to Midtown South Retail Market: 2000-2005

All Available 
Space (s.f.)           

Estimated  
Available % 

Average     
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)            

Available 
Ground Floor 

Space (s.f.)

% of All 
Available 

Space

Average 
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)

Median    
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)

All Available 
Space (s.f.)            

Estimated  
Available % 

Average 
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)            

Available 
Ground Floor 

Space (s.f.)

% of All 
Available 

Space

Average 
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)

Median 
Asking Rent 

($/s.f.)
Fall 2000 1,751,368      N.A. 67$      N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 3,997,295      N.A. 79$      N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Spring 2001 1,330,401      N.A. 60$      N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 3,594,616      N.A. 78$      N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Fall 2001 1,628,602      24.68% 60$      161,759         9.9% 78$      65$      3,921,165      8.89% 70$      115,374         2.9% 117$    150$    

Spring 2002 1,712,603      25.95% 58$      202,599         11.8% 101$    100$    4,281,769      9.71% 74$      173,650         4.1% 137$    135$    
Fall 2002 2,389,302      33.65% 59$      283,507         11.9% 101$    80$      5,172,809      11.65% 71$      131,322         2.5% 169$    150$    

Spring 2003 2,288,655      32.23% 58$      254,908         11.1% 98$      75$      5,091,709      11.47% 70$      186,589         3.7% 161$    155$    
Fall 2003 2,319,714      31.78% 58$      246,183         10.6% 100$    100$    5,185,830      11.63% 74$      221,298         4.3% 161$    160$    

Spring 2004 1,486,299      20.36% 59$      140,346         9.4% 76$      75$      4,300,418      9.64% 75$      249,381         5.8% 150$    150$    
Fall 2004* 5,051,457      23.72% 73$      214,597         4.2% 117$    100$    3,292,503      9.27% 78$      95,928           2.9% 187$    186$    

Spring 2005* 3,708,566      17.41% 82$      281,648         7.6% 128$    95$      3,016,221      8.50% 73$      73,746           2.4% 215$    211$    
Fall 2005* 4,968,517      23.33% 85$      293,581         5.9% 121$    85$      2,296,607      6.47% 82$      51,825           2.3% 271$    260$    

Source: Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) Retail Reports    

(1) All retail space, including ground floor, lower level, upper level, and mezzanine
*  In the Fall 2004 and 2005 and Spring 2005 Retail Reports, Downtown boundaries were changed from south of Canal St. to South of 14th St., and the boundaries of Midtown South where changed from Canal to 30th Streets to 15th to 34th Streets.   

Period

Available Ground Floor Retail SpaceAll Available Retail Space (1)

MIDTOWN SOUTH *OVERALL DOWNTOWN *

All Available Retail Space (1) Available Ground Floor Retail Space



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                Chapter 4: Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 4-30

 

 
 
Median asking rents have shown similar trends. As shown in Table 4-9, median asking rents for 
ground floor retail space in the Broadway corridor have generally been higher than or equal to 
those in the overall Downtown retail market (except in Fall 2005 when they were lower), 
whereas median asking rents in Tribeca have always been lower. In Fall 2005, the median asking 
rent for ground floor retail space in the Downtown retail market was $85/sf, which was higher 
than both the Broadway corridor ($75/sf) and Tribeca ($66/sf) submarkets.   
 
Current Physical and Economic Conditions 
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, it is advisable to observe the study area first-hand 
during peak business times, as the level of activity, condition of buildings, and presence or 
absence of vacant properties can all be indicators of economic conditions. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, “Land Use and Zoning,” commercial properties are scattered throughout the study 
area, with office and institutional uses concentrated in the civic core, and other commercial and 
retail uses concentrated along (and to the west of) Broadway and south of Beekman Street. 
Ground floor retail uses are especially predominant in the Historic Chinatown sub-area as well as 
the eastern segment of the study area (east of Catherine Street). 
 
As shown in Table 4-12 below, there are currently approximately 486 active retail establishments 
in the study area, predominantly ground floor goods and service businesses. The majority of 
those commercial establishments, approximately 62%, are located within the Historic Chinatown 
sub-area. As also shown in Table 4-12, for the overall study area, almost 30% of the businesses 
provide neighborhood services such as personal care, travel services, shoe repair, and 

Fall 2000 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Spring 2001 N.A. N.A. 79$       85$       95$       94$       

Fall 2001 65$       78$       73$       88$       40$       45$       
Spring 2002 100$     101$     118$     130$     35$       41$       

Fall 2002 80$       101$     103$     121$     60$       61$       
Spring 2003 75$       98$       81$       112$     48$       60$       

Fall 2003 100$     100$     100$     109$     60$       57$       
Spring 2004 75$       76$       75$       87$       40$       54$       
Fall 2004* 100$     117$     100$     111$     55$       56$       

Spring 2005* 95$       128$     100$     126$     71$       69$       
Fall 2005* 85$       121$    75$      125$    66$       68$      

Source: Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) Retail Reports    

(1) All retail space, including ground floor, lower level, upper level, and mezzanine
(2) Broadway corridor is defined as extending from Battery Park to Chambers Street   
(3) Tribeca data provided for Hudson Street from Chambers Street to Canal Street

Table 4-11: Downtown Ground Floor Retail Market For Overall Downtown and Two Sub-Markets: 2000-2005

*  In the Fall 2004 and 2005 and Spring 2005 Retail Reports, Downtown boundaries were changed from south of Canal St. to South of 14th St.    

OVERALL DOWNTOWN* -     
Ground Floor Only (1)

Median Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

Average Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

Median Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

Average Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

Median Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

Average Asking 
Rent ($/s.f.)

BROADWAY CORRIDOR -     
Ground Floor Only (2)

TRIBECA -                      
Ground Floor Only (3)

Period
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cleaning/tailoring, and another 28.8% sell shopping goods such as apparel and furniture. For the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area, more than a third (37%) of the businesses provide neighborhood 
services, and another 25.7% sell shopping goods, whereas nearly a quarter (24.7%) of the 
business are eating and drinking establishments (compared to 19.1% for the overall study area). 
 
As illustrated by the data in Table 4-12, the Historic Chinatown sub-area represents the retail 
heart of the study area. As shown in the table, approximately 80% of the study area’s eating and 
drinking establishments, 78% of its neighborhood services, and 68% of its food stores, are 
located within the Historic Chinatown sub-area. 
 

 
 
Most of the retail corridors are very active, although there are some vacant storefronts. As shown 
in Table 4-7 above, the Historic Chinatown sub-area has a very active business environment, 
with an observed vacancy of only 1.7%. In comparison, the overall study area has an observed 
vacancy of approximately 8%. The vacancy rate for the overall study area appears to be lower 
than the vacancy rate in the Downtown area below Canal Street (23.33% as discussed above), 
while the vacancy rate in the Historic Chinatown sub-area is significantly lower. 
 
 
Results of Business Surveys 
 
In order to assess whether proximity to the security zone has a direct correlation to business 
patterns, field surveys were conducted within the Historic Chinatown sub-area and other portions 
of Chinatown north of Canal Street and east of the Bowery/Catherine Street, and within the 
security zone. A random sample of approximately 75-130 businesses in each of those three 
geographic areas was selected, and an attempt was made to divide the surveys equally between 

Table 4-12: Commercial Establishments in the Study Area, 2005

Retail Category Number Percent Number Percent
Shopping Goods 77 25.7% 140 28.8%
     General Merchandise 5 1.7% 19 3.9%
     Apparel & Accessory 16 5.3% 31 6.4%
     Furniture, Home Furnishings 7 2.3% 7 1.4%
     Misc. Shopping Goods 49 16.3% 83 17.1%
Wholesale 0 0.0% 17 3.5%
Building Materials, Hardware 1 0.3% 4 0.8%
Auto- Related Trade 0 0.0% 3 0.6%
Food Stores 32 10.7% 47 9.7%
Eating & Drinking Places 74 24.7% 93 19.1%
Neighborhood Services 111 37.0% 143 29.4%
Vacant (storefronts, buildings, space 
avaliable) 5 1.7% 39 8.0%

TOTAL 300 100.0% 486 100.0%
Source: PHA Ground Survey, July 2005

Historic Chinatown 
Subarea Study Area 
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restaurants and retail businesses (gifts, jewelry, clothing, supermarket, etc.) in each area.  
Appendix A contains the survey methodology, results of the survey, and the survey 
questionnaire.   
 
The business surveys included questions regarding business conditions in 2006 compared to the 
previous year (2005), whether the security zone has affected the business, and if so, in what way. 
Other questions related to business category, number of employees, and duration of time each 
business has been at the current location. Comments and suggestions for improving business 
conditions were also noted. A total of 306 surveys were completed, with 74 businesses surveyed 
in the Historic Chinatown sub-area, 128 in the area north of Canal Street, and 100 in the area 
East of the Bowery, and 4 within the security zone. Figure 4-4 shows the geographic area of the 
businesses surveyed.  
 
Table 4-13 suggests the view that the security plan’s affect on businesses in the Chinatown area 
is almost evenly split between those interviewed. 
 
      Table 4-13: Has the Security Zone Affected Your Business? 

 
 COUNT PERCENTAGE 
Yes 147 48.0 % 
No 159 52.0 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

     Source: SIS International Research surveys conducted January-February 2007 
 
  
Additionally, Table 4-14 suggests that respondents were also equally split as to whether business 
had gone down in the past year or stayed the same.   
 
     Table 14-4 - Business Since Last Year 

 COUNT PERCENTAGE 
No change 129 42.2 % 
Minimal change 18 5.9 % 
Declined by more than 10% 111 36.3 % 
Declined by less than 10% 37 12.1 % 
Improved by more than 10% 9 2.9 % 
Improved by less than 10% 2 0.7 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

      Source: SIS International Research surveys conducted January-February 2007 
 
 
These “even rifts” in business outlook necessitate cross-tabulation of our results to identify any 
existing factors that affect the type of response given by those interviewed.  A cross-tabulation to 
verify whether those respondents who felt the security zone has had an affect also felt that 
businesses had declined in the past year, resulted in Table 4-15 and the corresponding graph 
below.   
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                    Table 4-15 - Business Since Last Year 
 Security Zone Affect 

  Yes No 
No change 13 116 
Minimal change 7 11 
Declined by more than 10% 94 17 
Declined by less than 10% 28 9 
Improved by more than 10% 5 4 
Improved by less than 10% 0 2 
Total 147 159 

          Source: SIS International Research surveys conducted January-February 2007 
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One possibility was that these responses depended on which geographical district businesses 
were located in.  Table 4-16 and 4-17 below suggest that businesses in the North of Canal Street 
district were split regarding their views on the affect of the security zone and the change in 
business prospects since last year.  Respondents in the Historic Chinatown area tended to think 
that the security plan affected their business and those in the East of Bowery district reported that 
they were not as affected by the security zone.   
 
 
Table 4-16 - Business Since Last Year 
 Business Districts 

  
North of 

Canal Street 
Historic 

Chinatown 
East of 
Bowery 

Security 
Zone 

No change 45 22 61 1 
Minimal change 12 5 1 0 
Declined by more than 10% 47 32 30 2 
Declined by less than 10% 17 12 8 0 
Improved by more than 10% 5 3 0 1 
Improved by less than 10% 2 0 0 0 
Total 128 74 100 4 

Source: SIS International Research survey January-February 2007 
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Table 4-17 - Security Zone Effect 
 Business Districts 

  
North of 

Canal Street 
Historic 

Chinatown 
East of 
Bowery 

Security 
Zone 

Yes 67 45 32 3 
No 61 29 68 1 
Total 128 74 100 4 

Source: SIS International Research survey January-February 2007 
 
  
Across business types, the main complaint from respondents was against the new traffic 
regulations that had been imposed since the establishment of the security zone.  There was 
general consensus [even among those who did not feel that business had been strongly affected] 
that less parking space and more traffic congestion made it difficult and less attractive to enter 
the Chinatown area (see Appendix A for examples of feedback).  As shown in Appendix A, 
while the re-opening of Park Row to vehicular traffic was suggested by some of the surveyed 
businesses in all geographic areas, the suggestions that more parking, removing traffic 
congestion, and reducing the number of parking tickets handed out would improve business 
conditions were also prevalent. Parking suggestions included requests for more metered parking, 
more municipal parking, and more parking lots in general, with one respondent indicating that 
police cars block parking spaces and there was a need to create more parking for customers. 
Another suggestion that was made quite often was to bring more tourists to the area.  
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Property Values 
 
In order to evaluate whether the security plan has had an adverse impact on property values in 
the area, a similar approach to that cited in the June 3, 2004 Petitioners’ Memorandum of Law by 
Kenneth Kimerling was used. According to the Memorandum of Law, a study conducted by the 
office of petitioner Council member Alan J. Gerson divided up Mott Street into three sections, 
and compared the rate of property appreciation for each section between July 1, 2001 and 
January 1, 2004. The three sections identified, all of which fall within the Historic Chinatown 
sub-area illustrated in Figure 4-1, were: Section 1, between Chatham Square and Mosco Street, 
the area closest to the security zone; Section 2, between Mosco Street and Bayard Street, 
approximately one block away from the security zone; and Section 3, between Bayard Street and 
Canal Street, the section farthest (approximately two blocks away) from the security zone. 
 

A similar assessment was conducted for those three segments, using the NYC Department of 
Finance’s 5-year Market Value History Reports for Tax Years 2001/02 through 2005/06 for each 
tax lot fronting on Mott Street. The assessment found that in Section 1, property values for all 
properties (i.e., residential commercial, retail, etc.) increased by an average of 19.1%, whereas 
the increase in Section 2 was 33.8%, and Section 3 experienced an increase of 30.5%. As the rate 
of increase in the segment farthest away from the security zone was less than that experienced in 
the middle segment, the correlation between proximity and rate of property value increase does 

Figure 4-5: Rate of Property Value Increase Along Mott Street (2001/02 to 2005/06)
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not appear to be strong. Moreover, as shown in Figure 4-5, Sections 2 and 3 have significant 
outliers, which skew the data. For example, one property in Section 2 experienced a 243.8% 
increase in value, which is more than an order of magnitude higher than other values in the 
Section.  
 
Therefore, in order to provide a more accurate basis for assessment, the median rate of property 
value increase was calculated for each Section. The median is more appropriate as a measure of 
central tendency in this case because, unlike the average, it is not sensitive to abnormally high or 
low values (outliers). As shown in Figure 4-5, the median rate of increase for all properties was 
17.5% in Section 1, 14.0% in Section 2, and 15.9% in Section 3. Thus, the median rates of all 
property value increases from 2001/02 to 2005/06 are comparable in all three Sections, with the 
median rate of increase actually highest in the Section closest to the security zone. 
 
 
No-Action Condition 
 
For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the security plan 
implemented by the NYPD after September 11, 2001 that resulted in the above mentioned street 
closures would not be in place. The roadways would be open with the 1999 street closures and 
municipal garage closure in place and transportation services would continue as they were prior 
to September 11, 2001.  
 
As the security plan is currently in place, no data is available for 2005 conditions in the absence 
of the action. Certain assumptions can be made, however, based on 2000 data and current 2005 
data. First, in the absence of the action, access to the study area, particularly access to the 
Historic Chinatown sub-area from areas to the east and south, would be unhindered, and hence 
more direct. However, better accessibility would not necessarily have resulted in measurably 
different business or employment characteristics. For example, no direct correlation between 
accessibility and property values or vacancy rates has been found. As discussed above, 
commercial vacancy rates have actually decreased between 2000 (prior to the security plan and 
9/11) and 2005 (with the security plan), and the decrease has been experienced throughout the 
study area and Lower Manhattan as a whole. In fact, the decrease in office vacancy rates has 
been more noticeable in the study area. Likewise, retail vacancy rates in the study area appear to 
be lower than in the overall Lower Manhattan area, and the storefront vacancy rate was observed 
to be particularly low in the Historic Chinatown sub-area.  
 
Finally, property values along Mott Street, which is perhaps most affected by accessibility issues, 
have generally increased, and the rate of increase has not been found to be dependent on 
proximity to the security zone. As such, it would appear that the security plan has not affected 
business or employment characteristics, as it has not resulted in trends that are unique to the 
study area. Therefore, it is expected that, in the absence of the security plan, socioeconomic 
conditions (particularly those associated with the business environment) would not be 
measurably different than conditions with the security plan in place. 
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With-Action Condition 
 
The action has resulted in the installation of temporary security booths, rising-plate hydraulic 
delta barriers, bollards, and planters on various streets and intersections within the study area for 
the purpose of closing streets to create a secure perimeter around One Police Plaza and adjacent 
civic facilities.  
 
Although the action has limited accessibility to some parts of the study area, there is no evidence 
that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any secondary business displacement. While 
property values have, in general, increased throughout the study area, and commercial rents have 
slightly decreased, these changes are not unique to the study area and appear to be a result of 
normal economic trends. As these changes are consistent with trends throughout Lower 
Manhattan, they are therefore not directly attributable to the security plan.  
 
Moreover, as discussed above, median property values in Lower Manhattan, including the study  
area, have generally increased compared to the 2000 baseline condition. As shown in the detailed 
discussion of property values along Mott Street in the study area, property values have generally 
increased, and the rate of increase has not been found to be dependent on proximity to the 
security zone. Therefore, the action has neither offset positive trends in the study area, impeded 
efforts to attract investment to the area, nor created a climate for disinvestment. In fact, based on 
current real estate market conditions, the action has not reduced property values in the study 
area, and has not increased commercial rents to such an extent that secondary business 
displacement would be observed.  Moreover, the security zone has not adversely affected the 
viability of the Chinatown retail and restaurant sectors, which continue to be a major draw for 
both residents and tourists.  
 
Therefore, the action, a security plan, would not alter existing economic patterns or add to the 
concentration of a particular sector enough to alter trends. It would not directly displace 
“blighted” uses or properties such that commercial rents would increase. It would not directly or 
indirectly displace uses or people that support businesses in the area or form the customer bases 
for existing businesses. Additionally, the action would not introduce a land use that would offset 
positive trends in the study area or impede efforts to attract investment. 
 
 
F. ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES 
 
 
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, it may be possible that a given action could affect the 
operation and viability of a specific industry, not necessarily tied to a specific location. As noted 
above, the streets affected by the action provide approaches to the Historic Chinatown core for 
customers and clientele of the tourist-oriented shops and restaurants that are the mainstay of the 
economy of Chinatown. This section provides an assessment of the action’s potential effects on 
the City’s tourism industry.  
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New York City’s Tourism Industry 
 
As a tourist destination, New York City offers incomparable museums, attractions, world-
renowned restaurants, hotels, theaters, entertainment, and shopping. The tourism industry plays 
an important role in driving New York City’s economy, by generating new jobs, economic 
activity and essential tax revenues that benefit all five boroughs. While the tourism industry is 
critical to the local economy, its overall impact, and the number of jobs tourism creates, is 
relatively small compared to other sectors. For example, even with all of the growth in recent 
years, tourism-related jobs only still represent about 5% of the City’s total jobs. By contrast, the 
health care industry employs 14% of the City’s workforce.18  The biggest employers in the City 
are still finance, insurance, real estate and health care. 
 
Employment in Tourism-Related Industries 
 
Jobs created by the tourist industry include restaurant workers, retail workers, museum and 
gallery employees, and hotel workers, among others. New York City’s tourism-related industries 
saw a marked decline in employment following 9/11. Prior to September 2001, seven key New 
York City industries impacted by visitor spending showed a net gain of almost 5,000 jobs over 
the same period in 2000. In October 2001, however, these industries lost almost 20,000 jobs 
from the previous year. The following months showed an average month-to-month lag of 20-
25,000 jobs compared with the same period the year before, while July 2002 reflected a 16,000 
decrease in jobs compared to July 2001.19  In the immediate aftermath of the attacks, it is 
estimated that approximately 30,000 people who worked in tourism lost their jobs.20 According 
to NYC & Company data, a total of approximately 226,100 New York City jobs were supported 
by visitor spending in 2002.  
 
 
Visitors to New York City 
 
The tourism industry had peaked in 2000, then crashed in the months after the attacks of 9/11. 
Although tourism declined following the events of 9/11, by April of 2004, it had reached pre-
September 11, 2001 levels for the first time. Hotels filled up, tourist destinations such as the 
Empire State Building drew record numbers, and even foreign visitors, who dropped off most 
drastically in recent years, returned.  
 
As shown in Figure 4-6 below, after a small decline in the total number of visitors in 2001 (a 
2.8% decrease from 2000 numbers), the total number of visitors has since been increasing, 
reaching a record high of 39.9 million total visitors in 2004. As shown in the figure, domestic 

                                                 
18 Source:  “Tourism and Jobs” by Mark Berkey-Gerard; Gotham Gazette, 31 May 2004. 
19 Source:  New York City’s Tourism Industry: One Year After September 11, NYC & Company, September 4, 2002.  
The employment figures cited are an aggregate of Department & Apparel Stores, Eating & Drinking Places, Hotels 
& Other Lodging, Amusement/Recreation Services, Museums/Arboreta/Zoos, and Air Transportation.  They include 
all job losses in those industries, including jobs lost due to declines in revenues from residents and commuters as 
well as those lost due to declines in revenues from visitors. 
20 Source: “Tourism and Jobs” by Mark Berkey-Gerard; Gotham Gazette, 31 May 2004. 
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visitors, which account for the majority of visitors, have increased steadily since 2001, reaching 
33.8 million in 2004. This increase in domestic visitors, particularly in the months immediately 
following 9/11, appears to be due to, in part, an influx of people coming to New York to visit 
friends and relatives following September 11. In contrast, the number of international visitors 
declined steadily between 2001 and 2003, reaching a low of 4.8 million in 2003, before 
rebounding sharply to 6.2 million visitors in 2004 (a 28.9% increase from 2003). This sharp 
increase in international visitors is partly due to the weak dollar. According to NYC & Company 
data, the top five countries producing international visitors to the City were the United Kingdom, 
Canada, Japan, Germany, and France, which had a combined total of 2.3 million visitors in 2004. 
 
Although international visitors account for a small percentage of total visitors (15.5% of total 
visitors in 2004), they actually spend four times more than domestic travelers, accounting for 
40% of all visitor spending. Total visitor spending in NYC (both international and domestic) 
from 1998 to 2004 has shown a similar trend to the number of visitors. After reaching $17.0 
billion in 2000, visitor spending declined to $15.1 billion in 2001, and declined further to $14.1 
billion in 2002. However, visitor spending has since increased to $18.49 billion in 2003, and 
reached a high of $21.07 billion in 2004. 
 

Figure 4-6: NYC Visitors (in millions) -1998-2004
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According to NYC & Company data, the total economic impact of New York City tourism in 
2002 (latest year for which data is available) was $21 billion, and the total taxes generated by 
visitor spending in that year were $2.8 billion. 
 
Hotel Occupancy 
 
Hotel occupancy in the City reached as high as 84.6% in 2000, before dropping significantly to 
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73.4% in 2001. Hotel occupancy has since exhibited a modest recovery, increasing to 75.6% in 
2002 and 76% in 2003. In 2004, the hotel occupancy in New York City rose to 83%, comparable 
to pre-9/11 levels. The average daily rate has increased from a five-year low of $193 in 2003 to 
$212 in 2004. The hotel room inventory as of July 14, 2004 was 70,545 rooms. According to a 
NYC & Company November 17, 2005 press release, New York City is expected to add nearly 
5,000 new hotel rooms to its current inventory by the end of 2007. This increase is fueled by 
record visitor volume and a thriving economy. 
 
Chinatown’s Tourism Industry 
 
Manhattan’s Chinatown is the biggest in the United States, with the largest concentration of 
ethnic Chinese in the Western Hemisphere. Chinatown is located mostly south of Canal Street, 
but has over the years expanded into the Lower East Side and Little Italy. The largest Asian 
community in North America can be found among the narrow streets between Worth and Hester 
and East Broadway and West Broadway; with Canal Street serving as Chinatown’s main street. 
Within these boundaries, visitors find traditional Chinese herbal-medicine shops, acupuncturists, 
food markets filled with amazing varieties of fish and exotic vegetables, pagoda-style buildings, 
stores selling all manner of items from beautiful jewelry and silk robes to hair accessories and 
plumbing parts, and hundreds of restaurants serving every imaginable type of Chinese cuisine, 
from dim sum to fried noodles to extravagant Cantonese, Hunan, Mandarin, or Szechuan 
banquets, as well as Vietnamese, Malaysian, Thai, and other Asian cuisines. 
 
The tourist and restaurant industries are two of the main pillars of Chinatown’s economy. The 
Chinese Chamber of Commerce estimates that about a third of the economy of Chinatown 
depends directly on tourists.21  According to the Asian American Federation of New York’s 
(AAFNY) Chinatown After September 11th: An Economic Impact Study, more than 250 
restaurants and 500 specialty stores (jewelry, gift and apparel shops) are located in Chinatown. 
[It should be noted that the study evaluated the larger Chinatown neighborhood, not just the 
Historic Chinatown core that has been assessed throughout this chapter.] The study estimated 
that these dining and shopping establishments are the primary draw for more than 2,000 visitors 
daily, brought in by group tour buses and commuter vans. With typically higher spending power 
than local residents, tourists patronize Chinatown’s restaurants and shops, contributing to 
Chinatown’s economy. According to the study, as part of typical travel packages, tour bus 
companies often have special arrangements with Chinatown restaurants.22 
  
Chinatown is easily accessible by mass transit, with three subway stations (with a total of 11 
subway lines) serving the area, namely, the 6, J, M, N, Q, R, W, Z trains at the Canal Street 
station; the B and D trains at the Grand Street station; and the F train at the East Broadway 
station. In addition, Chinatown is also accessible by the M15, M102, M101, and M6 bus routes, 
and is within walking distance from several other destinations in Lower Manhattan. 
 
                                                 
21 Source:  “Closed for Repairs” by Mark McCord; www.cargonewasia.com/timesnet/data/ab/docs/ab3114.html; 
Asian News, January 1, 2002. 
22 Source: Chinatown After September 11th: An Economic Impact Study, Asian American Federation of New York, 
Interim Report, April 4, 2002; pp. 1, 23.   
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In the wake of the tragic events of September 11, 2001, Chinatown experienced a decline in the 
number of tourists. According to the AAFNY study, in the first two months after 9/11, the 
Chinese American Restaurant Association reported a 40% drop in business among its members. 
Over 60% of the restaurants experienced business downturns of 30% to 70% after 9/11, and a 
significant decrease in tourist business was reported. Retail businesses were also affected, with 
the retail industry experiencing a 55% drop in monthly revenues, and jewelers experiencing a 
reduction of 50% in sales volume during the three months after 9/11. Chinatown’s economy also 
suffered as a result of fears over the SARS virus in early 2003. 
 
In early 2004, the City launched an aggressive campaign to promote Chinatown and lure tourists 
back to the district. “Explore Chinatown,” which was set up in February 2004 and formally 
launched in May 2004, is a new marketing campaign intended to increase the number of tourists 
visiting Chinatown as well as to rebuild and improve the neighborhood’s economy. The two year 
campaign is being coordinated by NYC & Company (the City’s official tourism marketing 
organization) and the effort is being funded by the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation 
(LMDC) and the September 11th Fund. Marketing strategies for the campaign have included the 
creation of a new website, www.explorechinatown.com, which offers information about the 
historic neighborhood, suggested itineraries, a calendar of events, and cultural activities. In 
addition, a new visitor information kiosk was also built in Chinatown in December 2004 (located 
at the triangle where Canal, Walker, and Baxter Streets meet).  
 
Initial indications suggest that this new aggressive marketing has paid off. For example, 
Chinatown’s traditional annual Lunar New Year Parade, which took place in February 2005, was 
the first to be organized and coordinated by Explore Chinatown. According to campaign 
officials, the parade and festival drew about 350,000 visitors, and many business owners 
indicated that business in 2005 was better than the previous year. One restaurant owner estimated 
that his restaurant made around 25% more this Chinese New Year (2005) than last year).23  No 
comparable information is available for the 2006 Chinese New Year. 
 
The level of visitor activity in Chinatown on average days, as opposed to the major annual 
Chinese New Year’s celebrations, is difficult to quantify, as no specific data are available for the 
number of visitors to Chinatown. However, subway ridership data can be used as a general 
indicator of pedestrian activity in Chinatown, as the vast majority of tourists and a substantial 
portion of other visitors use the subways. New York City Transit (NYCT) provides annual 
subway ridership data for every subway station in the City, as well as average weekday, average 
Saturday and average Sunday ridership data.24  This facilitates comparison of ridership at any 
given station over a period of several years, and it also allows for a comparative assessment of 
ridership trends between two or more stations. For the purposes of this assessment, the Canal 
Street station (serving the J, M, N, Q, R, W, Z and 6 lines) was selected as being the closest 
station serving the Historic Chinatown area. Although the B, D and F subway lines also serve 
                                                 
23 Source:  “Business Report More Prosperity at This Year’s Parade” by Divya Watal; Downtown Express, Volume 
17, Number 39, February 17-23, 2005. 
24 Ridership for each station includes all passengers (other than NYCT employees) who enter the subway system at 
that station, including passengers transferring from buses.  Not included are passengers exiting the subway system 
and passengers transferring from other subway lines.   
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Chinatown, their stations (at Grand Street and East Broadway, respectively), are not in 
immediate proximity to the Historic Chinatown core. Table 4-18 provides ridership data (annual, 
average weekday, average Saturday and average Sunday) for the Canal Street station for 2000 
through 2004 (latest year for which data are available). 
 
Consistent with the comparative methodology utilized throughout this chapter, Table 4-18 also 
provides similar data for other stations serving Tribeca and Lower Manhattan. As explained 
above, the comparative analysis would identify whether there are any trends that are applicable 
to the study area that are not evident in Lower Manhattan as a whole and/or in a sampled area to 
the west of the study area (Tribeca). For this comparative assessment, the Fulton Street/ 
Broadway-Nassau station (serving the A, C, J, M, Z, 2, 3, 4 and 5 lines) was selected in Lower 
Manhattan, and the Canal Street and Franklin Street stations on the 1 line, and the Canal Street 
station on the A, C, E lines were selected in Tribeca.  
 
As shown in Table 4-18, 2004 annual ridership at the Canal Street station serving the study area/ 
Historic Chinatown core has increased by 15% compared to the 2001 pre-9/11 baseline 
condition. Average weekday ridership increased by 18%, whereas average Saturday and Sunday 
ridership increased by 20% and 14%, respectively, during the same period. Thus, as the number 
of subway riders entering this station has increased significantly compared to pre-9/11 
conditions, it can be argued that the volume of people passing near and through the Historic 
Chinatown area has also increased, particularly on weekends, when tourist activity tends to peak. 
 
In comparison, the selected stations in both Tribeca and Lower Manhattan experienced a 
decrease in annual and average weekday ridership over the same period, while average weekend 
ridership increased. For example, 2004 annual ridership in Lower Manhattan decreased by 5% 
compared to the baseline condition, and average weekday ridership decreased by 6%, while both 
average Saturday and Sunday ridership increased by 6%. In Tribeca, overall, 2004 annual 
ridership decreased by 4% and average weekday ridership declined by 6%, while both Saturday 
and Sunday ridership increased (by 8% and 1%, respectively), compared to 2001 pre-9/11 
conditions. 
 
It should be noted that the ridership data for the Canal Street station (J, M, N, Q, R, W, Z, 6), 
particularly annual and average weekday numbers, reflect service changes caused by the final 
phase of the Manhattan Bridge reconstruction, which began in July 2001 and ended in late 
February 2004. During this final phase of the rehabilitation, only the two tracks that connected 
Brooklyn to the Broadway line (N, Q) were in service, while the two tracks that connected 
Brooklyn to the 6th Avenue line (B, D) were not operational. This resulted in a shift in ridership 
between stations, causing an increase at several stations, including this Canal Street station, and a 
decrease at a number of other stations in the area, such as the Grand Street station (B, D). 
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Table 4-18: Subway Ridership Data for Subway Stations Serving the Study Area, 
Tribeca and Lower Manhattan (2001 to 2004) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 % Change 
2001-2004 

Study Area/Historic Chinatown – Canal Street Station (J, M, N , Q, R, W, Z, 6) 
Annual Ridership 13,578,273 17,699,470 16,858,187 15,561,802 15% 
Average weekday Ridership 39,561 51,663 49,688 44,795 13% 
Average Saturday Ridership 35,884 47,019 43,440 42,899 20% 
Average Sunday Ridership 28,599 37,110 34,504 32,593 14% 
Tribeca  
Franklin Street Station (1) 
Annual Ridership 1,997,511 2,119,136 1,765,348 1,736,731 -13% 
Average weekday Ridership 7,001 7,467 6,159 6,049 -14% 
Average Saturday Ridership 2,267 2,303 2,109 2,080 -8% 
Average Sunday Ridership 1,736 1,774 1,590 1,549 -11% 
Canal Street Station (1) 
Annual Ridership 1,895,864 1,845,972 1,735,003 1,810,452 -5% 
Average weekday Ridership 6,337 6,152 5,754 5,947 -6% 
Average Saturday Ridership 3,063 3,093 3,009 3,343 9% 
Average Sunday Ridership 2,178 2,150 2,055 2,146 -1% 
Canal Street Station (A, C, E) 
Annual Ridership 5,152,150 5,309,669 4,942,512 5,104,588 -1% 
Average weekday Ridership 17,392 17,822 16,564 16,900 -3% 
Average Saturday Ridership 7,831 8,343 8,001 8,789 12% 
Average Sunday Ridership 5,643 6,097 5,607 5,999 6% 
Tribeca Total (all three stations) 
Annual Ridership 9,045,525 9,274,777 8,442,863 8,651,771 -4% 
Average weekday Ridership 30,730 31,441 28,477 28,896 -6% 
Average Saturday Ridership 13,161 13,739 13,119 14,212 8% 
Average Sunday Ridership 9,557 10,021 9,252 9,694 1% 
Lower Manhattan – Fulton Street (J, M, Z, 2, 3, 4, 5) / Broadway Nassau (A, C) 
Annual Ridership 17,517,708 17,265,262 15,580,428 16,629,417 -5% 
Average weekday Ridership 62,192 60,067 54,874 58,168 -6% 
Average Saturday Ridership 18,782 22,243 18,131 19,919 6% 
Average Sunday Ridership 12,347 14,531 11,982 13,122 6% 
Source: New York City Transit 2002 and 2004 Subway & Bus Ridership Reports. 
Data for lines using the Manhattan Bridge reflect service changes caused by the final phase of its rehabilitation. 

 
 
This shift is particularly noticeable in the sharp rise in ridership at the Canal Street station in 
2002, compared to 2001 (a 30% increase), which corresponds to a decline of approximately 67% 
in annual ridership at the Grand Street Station during the same period. 
 
With the completion of the reconstruction in early 2004, there was a shift in ridership from 
stations on the Broadway line to stations on the 6th Avenue line. According to NYC Transit, by 
the end of 2004, ridership at the Grand Street station had almost quadrupled from its 2003 level. 
 
As illustrated in Table 4-18, all three geographic areas considered experienced increases in 
average weekend subway ridership between 2001 and 2004. While the percentage increase at the 
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Canal Street station nearest the study area is significantly higher than increases experienced in 
the two other areas considered, this is likely attributable in large part to the shift in ridership 
patterns resulting from the Manhattan Bridge reconstruction, as discussed above. 
 
Similarly, the Manhattan Bridge reconstruction is most likely the cause for the increases in 
annual and average weekday ridership experienced at this station, compared to decreases 
experienced in the two other geographic areas.  
 
Based on the above subway ridership data, and accounting for the effects of Manhattan Bridge-
related service changes, the study area generally shows similar trends to Lower Manhattan and 
Tribeca, with all three geographic areas experiencing increases in weekend subway ridership. 
Although subway ridership data represent an aggregate of all types of subway users (tourists, 
workers, and others), given that tourist activity typically peaks on weekends, this increase in 
weekend subway ridership could be an indication that the study area, including the Historic 
Chinatown core, has experienced an increase in the volume of visitors compared to the baseline 
condition.  
 
Assessment 
 
The above data indicate that the tourism industry in New York City, including in Chinatown, is 
on its way to recovering from the effects of the 9/11 attacks. As these improvements have 
occurred in the presence of the current security plan, the street closures resulting from the One 
Police Plaza security plan have therefore not had a significant adverse impact on the operation or 
viability of the City’s tourist industry. Therefore, the Action does not have the potential to affect 
the operation and viability of the City’s tourism industry. 
 
Although there are some complaints that Chinatown has suffered disproportionately in terms of 
tourist activity, that would appear to be an effect of the September 11 attacks which has been felt 
throughout the tourism industry and not just in Chinatown, and these negative effects seem to 
have lessened with time. Moreover, the number of subway riders using the Canal Street station 
closest to Historic Chinatown has increased significantly compared to pre-9/11 conditions, an 
indication that the volume of people passing near and through the Historic Chinatown area has 
also increased, particularly on weekends. It should also be noted that the increase in international 
visitors to the City in the past two years is a positive development for the City’s tourism industry 
 
 
G. CONCLUSION 
 
The action has not resulted in significant adverse impacts for all areas considered in the 
socioeconomic analysis.   
 
Indirect Residential Displacement: Although the action has limited accessibility to some parts 
of the study area, there is no evidence that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any secondary 
residential displacement. While rents and home values have, in general, increased throughout the 
study area, these increases appear to be a result of normal economic trends, are consistent with 
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trends throughout Lower Manhattan, and are therefore not directly attributable to the security 
plan.  
 
Indirect Business Displacement: Although the action has limited accessibility to some parts of 
the study area, there is no evidence that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any secondary 
business displacement. While property values have, in general, increased throughout the study 
area, and commercial rents have slightly decreased, these changes are not unique to the study 
area and appear to be a result of normal economic trends. As these changes are consistent with 
trends throughout Lower Manhattan, they are therefore not directly attributable to the security 
plan. 
 
As discussed above, most of the retail corridors in the study area are very active.  The Historic 
Chinatown sub-area has an observed vacancy rate of only 1.7% while the entire study area has an 
observed vacancy rate of 8%.  The vacancy rate for the overall study area appears to be lower 
than the vacancy rate of 23.33% in the Downtown area below Canal Street. In addition, the main 
businesses in the Historic Chinatown sub-area (neighborhood services, shopping goods, and 
eating and drinking establishments) that were dominant in the baseline condition, continue to the 
be dominant businesses in the With-Action condition.  The results of the business survey are, at 
most, inconclusive.  While registering individual beliefs, the survey results show that 
respondents in the study area are almost evenly split regarding that the barriers have had on local 
businesses.  While most respondents in Historic Chinatown attributed the barriers to a decline in 
business than in other neighboring areas, businesses east of the Bowery, which also borders the 
barriers, largely indicated that the barriers have not had an impact.  The survey results are also 
not supported by objective economic measures identified in the CEQR Technical Manual such as 
property values and vacancy rates.  Therefore, it appears that the security zone has also not 
adversely affected the viability of the Chinatown retail and restaurant sectors, which continue to 
be a major draw for both residents and tourists. 
 
Moreover, as discussed above, median property values in Lower Manhattan, including the study 
area, have generally increased compared to the 2000 baseline condition. As shown in the detailed 
discussion of property values along Mott Street in the study area, property values have generally 
increased, and the rate of increase has not been found to be dependent on proximity to the 
security zone. Therefore, the action has neither offset positive trends in the study area, impeded 
efforts to attract investment to the area, nor created a climate for disinvestment. In fact, based on 
current real estate market conditions, the action has neither reduced property values in the study 
area, nor has it increased commercial rents to such an extent that secondary business 
displacement would be observed. 
 
In addition, according to the CEQR Technical Manual, and as discussed above, an action can 
lead to indirect business displacement if: 
 

• It introduces enough of a new economic activity to alter existing economic patterns. 
• It adds to the concentration of a particular sector of the local economy enough to alter or 

accelerate an ongoing trend to alter existing economic patterns.  
• It directly displaces uses or properties that have had a “blighting” effect on commercial 
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property values in the area, leading to rises in commercial rents.  
• It directly displaces uses of any type that directly support businesses in the area or bring 

people to the area that form a customer base for local businesses.  
• It directly or indirectly displaces residents, workers, or visitors who form the customer 

base of existing businesses in the area.  
• It introduces a land use that could have a similar indirect effect, through the lowering of 

property values, if it is large enough or prominent enough or combines with other like 
uses to create a critical mass large enough to offset positive trends in the study area, to 
impede efforts to attract investment to the area, or to create a climate for disinvestment.  

 
As the action has not resulted in any of the above, no significant adverse indirect business 
displacement impacts have occurred.   
 
Adverse Effects on Specific Industries: According to the CEQR Technical Manual, it may be 
possible that a given action could affect the operation and viability of a specific industry, not 
necessarily tied to a specific location. As noted above, the streets affected by the action provide 
approaches to the Historic Chinatown core for customers and clientele of the tourist-oriented 
shops and restaurants that are the mainstay of the economy of Chinatown. According to the 
guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, the action would not have an adverse impact on a 
specific industry because it would neither significantly impact the business conditions for any 
industry or category of businesses within or outside of the study area, nor would it indirectly 
reduce employment or impair the economic viability of a specific industrial sector or business 
category. Although there are some complaints that Chinatown has suffered disproportionately in 
terms of tourist activity, that would appear to be an effect of the September 11 attacks which has 
been felt throughout the tourism industry and not just in Chinatown, and these negative effects 
seem to have lessened with time. It should also be noted that the increase in international visitors 
to the City in the past two years is a positive development for the City’s tourism industry. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 5: URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an assessment of the potential effects on urban design and visual resources
that could result from the action.  Together, the urban design components and visual resources of
an area define the distinctive physical identity of a neighborhood.  As described in Chapter 1,
“Project Description,” the action being analyzed is a security plan currently in place at One Police
Plaza and surrounding roadways.  The security plan was implemented by the NYC Police
Department (NYPD) through the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters,
bollards and hydraulically-operated delta barriers to restrict vehicular access to roadways adjacent
to One Police Plaza and adjacent civic buildings. 

Given the above conditions and the guidelines set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, an analysis
of urban design and visual resources is warranted.  The analysis of urban design, as stipulated by
CEQR, will assess the effects of the action on those attributes that constitute the physical appearance
of buildings and streets in the study area.  These attributes include building bulk, use, and type;
building arrangement; block form and street pattern; streetscape elements; street hierarchy; and
natural features.  Bulk is created by the size of a building and its massing on a site.  Height, length,
and width define a building’s size, while volume, shape, setbacks, lot coverage, and density define
its mass. 

As the security plan being analyzed in the With-Action scenario includes streetscape elements that
restrict pedestrian and vehicular access to certain blocks and streets, the analysis of visual resources
provided in this chapter will focus on the security plan’s effects on the ability of the public to view
and enjoy significant view corridors and vistas, natural resources, historic resources, and the
waterfront from publicly accessible locations.  Given the small physical scale and confined setting
of the security plan, a general overview of visual resources, such as local waterfront views, public
parks, and landmarked structures and districts in the study area will be provided along with an
assessment of the effects of the security plan on those resources within its vicinity. 

For analysis purposes, the urban design and visual resources study area is coterminous with the
study area used for analysis in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy,” and is defined by
a quarter-mile radius around the security zone (see Figure 5-1).  The analysis year for baseline
conditions is 2001, which is prior to the establishment of the post-September 11th, 2001 security
plan.  The analysis year for the security plan itself (also referred to as the With-Action scenario) is
2006.
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B. BASELINE CONDITIONS

The September 11, 2001 attacks on the World Trade Center resulted in a security plan which
included the closure of streets situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza
(see Figure 5-1 for security zone area).  Prior to the attacks, the streets that had been closed were
open to all vehicles, with the exception of the streets that closed in 1999 for security purposes (see
Chapter 1, Figure 1-3).  In addition, the security features associated with the post- September 11,
2001 street closures such as delta barriers, security booths, jersey barriers, and bollards were not in
place.  A description of the conditions that existed in the surrounding area prior to September 11,
2001 will provide context for the analysis which follows.  These baseline urban design and visual
resources conditions are discussed in this section.

Urban Design

Security Zone

The security zone is comprised of an approximately 7-block area in Manhattan and its surrounding
streets, bounded roughly by Pearl Street to the east, Centre Street to the west, Pearl Street and Park
Row to the north, and the Brooklyn Bridge to the south (see Figure 5-1).  This area is unique in that
it lies at the border between predominantly residential and retail uses to the north and City and
Federal institutional uses to the south. 

Almost all of the buildings in the security zone are tall, high-rise institutional, commercial, and
residential structures, generally above 15 stories in height.  Specifically, these buildings are the 16-
story One Police Plaza building, the 39-story Municipal Building, a 31-story United States
Courthouse, and accompanying buildings ranging from 2 to 13 stories, a 25-story United States
District Courthouse, the 25-story Chatham Towers residential building, the 21-story Chatham Green
Houses, the 7-story Murray Bergtraum High School, and the 32-story Verizon tower to the south
of the school.  

The approximately 7-block security zone area contains a varied stock of building forms and two
major uses- institutional and residential. Directly to the east of the northern terminus of Park Row
stands the Chatham Green Houses, a 21-story complex of three brick residential buildings aligned
into a singular building footprint resembling the letter “S”. Chatham Green was built in the 1960s
and features low lot coverage and distinctive balconied facades on both sides of the building.
Directly to the west of the northern terminus of Park Row is Chatham Towers, a residential complex
comprised of two 25-story residential buildings of mid-1960s concrete construction. The towers are
staggered at the center of their lot and are surrounded by trees and a landscaped plaza. 

Institutional uses, namely City, State, and Federal Courthouses and City law enforcement facilities,
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are centered to the west and southwest portions of the security zone area.  To the west of Chatham
Towers stand two institutional buildings used by the United States District and New York State
Supreme Courts, respectively: 500 Pearl Street and 60 Centre Street. 500 Pearl Street is a 1920s
granite building with a prominent 25-story tower resting on an approximately 7-story building base.
60 Centre Street, also completed in the 1920s, is an approximately 7-story courthouse featuring a
Roman classical exterior and a radial building plan.  Sixty Centre Street was landmarked in 1966
by the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission (NYC LPC). To the south of 60 Centre Street
stands the United States Courthouse at 40 Centre Street, an approximately 31-story Classical Revival
skyscraper, also landmarked by NYC LPC in 1975.  Forty Centre Street features above-ground
connections to two ancillary buildings that stand 10 and 13 stories tall between it and Park Row.
Directly adjacent to the south side of 40 Centre Street is St. Andrew’s Roman Catholic Church, a
complex comprised of a 2-story brick church and 4-story associated brick building, both built in
1937.  Further southwest is Police Plaza, a landscaped plaza with benches, tables, and trees at the
center of the surrounding government and law enforcement buildings. 

At 1 Centre Street, to the west of Police Plaza, stands the Municipal Building, a prominent 39-story
building designed in the early 1900s by McKim, Mead, & White.  The building exhibits high lot
coverage and bulk, with its tall Corinthian columns extending from its archway over Chambers
Street up to the golden statue at its peak.  One Centre Street was landmarked by NYCLPC in 1966
and houses several City Agencies.  To the east of Police Plaza stands the headquarters for the NYC
Police Department, One Police Plaza, which is an approximately 16-story brick and glass building
constructed in the 1970s.  One Police Plaza exhibits fairly high bulk, extending to its full height from
the ground without setbacks.

In the southeast corner of the security zone stands the 7-story Murray Bergtraum High School at the
intersection of Rose Street and Avenue of the Finest, and the 32-story tower operated by Verizon
Telecommunications.  Murray Bergtraum High School is a NYC public high school within a bulky,
brick and concrete building rising 7 stories from a triangular footprint that is anchored by corner
cylindrical structures.  The Verizon building, formerly the NYNEX Building, is a white concrete
building featuring distinctive dark striations along its facades created by columns of glass windows.
This high-bulk building features low lot coverage and high bulk and is used by Verizon for
telecommunication purposes. 

Building arrangement varies throughout the security zone area.  The combination of large buildings
and large blocks allows for blocks with low to moderate lot coverage.  The buildings in the security
zone area are generally centered on their blocks and are surrounded by features such as landscaped
open space, parking, or perimeters comprised of open plazas. 

No singular form governs the blocks found in the security zone study area.  The blocks that comprise
this area are non-rectilinear superblocks that are the sites of large buildings and/or spaces, inclusive
of institutional buildings such as the Municipal Building and One Police Plaza, as well as Chatham
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Towers and Chatham Green, which are large residential apartment buildings. 

The street pattern in the security zone area is irregular and non-rectilinear, as the streets in this area
border irregularly-shaped superblocks and weave into and around the prominent elevated access
roadways that connect the Brooklyn Bridge to the rest of Manhattan.  Taken as a whole, the security
zone area resembles a square that has been sliced diagonally one way by Park Row and the other
way by Pearl Street.  As such, uniform east-west and north-south corridors for travel and views are
uncommon.  As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” several streets in the vicinity of One
Police Plaza were closed in 1999, creating discontinuities of street access and function but not of
physical form.  As shown in Chapter 1, Figure 1-3, there was a full closure of Madison Street
between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street, the restriction of Avenue of the Finest between
Madison Street and Park Row except for vehicles headed for the municipal parking garage, and a
prohibition of southbound traffic on Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street. 

Within the security zone area, sidewalks are well populated with street trees while the private open
spaces and landscaped areas surrounding the Chatham Green and Chatham Towers residential
developments provide dense greenery along both sides of the northern portion of Park Row.  The
public open space on Police Plaza provides open plaza space with simple, minimal tables and
benches, and distinctive plaza paving.  The streetwalls in the area are semi-continuous, as each of
the blocks within this area features one to two large buildings. 

Study Area 

The study area extends a quarter-mile radius from the security zone and contains all or part of
approximately 80 blocks in Manhattan, encompassing portions of four distinct neighborhoods: the
southeastern portion of Chinatown, the northeastern portion of the Fulton Market area, the northern
portion of the Civic Center area, and the northeastern portion of Tribeca.  These areas are also
illustrated in Figure 5-1.  The urban form of the study area varies widely, exhibiting several types
of building stock ranging from low-rise residential buildings with street level retail to tall high-
density commercial and residential towers.

The study area is comprised of a mixture of institutional, residential, commercial, and retail uses.
Just outside the security zone area, a core of predominantly institutional buildings, with some
commercial office uses, stands roughly bounded by Broadway, Worth Street, Pearl Street, and the
Brooklyn Bridge, with tall, high-bulk buildings ranging from 5 to 45 stories in height.  Courthouse
and City law enforcement buildings extend between Centre and Baxter Streets to White Street, while
NY Downtown Hospital and Pace University stand to the south of the Brooklyn Bridge access ramps
between Gold, Beekman, and Nassau Streets. To the northwest and northeast of this institutional
zone is Chinatown, which contains low-to mid-rise buildings, (generally 5 to 7 stories in height),
with moderate to high lot coverage.  Street-level retail use is generally mixed in with residential
buildings throughout Chinatown, which predominantly exhibits the early 1900s brick tenement
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building form. 

Along the southeast border of the study area’s institutional core are two large housing developments
- the Alfred E. Smith Houses public housing development and the Southbridge Towers complex,
which consist of tall, 12- to 27-story residential towers situated within playgrounds, plazas,
courtyards, and small commercial establishments. 

Punctuating each block of Broadway from Worth Street southward are several commercial office
towers from the early 1900s, generally ranging from 14 to 60 stories in height, but with moderate
bulks given the characteristic setbacks designed into these towers for light and air.  The tallest of
these towers is the landmarked Woolworth Building between Park Place and Barclay Street.  To the
west of Broadway are buildings typical of Tribeca, industrial loft-style buildings from the late 1800s
and early 1900s, ranging from 5 to 6 stories in height with cast-iron facades and full lot coverage.

The Fulton Market District comprises the southern portion of the secondary study area, with
buildings that generally exhibit high bulk on small lots and widely varied heights.  Slender, tall
buildings at 12 to 30 stories anchor the corners and midblocks of many of the blocks along Fulton
Street, interspersed among mid-rise buildings 4 to 6 stories in height.  To the east of Pearl Street
extending out onto the piers comprising the South Street Seaport, the predominant building stock
is made up of low-rise 3- and 4-story buildings, of late-1800s brick-and-mortar construction.

Within the study area, the majority of buildings are coterminous with lots that are aligned
perpendicularly to the surrounding street grid.  With the exception of the larger superblock housing
developments, buildings generally have their edges aligned with their lot boundaries, leaving little
room for variation in the placement of buildings upon lots.  The larger housing developments in the
area generally feature high-rise apartment buildings that are spaced apart, often divided by common
amenities such as open space or recreational facilities.

Because the study area is a patchwork of several neighborhoods, smaller localized grids intersected,
creating irregular blocks at their edges.  These convergences are anchored down by public squares,
as was the case with Chatham Square and Foley Square.  Additional superblocks in the area included
the Southbridge Towers and the Alfred E. Smith Towers.
 
There are several distinct regions of blocks that exhibit similar form within the study area. These
patches are generally divided by large superblocks, parks, or regions whose forms responded to the
presence of the many elevated and at-grade access roadways to the Brooklyn and Manhattan Bridge.
The South Street Seaport District, generally to the east of Pearl Street and to the north of Fulton
Street, has many areas closed to vehicles to allow pedestrian use.  To the west of Broadway and to
the north of Canal Street exist rectangular blocks, 200 by 400 feet in size, that are roughly in
alignment with the Manhattan street grid.  Located between Catherine Street and the on-ramps to
the Manhattan Bridge are several predominantly residential blocks that are approximately 200 by
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800 feet in size.  In addition, the blocks nearest to the South Street Seaport are approximately 200
by 300 feet in size and align with the East River edge.

In the study area, the street pattern is generally rectilinear, loosely aligned with the Manhattan grid
to the west of the Bowery. To the east of the Bowery and Water Street, streets are oriented
perpendicularly to the East River.  In the narrow streets of the historic district around the South
Street Seaport, it is common to find streets that meander in direction and create angular street
junctures; streets that dead-end and created alleyways, and streets that exist only for several blocks.

Many street trees are found within the study area.  Streetwall continuity, with few empty lots and
alleyways along block fronts, are prevalent throughout the majority of the study area, with the
exception of the standalone civic buildings.  Curb cuts regularly punctuated the sidewalks for
vehicle entry into properties containing light manufacturing uses, for instance, along Chrystie Street
where produce and seafood distribution establishments operated.  Cobbled streets are maintained
to the east of Pearl Street and to the north of Fulton Street, in the mainly pedestrian corridors that
comprised the Fulton Fish Market and South Street Seaport District.  Remnants of industrial use in
the Tribeca loft buildings between Broadway and Church Street were seen in the elevated metal
platforms that stand at the building facades and were once used for loading.  Metal cellar doors, in
line with the sidewalks, were commonly found in the secondary study area in conjunction with
street-level retail businesses, restaurants, and buildings that once housed industrial use. 

The street hierarchy in the entire study area, as illustrated in Figure 5-1, is composed of several
major arterials running east-west and north-south, which cater to the heaviest pedestrian and
vehicular traffic and served as truck and crosstown bus routes for NYC Transit (NYCT) buses.  The
major east-west arterials are Canal Street, which runs between the Holland Tunnel to New Jersey
to the west and the Manhattan Bridge to the east; Chambers Street, which runs between the West
Side Highway (Route 9A) to the west and the Brooklyn Bridge to the east; and Worth Street (also
known as Thomas Paine Street), which runs between Hudson Street and the Bowery.  The major
north-south arterials are Broadway, the Bowery, Park Row, Pearl Street, Water Street, and South
Street, which runs underneath the Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR) Drive, an expressway that
traces the eastern edge of Manhattan.  The narrower east-west and north-south streets throughout
the remainder of the study area are considered local routes.

The Brooklyn Bridge on- and off-ramps are an important element in the urban design context of the
study area.  Built in the last part of the 19th Century, the Brooklyn Bridge spans the East River from
Park Row in Manhattan to Adams Street in Brooklyn.  There is a raised boardwalk in the middle of
the bridge for pedestrians and bicycles.  Benches and flowers at Park Row mark the end of the
Manhattan side of Brooklyn Bridge. The ramps associated with the bridge run throughout the
western portion of the study area and the elevated ramps create unusual spaces at street level.  In
some cases, the street level space is used for parked cars, while other areas have been covered with
greenery to create “green streets.”  The Brooklyn Bridge and its network of ramps divide the civic
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center from the offices and other land uses in lower Manhattan. 

The principal natural feature of the urban design study area is the East River, situated to the east of
the island of Manhattan to form an aquatic border between Manhattan and the boroughs of Brooklyn
and Queens.  Esplanades along the East River provide passive recreational areas for residents and
visitors, a contextual backdrop for eastward views from points further inland, as well as a visual
feature for waterfront properties.  The topography of the entire study area is generally flat, with
gentle downward slopes near the edge of Manhattan at the East River.  No further natural features
are found in the study area.

Visual Resources

Security Zone 

The security zone area is a densely developed urban area with few opportunities for expansive view
corridors.  Views of the Brooklyn Bridge are an important visual resource, as are views of the civic
center’s ornate cornices.  The Municipal Building and the U.S. Courthouse, have decorative crowns
distinguishable from the other tall buildings in the area.  Street-level views of the Brooklyn Bridge
from Police Plaza and from other points in the eastern portion of the security zone area are blocked
by the Verizon Building (formerly the New York Telephone Company switching center).  View
corridors to the East River are not available along the full length of the east-west streets due to the
irregularity of the street grid in the study area.  Elevated roadways associated with the FDR Drive
and the Brooklyn Bridge, fencing, and above-ground development commonly obstruct public views
of the river.

Study Area

Views to the visual resources within the study area are generally short and are often limited to the
immediate surroundings of each resource.  Views of larger structures, such as the Municipal
Building, the Woolworth Building, and the Brooklyn Bridge generally do not extend across the
study area due to visual barriers created by buildings.  These structures are periodically visible from
open spaces throughout the study area, where views are possible due to the variation of building
heights, and from vantage points along the Manhattan and Brooklyn waterfronts. 

C. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION

Under the 2006 No-Action condition, it is assumed that the security plan implemented by the NYPD
after September 11, 2001 that resulted in the street closures would not be in place.  The roadways
would be open with the 1999 street closures and municipal garage closure in place and
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transportation services would continue as they were prior to September 11, 2001.  Under this
scenario, all private and commercial vehicles would have access throughout the security zone, with
the exception of the streets that were closed in 1999.  In addition, all security-related streetscape
elements would not be present in the security zone. 

Urban Design

Security Zone 

Since the baseline year, no changes have occurred in building bulk, use, or type; building
arrangement; block form and street pattern; street hierarchy; or natural features within the security
zone area.  Changes in streetscape elements have occurred within the security zone area since the
baseline 2001 year with the implementation of the security plan.  The features of the security plan
included the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulic-
operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated
adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza, which are considered potential terrorist
targets.  Following the 2001 street closures, private police vehicles were permitted to park at an
angle along Park Row; however, all vehicles are now prohibited from parking along Park Row.
Private police vehicles were also permitted and continue to park along the closed northbound
Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp.  How the security plan has affected urban design in the study area is
discussed below in detail under Section D, “With-Action Condition.”

Under the No-Action condition, there would be no change from baseline conditions in the urban
design features (inclusive of building bulk, use, and type; building arrangement; block form; street
pattern; streetscape elements; street hierarchy; and natural features) within the security zone area.

Study Area

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” besides a few residential
conversions and new residential construction, little development has occurred in the study area.  As
such, the urban design characteristics of the area have not changed significantly in the study area
since the baseline conditions.  Brooklyn Bridge Plaza, the open space area located at street level
under the Brooklyn Bridge, has recently undergone an upgrade to become a more attractive area that
includes new sitting areas, trees and plantings, and sports courts.  In addition, police vehicles that
were permitted to park on James Madison Plaza, located at Pearl Street and Madison Streets, before
and after baseline conditions, are currently not permitted to park there as a result of a court order.
In addition,  Duane Street between Broadway and Centre Street, along the south facade of a complex
of two Federal buildings, was closed for security purposes after the baseline year.  Access to this
segment of Duane Street is provided to authorized government vehicles. 
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Visual Resources

Security Zone

As discussed above, the security zone area continues to be a densely developed urban area with few
opportunities for expansive view corridors.  Street-level views of the Brooklyn Bridge from Police
Plaza and from other points in the eastern portion of the security zone area are blocked by the
Verizon Building.  View corridors to the East River are not available along the full length of the
east-west streets due to the irregularity of the street grid in the study area.  Elevated roadways
associated with the FDR Drive and the Brooklyn Bridge, fencing, and above-ground development
continue to obstruct public views of the river.  As discussed above, changes in streetscape elements
have occurred within the security zone area from baseline conditions with the implementation of the
security plan that was put into place following the events of September 11, 2001.  How the security
plan has affected visual resources within the security zone is discussed below in detail under Section
D, “With-Action Condition.”

Under the 2006 No-Action condition, there would be no change from baseline conditions in the
ability of the public to view visual resources within the security zone area.

Study Area 

As with the security zone area, the study area continues to be a densely developed urban area.  As
discussed above, besides a few residential conversions and new residential construction, little
development has occurred in the study area that would have affected visual resources.  How the
security plan has affected visual resources within the study area is discussed below in detail under
Section D, “With-Action Condition.”

Under the 2006 No-Action condition, there would be no change from baseline conditions in the
ability of the public to view visual resources within the study area.

Urban design characteristics and visual resources throughout the study area would be expected to
remain the same under the No-Action condition.  As discussed above, besides a few residential
conversions and new residential construction, little development has occurred in the study area since
the baseline year.  This area of Lower Manhattan is fully developed with little opportunity for new
development.  As shown in Chapter 2, Table 2-2, most land use changes that have occurred since
the baseline year have been in the form of residential conversions of office buildings.  It would
therefore be unlikely that urban design characteristics, urban design patterns, and visual resources
in the study area would be much different than they are in the study area in the With-Action
condition if the street closures were not in place.
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D. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION

As discussed above, the action has resulted in the installation of temporary security booths, rising-
plate hydraulic delta barriers, bollards, and planters on various streets and intersections within the
security zone for the purpose of closing streets to unauthorized vehicular traffic to create a secure
perimeter around One Police Plaza and adjacent civic facilities.  As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project
Description,” and shown in Figure 1-4, security checkpoint locations for vehicular access have been
installed at the following locations: 

• Park Row, just west of Worth Street
• Park Row, near the Brooklyn Bridge
• Pearl Street at Foley Square
• Pearl Street on the west side of Park Row 
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Rose Street at Frankfort Street 
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 

In addition, the action resulted in the creation of sally ports - two delta barriers on the same roadway
that allow a vehicle to be immobilized for inspection - at the following checkpoints:

• Madison Street at St. James Place
• Pearl Street at St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street
• Park Row west of Worth Street

As a result, the following streets within close proximity to One Police Plaza that are open only to
authorized vehicles include:

• Park Row, between approximately Worth Street and the Brooklyn Bridge
• Pearl Street, between Foley Square and St. James Place
• Madison/Rose Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place
• Avenue of the Finest
• Northbound Park Row Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp 

This section describes urban design and visual resource conditions that have been affected under the
current security plan within the security zone area and within the quarter-mile radius study area.
This assessment considers the effects of the With-Action condition from where it is visible: from
within the security zone area and from locations outside of, though within view of, the security plan
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features.

Urban Design

Security Zone

The addition of these security elements has resulted in the modification of the local street pattern,
through the restriction of access to portions of Park Row, Pearl Street, and Madison Street and the
alteration of the streetscape within the security zone.  The security plan has not affected building
bulk, use, and type; or natural features.  Figure 5-2 depicts the photograph reference number and
view direction of the photos shown in Figure 5-3.

The main access point into the security zone for Chatham Green residents arriving in vehicles and
other authorized vehicles is located at Park Row and Worth Street (see Photo 1 of Figure 5-3).  Park
Row is the widest street in the security zone, formerly carrying two-way traffic in four lanes.  There
are two security booths located at this checkpoint with two delta barriers located in both northbound
and southbound lanes.  Planters border the south side of the sidewalk along Worth Street at Park
Row.  A temporary electronic sign is located at this checkpoint to alert drivers that Park Row is open
to authorized vehicles only.  

Commercial vehicles, such as delivery trucks, are only permitted through the checkpoint at Park
Row and Worth Street after displaying valid identification.  After passing through the barricade,
commercial trucks must pull into a  truck inspection staging area on the westside side of Park Row
where they are inspected by the USMS officers as well as bomb sniffing dogs (Photo 2 of Figure 5-
3).  There is a temporary USMS security booth positioned at the truck inspection area as well as a
temporary chain link fence cage for the bomb sniffing dogs.  Concrete jersey barriers topped with
two feet of black wrought iron fencing line the center, west side, and east side of Park Row.  Jersey
barriers with black fencing border the east side of Park Row along side of police headquarters.
There are two temporary trailers located along this portion of the sidewalk as well. There are also
temporary security booths and delta barriers located along the southern portion of Park Row; one
in the southbound lane, just south of Police Plaza, and in the northbound lane, just north of Frankfort
Street (Photos 3 and 4 of Figure 5-3).  

There are temporary USMS security booths and delta barriers located at Foley Square at Pearl Street
and on the west side of Park Row at Pearl Street restricting vehicular access on this portion of Pearl
Street ( Photos 5 and 7 of Figure 5-3).   There are temporary security booths and delta barriers on
the east side of Park Row at Pearl Street and on the west side of St. James Place and Pearl Street
(Photos 6 and 8 of Figure 5-3).  The security checkpoint at St. James Place and Pearl Street also
contains planters and French barriers (movable metal pedestrian barricades) (Photo 8 of Figure 5-3).
While this portion of Pearl Street formerly carried traffic in both north and southbound directions,
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1. View south on Park Row at Worth Street 2. View north on Park Row at Pearl Street

3. View north on Park Row at Police Plaza 4. View north on Park Row at Frankfort Street

One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 5-3
With-Action Condition



6. View east on Pearl Street at Park Row

5. View east on Pearl Street at Foley Square 

8. View north on Pearl Street at St. James Place
One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 5-3

With-Action Condition

7. View west on Pearl Street at Park Row



9. View south on Madison Street at St. James Place 10.View east on Madison Street at Avenue of the Finest

11. View south on Rose Street at Avenue of the Finest 12. View north on Avenue of the Finest at Madison Street 
One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 5-3

With-Action Condition



13. View north on Avenue of the Finest at Pearl Street 14. View east on closed Brooklyn Bridge ramp  

One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 5-3
With-Action Condition
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it is now only open to northbound authorized traffic since the street closures in 1999. A permanent
black wrought iron fence and concrete planters located down the center of Pearl Street between Park
Row and St. James Place were installed after the 2001 security plan was put into place (Photo 6 of
Figure 5-3).   

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the closure of Madison Street between Pearl Street
and Avenue of the Finest was part of the 1999 street closures and temporary security booths and
delta barriers were situated at Madison Street and Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street and Madison
Street as part of that security plan.  After the 2001 security plan was put into place, temporary
security booths and delta barriers were installed on the west side of St. James Place at Madison
Street and at Rose Street and Frankfort Street (Photos 8 and 10 of Figure 5-3).  There are also
planters and jersey barriers located at the checkpoints at Rose Street and Frankfort Street and
Madison Street at St. James Place. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street  and
Park Row was a part of the 1999 street closure and a temporary security booth and delta barrier was
located on west side of Avenue of the Finest at Madison Street (Photo 9 of Figure 5-3).  As a result
of the 2001 security plan, Avenue of the Finest was closed to unauthorized vehicles from Pearl
Street to Park Row with the addition of a temporary security booth, delta barrier, and planters (Photo
12 of Figure 5-3). 

In addition, as discussed above, an off-ramp from the Brooklyn Bridge was closed as part of the
With-Action condition.  Vehicles that previously exited the Brooklyn Bridge via this off-ramp were
able to travel north on Park Row or east along Avenue of the Finest.  A temporary barricade is
located at the entrance of the off-ramp and authorized vehicles currently park on the ramp (Photo
13 of Figure 5-3).  

According to the NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Division, these security measures are necessary to
create a “secure zone” around NYPD headquarters and other civic buildings that are considered
potential terrorist targets.  The terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001
resulted in greater security measures being implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower
Manhattan due to the large number of government offices and financial institutions located there.
Security devices, although typically not aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape
of the City after September 11, 2001.  The area surrounding the New York Stock Exchange and
Metro Tech in Brooklyn, for example, have implemented similar security plans where public streets
have been closed to unauthorized traffic and features such as delta barriers, jersey barriers, concrete
planters, and bollards have been installed.  The security plan features discussed above have altered
the urban design characteristics of the security zone area, creating a makeshift and nonhomogeneous
setting.  However, these security features are considered necessary to protect potential terrorist
targets and these features will remain in place as long as a potential terrorist threat exists.  
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Although these security measures are necessary, their temporary and unaesthetic nature has resulted
in a negative alteration of the streetscape within the security zone.  The closure of public streets and
the addition of the security elements have introduced a forbidding and unaesthetic quality to the
area.  The action has created a disconnect between the security zone area and the surrounding
neighborhood.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, in terms of streetscape elements, a
significant adverse impact would result if an action would add to, eliminate, or alter a critical feature
of a streetscape.  The streets within the security zone, before they were closed, particularly Park
Row, were active through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic
Center area.  The absence of vehicular traffic and activity within the security area has created an
abandoned quality, which is in stark contrast to the active and lively surrounding area.  The
temporary quality of the security elements has created a haphazard, inconsistent look that does not
fit with the surrounding urban design context.  The absence of vehicles and addition of the security
elements have altered the streetscape within the security zone and a significant adverse impact to
urban design has resulted.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS provides a description of measures
to be developed to mitigate the urban design impacts identified in this chapter. 

Study Area

The action has not altered the urban design characteristics that give the study area its defining
appearance.  The features of the security plan discussed above have altered streetscape elements
limited to the area within the security zone.  The built form of the area, consisting of a mixture of
historic and visual landmarks built on irregularly shaped blocks, has remained unchanged.

Visual Resources

Security Zone

Street level views in the security zone area have been altered by the current temporary security
measures.  All of the temporary barricades have a makeshift quality resulting from their mobility
and inconsistency of design and materials.  Visual resources in the security zone area consist of the
streetscapes unique to the area and the Civic Center’s historic landmarks, including the Brooklyn
Bridge, the Municipal Building, the United States Courthouse, and the New York County
Courthouse.  In general, view corridors to significant visual resources are not available from points
within the security zone, and those of major landmarks in the area, such as the Brooklyn Bridge and
the Municipal Building, are available as upward views from public spaces, unobstructed by
structures under one story in height.  The barricades also figure prominently into views at street level
since the majority of the security zone has no traffic and little pedestrian traffic. Otherwise, views
to these resources have not been dramatically changed and significant visual resources have
remained prominently visible. These security elements are minimally intrusive to viewsheds and
have not adversely impacted visual resources located in the area.  
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Study Area 

The security plan elements have not blocked public views to any visual resources, including view
corridors, vistas, historic landmarks, historic districts, and open spaces within the study area.  The
installed streetscape elements that comprise the physical elements of the NYPD security plan do not
preclude views of visual resources given the low heights of the bollards, jersey barriers, French
barricades, and concrete planters and modest size of the security checkpoint booths.  As such, the
security plan has not adversely impacted visual resources within the study area.  
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 6: NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

A. INTRODUCTION

As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, neighborhood character is considered to be an
amalgam of the various elements that give a neighborhood its distinct personality. These elements
can include land use, urban design, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomics,
transportation and noise, as well as any other physical or social characteristics that help to
distinguish the community in question from another.  

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an assessment of neighborhood character is generally
needed when the action would exceed preliminary thresholds in any one of the following areas
of technical analysis: land use, urban design and visual resources, historic resources,
socioeconomic conditions, transportation, or noise. An assessment is also appropriate when the
action would have moderate effects on several of the aforementioned areas. Although the CEQR
Technical Manual lists historic resources as a neighborhood character element, as the action has
not and would not result in a substantial direct change to a historic resource or substantial
changes to public views of a resource, a discussion of historic resources in this chapter is not
included.  Potential effects on neighborhood character may include:

• Land Use. Development resulting from a proposed action could alter neighborhood
character if it introduces new land uses, conflicts with land use policy or other public
plans for the area, changes land use character, or generates significant land use impacts.

• Socioeconomic Conditions. Changes in socioeconomic conditions have the potential to
affect neighborhood character when they result in substantial direct or indirect
displacement or addition of population, employment, or businesses; or substantial
differences in population or employment density. 

• Urban Design and Visual Resources. In developed areas, urban design changes have the
potential to affect neighborhood character by introducing substantially different building
bulk, form, size, scale, or arrangement. Urban design changes may also affect block
forms, street patterns, or street hierarchies, as well as streetscape elements such as
streewalls, landscaping, curbcuts, and loading docks. Visual resource changes could
affect neighborhood character if they directly alter key visual features such as unique and
important public view corridors and vistas, or block public visual access to such features.



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Chapter 6: Neighborhood Character

6-2

• Transportation. Changes in traffic and pedestrian conditions can affect neighborhood
character in a number of ways. For traffic to have an effect on neighborhood character,
it must be a contributing element to the character of the neighborhood (either by its
absence or its presence), and it must change substantially as a result of the action.
According to the CEQR Technical Manual, such substantial traffic changes can include:
changes in level of service (LOS) to C or below; change in traffic patterns; change in
roadway classifications; change in vehicle mixes, substantial increase in traffic volumes
on residential streets; or significant traffic impacts, as identified in the technical traffic
analysis. Regarding pedestrians, when a proposed action would result in substantially
different pedestrian activity and circulation, it has the potential to affect neighborhood
character. 

• Noise. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, for an action to affect neighborhood
character with respect to noise, it would need to result in a significant adverse noise
impact and a change in acceptability categories. 

This chapter of the EIS examines neighborhood character within the security zone area and its
surrounding blocks, and the action’s effects on that character (see Figure 6-1 for study area
location).  The chapter’s impact analysis focuses on changes to neighborhood character resulting
from changes in the technical areas discussed above, since changes to these technical areas are
most relevant to potential changes in neighborhood character.

B. BASELINE CONDITIONS

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the September 11, 2001 attacks on the World
Trade Center resulted in a security plan that included the closure of streets adjacent to the civic
facilities located near One Police Plaza (see Figure 6-1 for security zone area).  Prior to the
attacks, these streets were open to all vehicles, with the exception of several streets that closed
in 1999 for security purposes (see Chapter 1, Figure 1-3).  As the creation of the security zone
was a result of the September 11, 2001 attacks, a description of the neighborhood character that
existed in the surrounding area prior to the attacks will help to provide the context for the analysis
which follows.  Those 2001 baseline neighborhood conditions are discussed in this section.
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Security Zone

The With-Action area (the security zone) for neighborhood character analysis is defined as the
streetscapes in the area bounded by Worth Street, St. James Street, Pearl Street, Frankfort Street,
and Centre Street. The street pattern in this area is irregular and does not follow the formal 1811
grid plan imposed on the majority of the City.   As mentioned above, in the baseline condition,
streets were open to all commercial and private vehicles and none of the features associated with
the action were in place.  

The area within the security zone is composed of mainly institutional and residential uses.  The
courthouses and office buildings draw large volumes of employees and visitors to the area
throughout the day and most of the streets surrounding these buildings are congested with
government and private vehicles.  The existing Police Plaza complex includes an outdoor plaza,
and the police headquarters at One Police Plaza.  The outdoor plaza, part of the Police Plaza
complex, is an open space walkway with trees and benches connecting police headquarters with
the Municipal Building at One Centre Street.  The 30-story Municipal Building occupies one
square block between Centre Street, St. Andrews Plaza, Park Row, and Tryon Row.  The
Municipal Building has a street-level passageway to Chambers Street and an arcaded south wing
that arches above a subway entrance.  The United States Courthouse at 40 Foley Square, which
houses the U.S. Court of Appeals and U.S. District Court, is a 31-story structure located to the
northeast of the Municipal Building.  St. Andrews Plaza separates the two buildings.  The block
bordered by Centre, Worth, Baxter, and Pearl Streets is occupied by the New York County
Courthouse, home to the New York State Supreme Court and a second United States Courthouse,
containing the U.S. District Court.  The Metropolitan Correctional Center is located on the
northwestern corner of Park Row and Pearl Street.  Murray Bergtraum High School, a public
school with student enrollment of approximately 2,790 students, is located on a block bounded
by Pearl Street, Madison Street, and Avenue of the Finest.  A Verizon telecommuniations
building is located on the same block as the high school.
  
Marked and unmarked police vehicles are parked throughout the blocks south of One Police
Plaza.  Madison Street was used for police parking, as was James Madison Plaza and the covered
area under the Brooklyn Bridge.  The large number of law enforcement vehicles creates a strong
police presence in the area.  The Verizon Building and Murray Bergtraum High School also
attract large numbers of pedestrians to the area.  On weekday mornings, many students and
employees arrive at the subway station located under the Municipal Building and then walk
across Police Plaza and down the stairs to Madison Street.  The streets within the security zone,
particularly Park Row, were active through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown
and the Civic Center area. 

Two large-scale housing developments, Chatham Towers and Chatham Green Houses, are also
located within the security zone.  Chatham Towers is the smaller of the two and is located
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between Worth Street, Park Row, and Pearl Street. Chatham Towers consists of two 25-story
towers containing 250 residential units with underground parking for residents and the public.
Chatham Towers is a sculpted concrete building and was constructed in 1965 by architects Kelly
& Gruzen.  The Chatham Green Houses cooperative apartment building is a 21-story structure
located on the irregularly shaped block bordered by Park Row, St. James Place, Chatham Square,
and Pearl and Madison Streets.  The S-shaped structure contains 420 residential units.  The
Chatham Green Houses is set back from the street by landscaping and a parking lot located in the
front of the building along Park Row.  Access/egress points to and from the parking lot are
located along Park Row and Pearl Street.  Like Chatham Towers, Chatham Green was designed
by architects Kelly & Gruzen and constructed in 1961. 

Study Area

Located directly east of the Civic Center area is the Governor Alfred E. Smith Houses which
consists of several mid-size residential buildings built around open space.  The Smith Houses and
Chatham Green form a distinct residential unit along St. James Place.   Confucius Plaza, a 44-
story subsidized housing building, was built in 1976 and is located on the corner of the Bowery
and Division Streets.  The statue of Confucius in front of Confucius Plaza is a common meeting
place for members of the community.  

North and east of these large-scale residential developments is the Chinatown neighborhood.
Since the 1840's New York’s Chinatown has traditionally been centered in the eight blocks
bounded by Canal, Worth, Baxter Streets and the Bowery/Chatham Square.  Manhattan’s
Chinatown owes its dynamic character to its unique mix of physical and cultural characteristics
and the myriad activities that take place on the area’s principal public places - it’s streets and
sidewalks.  Among these activities are the assembly and movement of people, goods, and
vehicles on the area’s public rights of way - including bus staging, freight deliveries, waste
pickups, and the many other activities and services that are essential for the area’s daily life.1
These activities in Chinatown are familiar and contribute greatly to the area’s essential character
and cultural significance.  They are particularly intense in the oldest and most traditional areas
of the community where the public rights-of-way are the most heavily utilized and congestion
is the greatest.2

Restaurants, fresh food markets, tea and rice shops, gift and souvenir shops, and garment
factories are the main businesses in Chinatown, and the area’s distinct character and mix of
businesses make it a popular tourist destination.  The largest Asian community in North America
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can be found among the narrow streets of Chinatown, a neighborhood which extends north of
Canal Street beyond the study area. 

In the early 1970's Chinatown began to push out the enclave’s historic boundaries, although Mott
Street continued to be Chinatown’s unofficial “Main Street”. Like many streets that predated
Manhattan’s grid pattern, Mott Street meanders around natural features of landscape rather than
running through or over them.  Mott Street between Canal Street and Chatham Square is
considered the historic heart of Chinatown and is the primary destination for tourists.  This
stretch of Mott Street is lined with souvenir shops, tea houses and restaurants that cater mostly
to tourists. Mott Street and the surrounding sidestreet’s sidewalks are crowded with tourists and
shoppers, particularly on the weekends.  The housing stock within the traditional heart of
Chinatown is mostly composed of decrepit and cramped tenement buildings, some of which are
over 100 years old.  

High concentrations of commercial and mixed-use buildings exist throughout the area,
concentrated along Canal Street, between Broadway and Pearl Street, along the north-south
streets throughout the area.  Canal Street is a bustling commercial district, crowded with open
storefronts and street vendors.  Tourists as well as local residents pack the Canal Street sidewalks
every day to frequent the open-air food stalls and small stores selling items such as perfume,
purses, hardware, and industrial plastics at low prices.  Some of these goods are grey market
imports and notoriously counterfeit, with fake trademarked brand names on electronics, clothing
and personal accessories.  Pirated CDs and DVDs are also common, offered for sale on the Canal
Street sidewalks in makeshift stands and suitcases or laid out bedsheets.  Canal Street is a heavily
trafficked east-west thoroughfare with vehicles headed west to the Holland Tunnel and east to
the Manhattan Bridge. 

The Brooklyn Bridge divides the Civic Center/Chinatown neighborhoods from the South Street
Seaport and Financial District to the south.  The ramps to the Brooklyn Bridge also create a
physical and visual barrier to the neighborhoods to the south. The on- and off-ramp system for
the Brooklyn Bridge forms a network of segregated roadways that divide the Governor Alfred
E. Smith Houses, Verizon, and Murray Bergtraum High School corridor from the area to the east.
The South Street Seaport contains many national retail stores and restaurants that attracts tourists
and shoppers to the area.  The Seaport itself, on Pier 17, operates primarily as a mall and tourism
center.  Tourists are offered shops and a food court and decks outside allow for spectacular views
of the Brooklyn Bridge and Brooklyn Heights.  This area was also home to the Fulton Fish
Market, a bustling wholesale fish market that operated in the early morning hours along South
Street between Peck Slip and Fulton Street.  Dover and Water Streets, as well as Peck Slip are
characterized by cobblestone streets and their relatively low building height and small-scale
historic residential/maritime functions.   
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North of the South Street Seaport area, the Southbridge Towers residential complex creates its
own insular neighborhood with commercial establishments, parking garages, open spaces, and
housing towers.  The Southbridge Towers complex is distinct from both the South Street Seaport
neighborhood to the south and west and from the office buildings to the north.  The office
buildings located along William, Beekman, Nassau, and Ann Streets are all part of the northern
section of the Lower Manhattan business center.  Located outside of Manhattan’s uniform street
grid, these streets are narrow and irregular.  They are filled with ground floor retail
establishments including restaurants and support services for office workers and businesses
above.  Pace University and NY Downtown Hospital are located north of the Lower Manhattan
business district and form their own neighborhood across Park Row from City Hall across Gold
Street from Southbridge Towers.  This area attracts many pedestrians during the weekdays.  

C. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the security plan
implemented by the NYPD after September 11, 2001 that resulted in the above mentioned street
closures would not be in place. The roadways would be open with the 1999 street closures and
municipal garage closure in place and transportation services would continue as they were prior
to September 11, 2001.  Under this scenario, all private and commercial vehicles would have
access throughout the security zone, with the exception of the streets that were closed in 1999. 
Security Zone

In the No-Action condition, without the street closures in place, no significant changes in
neighborhood character would have occurred within the security zone from the baseline 2001
year.  Land uses within the security zone would remain the same in the No-Action condition as
would urban design and socioeconomic conditions.  Transportation characteristics of the security
zone would also remain unchanged from the baseline 2001 year.  As mentioned above, all private
and commercial vehicles would have access throughout the security zone, with exception of the
streets that were closed in 1999.   Prior to September 11, 2001, and the resulting street closures,
six MTA New York City Transit bus routes used Park Row in one or both directions, including
the M9, M15, M103, X25, X90, and the B51.  In addition, the BM1, BM2, BM3, and B4 bus
routes also utilized Park Row prior to September 11, 2001. In the 2006 No-Action, with the
exception of the M9 route, these buses would remain on their routes along Park Row.  One
pedestrian corridor along police headquarters was closed as a result of the security plan.  In the
2006 No-Action condition, this corridor would be open. 

Study Area 

In the No-Action condition, the security zone around NYPD headquarters would not be in place,
however, security measures implemented throughout the study area at City Hall and various
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government and office buildings after September 11, 2001 would continue to be in place.  The
presence of these other security measures is an additional characteristic of the area compared to
the baseline condition.  Besides the additional security measures installed within the study area,
neighborhood character within the study area would remain the same in the 2006 No-Action
condition.  

D. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION

Following the events of September 11, 2001, a security plan was implemented that resulted in
the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards, and hydraulic delta
barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways adjacent to the civic
facilities located near One Police Plaza including NYPD Headquarters, the New York State
Supreme Court, and the United States Courthouse.  The security measures consist of delta
barriers, bollards and planters to control vehicle access to police headquarters and other civic
facilities in the area.  The delta barriers that have been installed at various intersections can be
raised and lowered to provide authorized vehicles access to streets within the secure perimeter.
With the exception of areas immediately adjacent to the NYPD headquarters at One Police Plaza,
pedestrian access within the security perimeter is not restricted. The stairway from Police Plaza
to Madison Street that was used by employees and students headed toward Murray Bergtraum
High School and Verizon from the subway station at the Municipal Building is now closed. They
now must use the stairway from Police Plaza that leads down to Avenue of the Finest to access
the school, Verizon, and Pearl Street. 

Residents of Chatham Green in vehicles are required to show identification to enter the checkpoint
at Park Row and Worth Street before they are able to access their parking lot.   Commercial
vehicles, such as delivery trucks, are permitted through the barrier with proper identification and
after an inspection of the truck.  Prior to September 11, 2001, six MTA New York City Transit
bus routes used Park Row in one or both directions, including the M9, M15, M103, X25, X90, and
the B51. In addition, the BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes used Park Row prior to
September 11, 2001.  In the With-Action condition, these buses were rerouted around the security
zone increasing travel distances and travel times for passengers and adding congestion to the
already crowded detour routes.

Private police vehicles were permitted to park along restricted portions of Park Row and the
Brooklyn Bridge off ramp leading to Park Row after those roadways were closed.  However,
police vehicles are currently not permitted to park along this portion of Park Row.  They are still
permitted to park on the closed Brooklyn Bridge off ramp.  In addition, police vehicles that were
permitted to park on James Madison Plaza before and after the 2001 baseline year, are not
currently permitted to park there. 
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This section focuses on changes to neighborhood character resulting from changes in the technical
areas of Land Use, Socioeconomic Conditions, Urban Design and Visual Resources,
Transportation, and Noise. Changes in these technical areas are most likely to result in changes
to neighborhood character as follows:

• Land Use. The Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy analysis (see Chapter 2) indicates that
the action has not impacted or changed or would not change the scale and density or type
of land use within the study area. As such, the action has not affected neighborhood
character in terms of land use.

• Socioeconomic Conditions. The Socioeconomic analysis (see Chapter 4) concluded that
although the action has limited accessibility to some parts of the study area, there is no
evidence that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any secondary residential
displacement. While rents and home values have, in general, increased throughout the
study area, these increases appear to be a result of normal economic trends, are consistent
with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, and are therefore not directly attributable to the
security plan. In addition, while property values have, in general, increased throughout the
study area, and commercial rents have slightly decreased, these changes are not unique to
the study area and appear to be a result of normal economic trends.  As these changes are
consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan, they are therefore not directly
attributable to the security plan.  The action, which is limited to streets and sidewalks, does
not entail any new development, and does not involve any involuntary displacement of
businesses or institutions within the security zone. As no direct, indirect business or
institutional displacement would occur as a result of the action, no significant adverse
impacts have occurred or are expected on socioeconomic conditions. 

• Urban Design and Visual Resources. The Urban Design and Visual Resources analysis
(see Chapter 5) indicates that the action has resulted in some changes to the urban design
and visual quality of the area, specifically within the security zone. The addition of the
security zone features has resulted in a negative modification of the streetscape elements
within the security zone boundaries.  As such, significant adverse impacts on urban
design have resulted from implementation of the security plan. The urban design analysis
notes that the urban design impacts would be addressed with operational mitigation
measures (see Chapter 11, “Mitigation”).  The security plan has not blocked public views
to any visual resources, including view corridors, vistas, historic landmarks, historic
districts, and open spaces.  The installed streetscape elements that comprise the physical
elements of the NYPD security plan do not preclude views of visual resources given the
low heights of the bollards and modest size of the security checkpoint booths.  As such
no impacts on visual resources have occurred.  
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• Transportation. The Traffic and Parking analysis (see Chapter 7) indicates that the action
has resulted in traffic impacts in a number of locations in the study area. The analysis also
notes that most of the identified traffic impacts would be fully addressed with proposed
mitigation measures (see Chapter 11).  No significant adverse impacts to study area
parking conditions have resulted from the With-Action condition. The Transit and
Pedestrian analysis (see Chapter 8) indicates that there have been substantial increases in
overall travel time for the diverted bus routes, and these increases have resulted in
significant adverse impacts on bus operations for the M15 and M103 routes, especially
in the AM peak hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours. In addition, the
security plan appears to have resulted in a significant adverse safety impact on pedestrian
conditions at the Broadway/Worth Street intersection where increases in pedestrian
accidents have occurred.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” provides mitigation measures to
address the bus transit and pedestrian safety impacts identified.  

• Noise. As discussed in Chapter 10, noise levels within the study area have increased as a
result of the diverted traffic. As discussed in the chapter, the action has resulted in noise
impacts at two locations along Worth Street.

Security Zone 

The terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001 resulted in greater security
measures being implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan due to the large
number of government offices and financial institutions located there.  Security devices such as
jersey barriers, French barriers, delta barriers, bollards, and concrete planters, although typically
not aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape of the City after September 11, 2001.
The area surrounding the New York Stock Exchange and Metro Tech in Brooklyn, for example,
have implemented similar security plans where public streets have been closed to unauthorized
traffic and features such as delta barriers, jersey barriers, concrete planters, and bollards have been
installed.  This increase in security presence has altered the character of the City, especially in
Lower Manhattan.  

As the increased security presence has altered the character of Lower Manhattan, the action has
resulted in an alteration of neighborhood character within the security zone area.  While there is
still pedestrian traffic, vehicular traffic is lighter (within the security zone), and the security
presence is an additional characteristic of the area.  The area within the security zone has become
isolated from the surrounding neighborhoods by the limiting of vehicular access.  The streets
within the security zone, before they were closed, particularly Park Row, were more active
through streets connecting the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic Center area. This
absence of vehicular traffic and activity within the security zone has created an abandoned
quality, which is starkly contrasted to the active and lively surrounding area.  The closure of
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public streets and the addition of the security elements has introduced a forbidding and
unaesthetic quality to the area.  The action has created a disconnect between the security zone
area and the surrounding neighborhood.  Despite this negative alteration, these security features
are considered necessary to protect potential terrorist targets and these features will remain in
place as long as a potential terrorist threat exists.  

Study Area 

As discussed above, there has been an increase in security within the study area around City Hall
and other government and office buildings as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.
These security measures include an increase in security officers outside these buildings as well
as jersey barriers, bollards, delta barriers, and planters along sidewalks.  These security measures
have altered the character of the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan.  Consequently, the One
Police Plaza security plan is not a unique feature that has altered the character of the surrounding
area.  Although the action has resulted in increases in traffic and noise around the perimeter of the
security zone,  this has not altered the defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area, as
this area has always been heavily trafficked.  

E. CONCLUSION

The action has resulted in a change of character within the security zone.  As discussed above,
the action has resulted in an overall change in the character of the security zone area with respect
to urban design and street-level activity.  The cumulative effects of the impacts discussed above
have negatively impacted neighborhood character within the security zone.  While a number of
significant adverse traffic impacts were identified, these impacts occur in locations that would
already be congested in the No-Action condition.  These transportation impacts have not
significantly altered neighborhood character within the study area.  However, as discussed in
Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” traffic, transit and pedestrians, and urban design impacts would be fully
or partially mitigated and therefore, any impact on neighborhood character would also be
mitigated.
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 One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 7: TRAFFIC AND PARKING

A. INTRODUCTION

This section of the EIS discusses the transportation characteristics and any potential impacts
associated with the security plan implemented shortly after September 11, 2001 by the New York
City Police Department (NYPD) in order to protect City, State, and Federal facilities in the “civic
center” portion of lower Manhattan which were at the time, and continue to be considered
potential terrorist targets.  As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the security
measures include attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulically-
operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated
adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza.  The traffic and parking analysis
focuses on the vehicle diversions related to the street closures that are part of the security plan.
In addition, on-street and off-street parking conditions are included in the analysis.

The traffic study area and analysis locations focus on the perimeter of the security zone and on
other key intersections which are considered principal diversion paths.  The study area for the
transportation analyses is shown in Figure 7-1.  The study area was selected to encompass those
roadways most likely to be used by the majority of vehicles traveling through the area near One
Police Plaza, as well as those roadways most affected by the traffic diversions due to the security
plan. As shown in Figure 7-1, the study area is bounded by Kenmare and Broome Streets to the
north, Greene Street and Church Street to the west, John Street to the south, and Pearl Street,
Madison Street, Pike Street, and Allen Street to the east. Forty intersections (38 signalized and
2 unsignalized) were analyzed in detail for vehicular traffic during the 8-9 AM, 12-1 midday, and
5-6 PM peak hours.  These peak hours were chosen for analysis based on a review of the peak
travel time for the area surrounding One Police Plaza and are the periods most likely to be
impacted by the security plan.  Potential impacts from trips diverted as a result of the security
plan are identified based on criteria defined in the CEQR Technical Manual.

As also noted in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” some portions of the security zone were
implemented in 1999 and are not part of the action, but considered under No-Action conditions.
The security zone has been operational for over four years and therefore the transportation effects
of the action (the With-Action condition) are readily evident and are documented in the field
under 2006 conditions.

As portions of Pearl Street (southbound) and Madison Street were already closed in 1999, the
principal circulation effect of the action has been the closure of Park Row which, prior to its
closure, carried up to 900 two-way vehicles per hour (vph) including several NYC Transit bus
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routes.  Prior to the closure of Pearl Street, which traversed westbound through the zone, this
roadway carried up to 500 vph.  Traffic flow on Park Row, prior to closure, originated from two
main components: (a) through traffic between Chinatown and Lower Manhattan via the Bowery
and (b) traffic exiting from the inbound Brooklyn Bridge destined to Chinatown and points
north/northeast (the reverse movement of this flow did not use Park Row).  Therefore, prior to
its closure, traffic flow on Park Row was split approximately 60-65% northbound and 35-40%
southbound.

The closure of westbound Pearl Street reduced the limited number of east-to-west street
connections for travel northbound east of Church Street.  Westbound Pearl Street was also the
main connector for  traffic exiting the southbound FDR Drive and headed to the Centre Street
corridor within the Court District as well as to Chinatown.

Before its closure, Park Row, as well as other streets in the security zone, provided curbside
parking over much of their lengths.  This parking has since been displaced.  Also displaced were
local bus operations and bus stops in the vicinity of the security zone. 

As with other technical areas, the traffic and parking studies consider a No-Action condition and
compare it to a With-Action condition in order to assess any potential traffic and parking impacts
resulting from the security plan, using impact criteria described in the CEQR Technical Manual.
The analysis year is 2006.  The 2006 No-Action traffic and parking conditions were documented
considering various secondary source data collected prior to the 2001 closures as well as data
collected in 2005 and 2006.  These “baseline” conditions, such as traffic volumes, curbside
parking and other data are also included in this section for informational purposes.

Following the baseline discussion is an assessment of No-Action conditions (no security plan in
2006) and With-Action conditions (the security plan in place in 2006) compared to the baseline
pre-September 11, 2001 baseline condition.  

B. BASELINE CONDITIONS 

Vehicular Traffic 

As discussed above, for the purpose of this analysis, the existing conditions are defined as the
transportation network existing prior to September 11, 2001 and after the closure of the selected
streets in the area of One Police Plaza in 1999 (see Chapter 1, Figure 1-3 for 1999 street closure
locations).  Various sources were used to compile a 2000 base network. The 1993 Foley Square
FEIS, 2004 Chinatown Access and Circulation Study, 2004 World Trade Center Memorial and
Redevelopment Plan EIS, 2000 48-52 Franklin Street EAS, 2004 One Police Plaza Security Plan
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EAS, the 2000 Woolworth Building Parking Garage EAS, and additional source material provided
by NYCDOT served as sources for the construction of a 2000 base traffic network for the study
area.

Study Area Street Network

The study area utilized for the traffic analysis, as shown on Figure 7-1, is bordered on the north
by Kenmare and Broome Streets, Green Street and Church Street to the west, John Street to the
south, and Pearl Street, Madison Street, Pike Street, and Allen Street to the east. Forty
intersections are analyzed in detail for the AM, midday and PM peak hours.  The street
configuration in the study area south of Worth Street is very irregular and becomes more typical
of the Manhattan grid north of Worth Street.  The street system includes a combination of north-
south arterials as well as principal east-west streets.  In addition, both the Brooklyn and
Manhattan Bridges have their Manhattan termini in the study area.

The main north-south arterials in the western portion of the study area are Church Street and
Broadway, which form a northbound/southbound one-way couplet serving much of Lower
Manhattan north of Liberty Street.  Church Street typically has four northbound travel lanes plus
parking/loading lanes on each side of the street, while Broadway has three southbound travel
lanes plus a parking/loading lane on both sides of the street.  The curb lanes on both Church
Street and Broadway typically have peak periods regulations.  Towards the center of the study
area, the Centre Street/Lafayette Street corridors carry most of the north-south traffic.  Centre
Street is two-way with four travel lanes between the Brooklyn Bridge and Reade Street, and then
one-way northbound with typically two-to-three travel lanes plus parking/loading.  Lafayette
Street also has two-to-three southbound travel lanes north of Reade Street.  In the easterly portion
of the study area lies Water Street/Pearl Street/St. James Place and the Bowery corridor.  This
corridor is two-way and varies in width from two travel lanes (St. James Place) to four travel
lanes (remaining portions of much of the corridor), plus curbside parking/loading on both sides
along most segments.  Prior to its closure, the diagonal corridor of the Park Row/Bowery corridor
was also a key north-south corridor with four travel lanes plus curbside parking/loading
throughout most of its length.

The principal east-west corridors in the study area are Canal Street, Worth Street and Chambers
Street.  Each of the facilities are two-way and provide a different function.  Canal Street is the
principal arterial in this area and connects to the Manhattan Bridge, the Holland Tunnel and
Route 9A.  Canal Street typically has four  to six lanes plus curbside parking/loading with peak
hour regulations.  Worth Street and Chambers Street are smaller and similarly configured two-
way streets, typically with two travel lanes plus curbside parking/loading on most blocks.  Worth
Street traverses between the Bowery and Hudson Street (mainly as a circulator facility) while
Chambers Street connects the Brooklyn Bridge/City Hall area to Route 9A and Battery Park City
and provides both through and circulator functions.
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The local street pattern in the study area is extensive, but not continuous with major interruptions
in the network due to City Hall, the complex of federal, state and city courts along Centre Street,
the Manhattan and Brooklyn Bridges and numerous squares, large development block
consolidations, and other features in this early New York street system.  In addition, interruptions
in the system have occurred due to security zones, Duane Street east of Broadway due to 26
Federal Plaza and, to the south, an extensive network surrounding the New York Stock
Exchange.

Subsequent to 9/11, some key streets were taken out of service and remain temporarily closed
in the vicinity of the World Trade Center (WTC) site.  Of particular note is Vesey Street between
Route 9A and Church Street.  Vesey Street was a principal eastbound traffic corridor connecting
Route 9A/Battery Park City to Park Row and points north.  Vesey Street is likely to remain
closed for several additional years while the WTC site is being reconstructed.  Further, given the
security issues associated with the Freedom Tower (to be built on Vesey Street), there is a
significant potential that Vesey Street may not return to its prior traffic distribution function.  In
addition, Foley Square itself has been reconstructed into a consolidated open space, severing any
direct connection between Pearl Street and Lafayette Street.

Chatham Square is a major confluence of roadways and a principal traffic element in the study
area.  Worth Street, Park Row, St. James Place, East Broadway, Bowery and Mott Street all
converge in Chatham Square with inbound volumes.  Only Mott Street, among these six
roadways, is one-way and it is one-way into the square.  Over 10 lanes of inbound traffic flow
(not including Park Row) compete with pedestrians for available capacity at Chatham Square.
The square was reconfigured in 2000, prior to the closure of Park Row, to add a consolidated
space and better organize the fragmented traffic islands.

Surface Transit Network

In conjunction with the street network, the local bus system has also changed in response to both
the security plan and other Lower Manhattan street closures.  Figure 7-2 shows the Lower
Manhattan area bus route maps for 2000, 2003 and 2005.  As shown in the figure, prior to
implementing the security plan in 2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15, M103 and B51 bus
routes.  The M9 route operated between Union Square and South End Avenue in Battery Park
City, while the M15 (the segment thru Park Row) traversed from East 126th Street to City Hall
via 1st and 2nd Avenues.  The M103 operated between East 125th Street and City Hall via
Lexington and 3rd Avenues, while the B51 route traversed from the Fulton Mall in Brooklyn to
City Hall (Manhattan) via the Manhattan Bridge.  Together these four bus routes provided 25 to
30 buses per hour in each direction during the peak commuter periods.  It should be noted that
prior to May 2005, all four routes detoured around the security zone, with most using Worth
Street and St. James Place for travel to/from City Hall (see Figure 7-2, 2003 map). Due to the
closure of Vesey Street, the M9 route no longer crosses through the City Hall area, but reaches
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South End Avenue in Battery Park City by looping around the southern tip of Manhattan via
Pearl Street/Water Street and Battery Place.

In May 2005, the M103 bus returned to its original route via Park Row (see Figure 7-2, 2005
map) on a trial basis.  Buses that traverse the security zone are subject to inspection and there are
no stops within the zone itself, but on either end of it.  The test was expanded in November 2005
when the M15 and B51 buses also returned to their original routes via Park Row to/from City
Hall.

Baseline Traffic Volumes 

Figure 7-3 shows the estimated baseline traffic volumes in the study area for the weekday AM,
midday and PM peak hours. It should be noted that the baseline condition is presented as a
reference to show pre-Park Row closure conditions. As noted above, this network represents pre-
2001 historical data and does not reflect the loss of millions of square feet of office space and
substantial street changes in Lower Manhattan and the study area.

The baseline data shows that traffic volumes entering the overall security zone, mainly from Park
Row (north and south), Pearl Street and the Brooklyn Bridge Manhattan bound exit ramp to Park
Row amount to 1,259, 1,079, and 1,193 vehicles per hour in the AM, midday and PM peak hours,
respectively.  These three entering volumes are the principal flows that were subject to diversion
upon implementation of the security plan after 9/11.  Under the baseline condition, approximately
271, 123, and 201 vehicles per peak hour exited the Brooklyn Bridge ramp to northbound Park
Row and other local streets in the AM, midday and PM peak hours, respectively.  The baseline
data also show other selected traffic patterns of note.  Eastbound Vesey Street at Broadway
contributed substantial volume to northbound Park Row.  There was also a substantial volume
on westbound Pearl Street that then proceeded through Foley Square to access Lafayette Street
and then to westbound Reade Street.  As discussed below, both of the above flows no longer exist
(or are feasible) due to actions independent of the security zone and their absence, and other
changes in Lower Manhattan make a comparison of baseline traffic volumes with the 2006 No-
Action conditions a difficult one.
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Intersection Capacity Analyses

Methodology 

Capacity analyses for the selected intersections were conducted based on the 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology, using Version 4.1f of the Highway Capactiy Software
(HCS).  The traffic data required for these analyses include the volumes on each approach, signal
timings, peak hour factors (PHF), percentage of heavy vehicles, basic roadway geometries
including number and width of lanes on each approach, curbside parking usage and various other
physical and operational characteristics.  This methodology provides a volume-to-capacity (v/c)
ratio, delay and level of service (LOS) for each signalized intersection approach.

The HCM methodology provides a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for each signalized intersection
approach, representing the ratio of traffic volumes on an approach to its traffic-carrying capacity.
A ratio of less than 0.85 is generally considered to be a non-congested condition in Manhattan;
when this value increases, congestion increases. At a value of 1.0, the intersection lane group
operates at or over capacity.  This situation is associated with severe traffic flow congestion, with
stop-and-start conditions and extensive vehicle queuing and delays.

The HCM procedure also expresses quality of flow at signalized intersections in terms of level
of service, based on the amount of delay experienced by a driver at an intersection. LOS values
range from LOS A, with a minimum delay, to LOS F, representing long delays.  The following
table shows the LOS/delay relationship for signalized and unsignalized intersections, using the
HCM methodology.  Levels of service A, B, and C generally represent extremely favorable to fair
levels of traffic flow; at LOS D the influence of congestion will become noticeable; LOS E is
considered to be the limit of acceptable delay, and LOS F is considered as unacceptable to most
drivers.  In this traffic study, a signalized lane group operating at LOS E or F is identified as
congested.
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Table 7-1 shows the LOS/delay relationship for signalized and unsignalized intersections using
the HCM methodology.

Table 7-1
Roadway Level of Service Criteria

Signalized Unsignalized

LOS Delay (Seconds) Delay (Seconds)

A 10.0 or less 10.0 or less

B 10.1 to 20.0 10.1 to 15.0

C 20.1 to 35.0 15.1 to 25.0

D 35.1 to 55.0 25.1 to 35.0

E 55.1 to 80.0 35.1 to 50.0

F greater than 80.0 greater than 50.0

    Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

Based on the thresholds established for signalized intersections in the CEQR Technical Manual,
if a No-Action LOS A, B or C deteriorates to unacceptable mid-LOS D, or a LOS E or F in the
With-Action condition, then a significant traffic impact has occurred. The CEQR Technical
Manual further states that for a No-Action LOS A, B or C, which declines to mid-LOS D or
worse under the With-Action condition, mitigation to mid-LOS D is required. For a No-Action
mid-LOS D, an increase of five or more seconds of delay in a lane group in the With-Action
condition should be considered significant.  For No-Action LOS E, an increase in delay of four
seconds of delay should be considered significant.  For No-Action LOS F, three seconds of delay
should be considered significant, however, if a No-Action LOS F condition already has delays
in excess of 120 seconds, an increase of 1.0 second in delay should be considered significant,
unless the proposed action would generate fewer than five vehicles through that lane group in the
peak hour.

To evaluate current operation conditions in the study area, capacity analyses were performed at
each analyzed intersection utilizing the procedures described above.  Table 7-2 summarizes the
results of these analyses at signalized and unsignalized intersections in all peak hours analyzed.
The table highlights those intersection movements that operate at LOS E or F or have a high v/c
ratio (generally 0.90 and above), and are therefore considered to be congested.



Table 7-2: Baseline LOS at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)
Bowery Corridor
1) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-DefL 0.84 72.9 E * 0.98 95.0 F * 0.89 67.9 E *
Kenmare Street (E-W) 2 NB-TR 0.65 29.9 C  0.91 42.3 D * 0.58 26.6 C  

SB-Def L 0.84 44.6 D  
SB-TR 1.04 62.6 E *
SB-LTR 1.04 63.9 E *  1.05 65.4 E *
EB-LTR 0.39 19.2 B  0.61 25.9 C  0.69 26.0 C  
WB-L 0.93 57.6 E * 1.04 97.9 F * 0.92 58.1 E *
WB-T 0.80 28.2 C  0.55 24.0 C  0.56 22.8 C  
WB-R 1.02 80.3 F * 0.76 40.0 D  1.04 81.9 F *

2) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.73 20.2 C  1.03 55.3 E * 0.88 29.7 C  
Broome Street (E-W) SB-TR 0.76 20.5 C  0.88 27.1 C  0.86 25.3 C  

WB-LTR 0.78 41.1 D  0.75 38.9 D  0.70 36.7 D  

3) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 0.48 13.8 B  0.78 21.0 C  0.48 13.8 B  
Grand Street (E-W) NB-R 0.48 18.3 B  1.01 80.1 F * 0.54 21.2 C  

SB-TL 0.64 16.8 B  0.71 18.7 B  0.74 19.3 B  
EB-LTR 0.76 38.3 D  0.75 37.6 D  0.94 60.8 E *

(4) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 1.04 85.0 F * 0.85 44.4 D  0.84 42.7 D  
Canal Street (E-W) 2 SB-L 0.48 38.2 D  0.56 23.9 C  1.00 62.7 E *

SB-LTR 1.04 72.2 E * 1.01 60.1 E * 0.71 29.5 C  
 EB-T 1.05 56.9 E * 1.00 56.4 E * 1.03 56.3 E *

EB-R 0.33 15.0 B  0.64 30.7 C  0.15 14.1 B  
WB-LTR 0.59 16.9 B  0.86 36.6 D  0.30 15.4 B  

5) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 0.58 20.9 C  0.69 23.2 C  0.66 22.5 C  
Division Street (E-W) NB-R 0.05 14.6 B  0.32 20.0 C  0.09 15.3 B  

SB-LT 0.56 20.7 C  0.64 22.2 C  0.41 18.1 B  
EB-LTR 0.00 32.9 C  0.06 33.8 C  0.07 34.1 C  
WB-T 0.64 40.7 D  0.70 43.4 D  0.81 51.0 D  
WB-R 0.53 21.3 C  0.75 28.7 C  1.03 64.1 E *

6) Chatham Square (N-S) @ NB-T 0.40 9.8 A  0.47 10.5 B  0.36 9.3 A  
East Broadway (E-W) NB-R 0.99 62.0 E * 0.74 26.2 C  0.81 30.6 C  

SB-L 0.93 52.8 D * 1.01 65.6 E * 0.96 63.7 E *
SB-T 0.26 8.5 A  0.29 8.7 A  0.25 8.3 A  
WB-L 0.82 49.6 D  0.33 28.1 C  0.40 29.0 C  
WB-R 0.25 28.5 C  0.47 34.7 C  0.59 39.0 D  

(7) Park Row (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.65 29.7 C  0.56 27.9 C  0.53 23.5 C  
Mott Street (SB) SB-L 1.02 100.7 F * 1.03 104.5 F * 0.83 57.5 E *
Worth Street (E-W) 2 SB-TR 1.02 74.2 E * 1.01 77.6 E * 1.05 82.3 F *

EB-DefL 1.01 105.7 F * 0.63 33.6 C  1.05 97.5 F *
EB-TR 0.26 23.1 C  0.41 26.7 C  0.25 23.7 C  
WB-LT 0.21 21.7 C  0.22 22.0 C  0.13 21.6 C  
WB-R 0.91 60.8 E * 1.04 86.4 F * 0.97 70.9 E *

Mott Street SB-LTR 0.77 63.3 E * 0.22 21.6 C  1.01 116.3 F *

Sources
1 Pre-9/11/01 Signal Timing Provided by NYCDOT
2 Estimated Signal Timing for Pre-9/11/01 Conditions

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service
Appr - Approach

Baseline PM Peak HourBaseline AM Peak Hour Baseline Midday Peak Hour



Table 7-2: Baseline LOS at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)

Baseline PM Peak HourBaseline AM Peak Hour Baseline Midday Peak Hour

Broadway Corridor
(8) Broadway (SB) SB-LTR 0.77 30.2 C  0.71 27.0 C  0.71 28.3 C  
Canal Street (E-W) EB-LTR 0.87 33.7 C  0.87 33.8 C  0.75 27.9 C  

WB-LTR 0.93 30.2 C * 0.99 45.9 D * WB-DefL 0.43 28.1 C  
WB-T 0.42 13.5 B  

(9) Broadway (SB) @ SB-LTR 0.57 16.9 B  0.49 12.4 B  0.54 16.7 B  
Worth Street (E-W) 1 EB-TR 0.62 27.4 C  0.51 24.3 C  0.56 25.0 C  

WB-L 0.48 29.5 C  0.40 25.8 C  0.35 24.5 C  
WB-T 0.71 30.2 C  0.55 25.1 C  0.54 24.5 C  

10) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-T 0.79 21.6 C  0.57 11.7 B  0.59 16.1 B  
Thomas Street (E-W) SB-R 0.10 11.1 B  0.07 7.5 A  0.15 12.2 B  

(11) Broadway (SB) @ SB-LT 0.81 25.1 C  0.59 14.7 B  0.68 20.5 C  
Duane Street (EB) EB-T 0.37 21.6 C  0.35 21.1 C  0.53 24.2 C  

EB-R 0.31 21.9 C  0.39 23.9 C  0.22 19.7 B  

(12) Broadway (SB) @ SB-LT 0.79 24.6 C  0.63 15.8 B  0.81 25.7 C  
Chambers Street (E-W) 1 SB-R 0.13 13.6 B  0.15 14.1 B  0.11 13.4 B  

EB-TR 0.68 28.5 C  0.85 42.3 D  0.70 28.9 C  
WB-LT 0.96 53.0 D * 0.73 30.3 C  1.04 76.6 E *

(13) Broadway (SB) @ SB-T 0.61 23.2 C  0.45 20.6 C  0.60 23.0 C  
Barclay Street (E-W) SB-R 0.49 26.1 C  0.26 20.3 C  0.32 21.7 C  

WB-L 1.03 101.8 F * 0.72 52.7 D  0.98 91.0 F *
WB-LT 1.02 78.1 E * 0.82 43.4 D  1.00 69.1 E *

(14) Broadway (SB) @ SB-L 0.45 19.6 B  0.74 24.8 C  0.89 39.6 D  
Vesey/Ann Street (EB) SB-LT 0.62 20.9 C  0.30 13.9 B  0.38 17.3 B  

EB-TR 0.83 29.6 C  0.63 22.2 C  0.73 24.6 C  

(15) Broadway (SB) @ SB-TR 0.55 11.2 B  0.33 5.0 A  0.37 9.2 A  
Fulton Street (WB)  WB-LT 0.40 28.1 C  0.30 26.6 C  0.35 27.3 C  

Canal Corridor
16) Lafayette Street (N-S) @ SB-L 0.49 36.7 D  0.40 32.9 C  0.56 39.9 D  
Canal Street (E-W) SB-T 0.66 36.7 D  0.56 33.0 C  0.73 40.6 D  

SB-R 1.02 100.9 F * 0.58 42.0 D  0.40 33.9 C  
EB-TR 0.71 21.7 C  0.72 21.8 C  0.59 19.1 B  
WB-LT 0.78 16.4 B  0.54 11.3 B  0.39 9.6 A  

17) Centre Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 1.02 68.5 E * 0.87 49.9 D  0.91 49.0 D *
Canal Street (E-W) 2 NB-R 0.35 29.4 C  0.24 32.0 C  0.40 32.4 C  

EB-DefL 0.86 60.8 E * 0.71 36.2 D  0.62 25.8 C  
EB-T 0.59 13.2 B  1.04 56.7 E * 0.50 10.9 B  
WB-TR 1.02 54.3 D * 1.00 53.8 D * 0.49 19.4 B  

18) Mulberry Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.86 66.6 E * 0.56 31.0 C  0.79 43.5 D  
Canal Street (E-W) 2 EB-LT 1.04 56.9 E * 0.91 28.5 C * 0.99 41.8 D *

WB-TR 1.00 37.4 D * 0.86 25.4 C  0.43 13.1 B  

Sources
1 Pre-9/11/01 Signal Timing Provided by NYCDOT
2 Estimated Signal Timing for Pre-9/11/01 Conditions

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service
Appr - Approach



Table 7-2: Baseline LOS at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)

Baseline PM Peak HourBaseline AM Peak Hour Baseline Midday Peak Hour

Centre Corridor
(19) Centre Street (N-S) @ NB-L 1.04 72.9 E * 0.90 51.4 D * 1.01 62.6 E *
Chambers Street (EB) 1,2 NB-LT 1.05 66.8 E * 0.79 31.5 C  0.92 45.7 D *

SB-TR 0.43 19.4 B  0.47 20.8 C  0.86 32.2 C  
EB-R 0.58 27.8 C  0.36 16.2 B  0.56 19.2 B  

20) Centre Street (N-S) @ SB-L 0.47 9.6 A  0.65 13.1 B  0.96 35.7 D *
Tryon Row - Brooklyn Bridge (E-W) SB-LT 0.49 10.1 B  0.27 7.6 A  0.70 14.6 B  

Church Corridor
(21) Church Street (NB) @ NB-T 0.70 19.5 B  0.53 12.8 B  0.56 16.8 B  
Fulton Street (WB) WB-R 0.90 55.9 E * 0.58 30.8 C  0.67 34.2 C  

(22) Church Street (NB) @ NB-LT 0.75 18.5 B  0.43 9.0 A  0.52 14.0 B  
Vesey Street (EB) NB-R 0.50 16.4 B  0.58 14.0 B  0.60 18.4 B  

EB-LT 0.84 35.3 D  0.52 25.5 C  0.60 26.9 C  

(23) Church Street (NB) @ NB-LT 0.54 11.6 D 0.42 12.7 B 0.43 12.8 D
Barclay Street (WB) WB-TR 0.48 24.6 C 0.41 23.5 C 0.51 25.0 C

(24) Church Street (NB) NB-LTR 0.99 44.5 D * 0.76 21.0 C  0.81 26.1 C  
Chambers Street (E-W) 1 EB-LT 0.71 26.8 C  0.63 24.3 C  0.64 24.0 C  

WB-TR 0.77 30.1 C  0.58 22.1 C  0.60 22.5 C  

(25) Church Street (NB) NB-LTR 0.86 22.4 C  0.64 11.5 B  0.63 15.6 B  
Worth Street (E-W) 1 EB-LT 0.43 24.6 C  0.35 23.3 C  0.29 22.2 C  

WB-TR 0.98 66.3 E * 0.89 51.5 D  0.72 33.9 C  

Division Corridor
26) Pike Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.58 14.2 B  0.44 12.1 B  0.71 16.9 B  
Division Street (E-W) SB-T 0.34 10.9 B  0.37 11.1 B  0.35 10.9 B  

SB-R 0.62 20.3 C  0.67 22.3 C  0.58 18.5 B  
WB-LTR 0.27 24.6 C  0.51 30.4 C  0.57 31.7 C  

East Broadway Corridor
27) Forsyth Street (N-S) @ SB-LR 0.68 40.4 D  0.52 32.1 C  0.49 31.2 C  
East Broadway (E-W) EB-LT 0.67 16.7 B  0.34 9.7 A  0.31 9.4 A  

WB-TR 0.35 9.9 A  0.26 9.0 A  0.40 10.4 B  

28) Market Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.86 48.9 D  0.80 44.1 D  0.47 14.8 B  
East Broadway (E-W) EB-LT 0.90 37.8 D * 0.37 12.6 B  0.91 50.8 D *

WB-TR 0.71 21.4 C  0.54 16.1 B  1.03 79.0 E *

Frankfort Corridor
(29) Madison/Gold St (N-S) @ NB-T 0.00 25.7 C 0.00 28.0 C 0.00 26.5 C
Frankfort Street (E-W) 2 EB-TR 1.04 84.2 D 0.98 63.6 E 1.03 79.2 E

WB-L 0.50 33.7 D 0.75 47.2 D 0.73 48.8 D
WB-T 0.10 26.8 D 0.03 26.0 C 0.06 26.4 C

30) Park Row (N-S) @ NB-T 0.37 13.9 B  0.37 13.8 B  0.42 14.3 B  
Beekman Street (E-W) SB-T 0.34 13.4 B  0.27 12.7 B  0.32 13.2 B  

WB-LR 0.68 30.6 C  0.64 28.9 C  0.78 35.4 D  

31) Park Row (N-S) @ NB-TR 0.43 9.9 A  0.44 9.9 A  0.74 15.3 B  
Spruce Street (E-W) SB-L 0.57 8.8 A  0.46 5.2 A  0.60 17.9 B  

SB-T 0.43 10.1 B  0.36 9.3 A  0.44 10.1 B  

Sources
1 Pre-9/11/01 Signal Timing Provided by NYCDOT
2 Estimated Signal Timing for Pre-9/11/01 Conditions

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service
Appr - Approach



Table 7-2: Baseline LOS at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)

Baseline PM Peak HourBaseline AM Peak Hour Baseline Midday Peak Hour

Pearl Corridor
(32) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 1.01 54.1 D * 0.74 23.3 C  0.94 38.8 D *
Fulton Street (E-W) SB-T 0.49 17.4 B  0.59 19.2 B  0.64 20.5 C  

SB-R 0.08 12.3 B  0.13 12.8 B  0.08 11.9 B  
EB-LR 1.01 94.7 F * 0.66 43.3 D  0.47 33.6 C  

NB-DefL 0.69 24.9 C  
(33) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 1.03 59.6 E * 0.59 16.3 B  NB-TR 0.68 20.1 C  
Frankfort/Dover St. (E-W) 2 SB-LTR 0.61 17.0 B  0.50 14.3 B  0.71 19.6 B  

EB-L 1.00 79.7 E * 0.99 69.5 E * 1.02 81.5 F *
EB-LTR 1.00 77.0 E * 0.99 75.7 E * 1.02 83.3 F *
WB-LTR 0.52 26.6 C  0.12 20.6 C  0.37 22.7 C  

(34) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.89 36.6 D  0.62 24.8 C  0.67 24.3 C  
Avenue of the Finest (E-W) 2 SB-LTR 0.57 23.0 C  0.39 20.5 C  0.46 20.5 C  

EB-LTR 0.95 67.3 E * 1.00 78.9 E * 0.82 48.0 D  
WB-L 0.79 44.4 D  0.84 49.4 D  0.86 49.7 D  
WB-TR 0.46 37.5 D  0.06 30.4 C  0.31 33.9 C  
WB-R 0.41 17.7 B  0.16 13.2 B  0.57 41.3 D  

(35) St. James (N-S) @ NB-DefL 0.70 20.9 C   0.86 35.9 D  
Pearl St. (E-W) 1 NB-T 0.94 39.0 D * NB-LT 0.62 14.6 B  0.55 13.7 B  

SB-TR 0.27 9.5 A  0.21 8.9 A  0.23 9.1 A  
EB-LR 0.06 23.6 C  0.04 23.2 C  0.06 23.4 C  

St. James Corridor
(36) St. James (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.86 35.3 D  0.52 20.3 C  0.58 21.6 C  
Madison St. (E-W) 1 SB-LTR 0.51 21.1 C  0.46 20.0 B  0.33 17.6 B  

EB-LTR 0.04 14.3 B  0.05 14.4 B  0.09 14.9 B  
WB-LTR 0.17 15.4 B  0.15 15.2 B  0.26 16.4 B  

 
Worth Street Corridor
(37) Centre Street (NB) @ NB-L 1.04 69.3 E * 1.01 63.3 E * 1.04 73.1 E *
Worth Street (E-W) 1,2 NB-TR 0.54 9.6 A  0.42 9.7 A  0.43 10.2 B  

EB-LT 0.80 51.3 D  0.89 55.6 E * 0.80 43.6 D  
WB-TR 0.89 63.3 E * 0.82 50.8 D  0.67 38.2 D  

(38) Lafayette Street (SB) @ SB-LTR 0.19 15.5 B  0.33 16.9 B  0.36 17.3 B  
Worth Street (E-W) 1 EB-TR 0.34 17.2 B  0.31 16.9 B  0.40 18.0 B  

WB-L 0.68 33.7 C  0.89 57.0 E * 1.00 81.5 F *
WB-T 0.79 31.4 C  0.58 22.9 C  0.58 22.6 C  

Table 7-2: Baseline LOS at Unsignalized Intersections

UNSIGNALIZED V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)
Baxter Corridor
1) Baxter Street (N-S) @ EB-TR 0.51 24.8 C  0.82 44.5 E * 0.98 69.1 F *
Walker Street (E-W) 

(2) Baxter Street (NB) @ SB-LR 0.08 11.9 B  0.08 12.6 B  0.0 12.2 B  
Worth Street (E-W) 

Sources
1 Pre-9/11/01 Signal Timing Provided by NYCDOT
2 Estimated Signal Timing for Pre-9/11/01 Conditions

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service
Appr - Approach

Baseline AM Peak Hour Baseline Midday Peak Hour Baseline PM Peak Hour
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Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections

Along Bowery, the intersection at Kenmare Street has at least four congested intersections in all
three peak periods, while there is one congested approach during the midday peak period at
Broome Street and one congested approach at Grand Street during the midday and PM peak
hours. Additionally, at least one approach at Canal, East Broadway, and Worth Street are
congested in each peak hour. Also, at the intersection of Bowery and Division Street, one
approach is congested in the PM peak hour.

At the intersection of Broadway and Canal Street, one congested movement was present in the
AM and midday peak hours while at Broadway and Chambers Street and Broadway and Barclay
Street, there was at least one congested approach in both AM and PM peak periods. Along Canal
Street, there was at least one congested approach in all three peak periods at Centre Street and
Mulberry Street while there was one congested approach at Lafayette Street during the AM peak
period.

At Centre Street and Chambers Street at least one approach was congested in each peak hour.
Along the Church Street corridor, at the western edge of the study area, one congested approach
was observed during the AM peak period at Fulton Street, Chambers Street, and Worth Street.
At Market Street and East Broadway, one approach was congested during the AM peak hour
while two approaches were congested during the PM peak period.

On the southeastern edge of the study area, the intersection of Pearl Street and Fulton Street
experienced two congested approaches during the AM peak period and one during the PM peak
period. At Pearl Street and Frankfort Street at least two approaches were congested during each
peak hour while one approach was congested during the AM and midday peak periods at Pearl
Street and Avenue of the Finest. At Pearl Street and St. James Street, one approach was
congested during the AM Peak hour.

At Worth Street and Centre Street, all three peak periods have at least one congested approach
while at Worth Street and Lafayette Street, the midday and PM peak periods have one congested
approach. At the unsignalized intersection of Baxter Street and Walker Street, on approach was
congested in the midday and PM peak periods.

Parking

The information presented here was assembled from various sources including the 1993 Foley
Square Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), the 2004 World Trade Center Memorial
and Redevelopment Plan Generic Impact Statement (GEIS), the 2001 Public Safety Answer
Center Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS), and the 2000 Department of City Planning’s
Parking Guide.
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Off-Street Parking

Prior to September 11, 2001, there were 41 identified off-street parking facilities within a quarter-
mile radius of the security zone area.  This public parking facility inventory is provided in Table
7-3.  Figure 7-4 depicts the location of each of the identified public parking facilities.  

Parking facility occupancy data was available for midday (between 11:30 AM and 1:30 PM) on
a typical weekday, with capacities ranging from 9- to 400-vehicle range. 

As shown in Table 7-3, pre-September 11, 2001 parking utilization data was not available for all
garages within the study area.  An average of the known pre-September 11, 2001 utilization rates
was applied to the total capacity.  As such, as shown in Table 7-3, the public parking facilities
surveyed contained over 4,711 spaces, with an estimated occupancy level of about 88 percent at
midday.  This means that there were 566 unoccupied spaces available within off-street parking
facilities under baseline conditions.  

As shown in Table 7-3, the municipal parking garage (No. 41) located at 109 Park Row had a
capacity of 400 spaces with a low midday utilization of 68% with 129 spaces available to the
public during this time.  

On-Street Parking

Data regarding on-street parking regulations was also obtained from the studies mentioned above.
Legal on-street parking in this area was very limited.  Overall, within the parking study area,
there was a relatively limited number of legal parking spaces available on-street for use by
motorists.  The limited number of spaces is due to the minimal width of the east/west cross streets
and truck delivery activities which occur throughout the day.  In addition, as this area has a high
concentration of government facilities, the limited number of legal parking spaces are also due
to the large number of curbside parking spaces reserved for government officials.  

Within the study area, no parking except for authorized vehicles was allowed along Broadway,
Church Street and Worth Street.  No parking was allowed throughout the day on both the north
and south side of Chambers Street.  Parking on Duane, Reade, Lafayette and Centre Streets, and
Pearl Street between Centre Street and Cardinal Hayes Place was restricted to authorized vehicles
only. 

Illegal curbside parking and standing were prevalent throughout the study area. Illegal parking
and standing along the study area roadways for either a short- or long-term period impeded traffic
flow and reduced available capacity.  However, specific quantitative pre-September 11, 2001 on-
street parking capacity and utilization data are not available for the study area.   



No. Operator Address Capacity
MD (12-1) 

Util.
Spaces 
Avail.

1 Edison NY Parking LLC 174 Centre Street 93 n/a n/a
2 Kennee Parking Corp 114-116 Mulberry Street 42 n/a n/a
3 Chung Pak Parking Corp 95-97 1/2 Baxter Street 28 n/a n/a
4 Chinatown Parking Corp 88 Walker Street 35 n/a n/a
5 Champion Tribeca LLC 411-413 Broadway 60 n/a n/a
6 Margaret E Pescatore 98-100 Bayard Street 12 n/a n/a
7 Champion Mulberry LLC 62-64 Mulberry Street 191 n/a n/a
8 SSL Franklin St Parking Lot Inc 48-52 Franklin Street 40 n/a n/a
9 (name unknown) 341 Broadway 150 93% 10
10 (name unknown) 84 Leonard Street 54 93% 4
11 Katz Parking Systems 130 Duane Street 40 63% 15
12 Kids Parking Corp 105 Duane Street 72 100% 0
13 Cobalt Car Park LLC 108 Leonard Street 150 93% 10
14 RAEM 93 Chambers Street 48 n/a n/a
15 BGB Parking System 6 Barclay Street 86 100% 0
16 Central Parking System of NY 47 Church Street 65 n/a n/a
17 25-27 Beekman Street Associates 25-27 Beekman Street 149 100% 0
18 John Street Parking 57-61 Ann Street 276 n/a n/a
19 Central Parking Systems Inc 169 William Street 50 100% 0
20 NYU Downtown Hospital 170 Williams Street 144 100% 0
21 Ropetmar Garage Inc 80 Gold Street 351 100% 0
22 Ropetmar Garage Inc 299 Pearl Street 310 95% 15
23 Allright Parking Management Corp 10-12 Peck Slip 105 77% 24
24 Edison Lafayette Corp 300-302 Pearl Street 25 76% 6
25 Edison Lafayette Corp 288-294 Pearl Street 36 78% 8
26 Downtown Parking Corp 56 Fulton Street 280 n/a n/a
27 320 Pearl Street Realty LLC 322 Pearl Street 31 81% 6
28 Edison Lafayette Corp 228-232 Water Street 120 77% 28
29 (name unknown) 88 Madison Street 50 n/a n/a
30 (name unknown) 31 Monroe Street 110 n/a n/a
31 (name unknown) 38 Henry Street 150 n/a n/a
32 (name unknown) 2 Division Street 300 n/a n/a
33 (name unknown) 79 Division Street 9 n/a n/a
34 (name unknown) 38 Bowery 140 n/a n/a
35 (name unknown) 44 Elizabeth Street 150 n/a n/a
36 Chatham Parking Systems Inc 180 Park Row 130 85% 20
37 (name unknown) 26 Forsyth Street 42 n/a n/a
38 (name unknown) 58 Walker Street 40 n/a n/a
39 (name unknown) 49-59 Henry Street 102 n/a n/a
40 Municipal Lot Leonard St & Lafayette St 45 100% 0
41 Department of Transportation 109 Park Row 400 68% 129

4,711 88% 566
Sources: World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan FEIS (2004), Public Safety Answering Center II EAS (2001), 

Parking Guide to New York City (March 2000), 48-52 Franklin Street EAS (2000)

and Estimated Weekday Utilization
Table 7-3: Pre-9/11/01 Off-Street Parking Facilities within 1/4-mile of the Security Zone 

Total 
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C. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION 

Vehicular Traffic

The initial traffic capacity analysis using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) was
performed on the 2006 No-Action condition.  Under this condition, the security zone installed
by NYPD after 9/11 would not be in place and traffic flow patterns, including the four bus routes
discussed above, would be maintained.  However, while most of the patterns would be
maintained, as discussed above, the actual traffic volumes would be different (sometimes
measurably) from those documented in the baseline conditions.  Figure 7-5 provides the
estimated 2006 No-Action traffic volumes in the study area.  These traffic volumes reflect
physical and land use changes that have occurred independent of the action.  Generally, when
compared to the baseline conditions, traffic in much of the network has declined due to lower
demand and/or shifted demand due to street configuration changes, the absence of portions of
Vesey Street, the security plans for 26 Federal Plaza and for the NYSE, and other roadway
changes.  There have also been traffic demand changes due to loss of office space, conversion
of office to residential space, declining employment in certain sections of Chinatown and other
socioeconomic variations.  Under 2006 No-Action conditions, however, all bus routes would be
maintained on Park Row as in the baseline condition, except for the M9 which is assumed to
remain on its present “diverted” route to/from Battery Park City.

Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections

Table 7- 4 shows the results of the 2006 No-Action capacity analysis at the 38 signalized and 2
unsignalized intersections studied for the weekday AM, midday and PM peak hours.  The table
shows the v/c ratio, delay and level of service (LOS) for each intersection movement in each
analyzed peak hour.  It should be noted that  signal timing plans currently in effect (2006 Action
conditions) have been used for the 2006 No-Action condition for all intersections.

Table 7-4 shows that in the 2006 No-Action condition, 15 signalized intersections would
experience congestion on one or more approaches in the AM peak hour, 8 in the midday, and 13
in the PM peak hour.  In the 2006 No-Action condition, there would be several signalized
intersections with one or more movements with a v/c ratio of 0.90 or greater.  In the AM peak
hour, there would be 14 such movements, in the midday peak hour there would be 7 such
movements, and in the PM peak hour there would be 13 such movements.  

As shown in Table 7-4, of the two unsignalized intersections analyzed, the intersection of Baxter
and Walker Streets was found to experience congestion in the PM peak hour in the 2006 No-
Action conditions.
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Along the Bowery corridor, the intersection at Kenmare Street has congested movements in each
peak hour, while at Canal Street and Broome Street, congested movements are noted in the AM
and PM peak hours.  The Grand Street and Division Street intersections have congestion in the
AM and PM peak hours, respectively, while at Chatham Square, selected movements are
congested in each peak hour analyzed.

Along the Broadway corridor, congestion is found at Canal during the AM peak hour, at
Chambers Street in the AM and PM peak hours, while at Barclay Street congested movements
are in AM and midday peak hours. In addition, congestion occurs at Vesey Street during the AM,
midday, and PM peak hours

In addition to the above noted Canal Street intersection, the intersection of Canal Street with
Lafayette Street exhibits one congested movement in the AM peak hour, during the midday
period at the intersection with Centre Street, and during the PM peak hour at Mulberry Street. At
the intersection of Centre Street and Chambers Street, congestion occurs during the MD and PM
peak hours. Along Church Street, the intersections at Chambers Street and Worth Street have
congested movements in the AM peak hour.  

In the eastern portion of the study area, the East Broadway/Market Street intersection has one
congested movement in the PM peak hour.  Along Pearl Street, the intersection with Frankfort
Street exhibits at least one congested movement in each peak hour, while at Robert F. Wagner
Sr. Place, eastbound congestion is found in the AM and PM peak hours as noted in Table 7-4. 
Table 7-4 also shows that under No-Action conditions, the Worth Street/Centre Street
intersection has northbound congestion in all peak hours, while one unsignalized intersection at
Baxter Street/Walker Street exhibits PM congestion in the eastbound movement.  

Parking

Off-Street Parking

The 400-space municipal parking lot that was located adjacent to Police Plaza was closed to the
public in June 2001 and would continue to be closed to the public in the 2006 No-Action
condition.  As discussed in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” in early 2001, an EAS was prepared
for the Public Safety Answering Center II that was to be located in an existing building at 109-
113 Park Row.  This EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal garage to the public,
and a negative declaration was issued June 12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to
the public on June 30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the above-
mentioned project was cancelled and the building remains vacant.  The municipal garage was
reconstructed and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April of 2004.  Table 7-5 shows the



Table 7-4: 2006 No-Action Traffic Conditions at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)
Bowery Corridor
1) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-DefL  NB-DefL 0.91 72.3 E * NB-DefL 1.03 102.4 F *
Kenmare Street (E-W) NB-TR  NB-TR 0.58 26.7 C  NB-TR 0.64 27.8 C  

NB-LTR 0.94 42.9 D * NB-LTR  NB-LTR  
SB-Def L 0.72 47.6 D  SB-Def L 0.86 48.7 D  SB-Def L 0.99 73.4 E *
SB-TR 0.89 38.4 D  SB-TR 0.95 47.5 D * SB-TR 0.55 17.6 B  
EB-LTR 0.33 19.6 B  EB-LTR 0.49 22.0 C  EB-LTR 0.52 22.2 C  
WB-L 1.03 91.5 F * WB-L 0.78 47.5 D  WB-L 0.89 60.9 E *
WB-TR 0.66 25.0 C  WB-TR 0.43 20.8 C  WB-TR 0.39 20.2 C  
WB-R 1.00 81.1 F * WB-R 0.64 30.6 C  WB-R 0.84 45.1 D  

   
2) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.97 38.6 D * NB-LT 0.74 20.6 C  NB-LT 0.90 31.5 C *
Broome Street (E-W) SB-TR 0.60 16.0 B  SB-TR 0.61 16.4 B  SB-TR 0.68 17.7 B  

WB-LTR 0.61 31.4 C  WB-LTR 0.51 29.0 C  WB-LTR 0.60 31.9 C  
   

3) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 0.95 33.9 C * NB-T 0.51 14.3 B  NB-T 0.55 14.8 B  
Grand Street (E-W) NB-R 0.99 72.4 E * NB-R 0.77 38.2 D  NB-R 0.62 24.6 C  

SB-TL 0.51 14.4 B  SB-TL 0.50 14.2 B  SB-TL 0.58 15.5 B  
EB-LTR 0.58 30.0 C  EB-LTR 0.79 41.9 D  EB-LTR 0.79 41.3 D  

   
4) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 0.62 33.9 C  NB-T 0.54 32.0 C  NB-T 0.39 29.3 C  
Canal Street (E-W) + SB-DefL 0.96 67.3 E * SB-DefL 0.73 35.7 D  SB-DefL 1.00 64.3 E *

SB-TR 0.71 29.5 C  SB-TR 0.70 30.0 C  SB-TR 0.40 20.7 C  
EB-T 1.02 60.8 E * EB-T 0.70 26.2 C  EB-T 0.91 38.1 D *
EB-R 0.47 25.3 C  EB-R 0.67 29.3 C  EB-R 0.20 18.1 B  
WB-T 0.94 41.2 D * WB-T 0.60 24.0 C  WB-T 0.44 20.7 C  

   
5) Bowery (N-S) @ NB-T 0.30 16.7 B  NB-T 0.34 17.1 B  NB-T 0.44 18.3 B  
Division Street (E-W) NB-R 0.02 14.2 B  NB-R 0.19 17.2 B  NB-R 0.07 15.0 B  

SB-LT 0.32 17.0 B  SB-LT 0.38 17.6 B  SB-LT 0.31 16.8 B  
EB-LTR 0.00 32.9 C  EB-LTR 0.06 33.8 C  EB-LTR 0.07 34.0 C  
WB-T 0.53 36.1 D  WB-T 0.46 33.6 C  WB-T 0.57 36.6 D  
WB-R 0.70 26.6 C  WB-R 0.57 22.4 C  WB-R 1.02 63.5 E *

   
6) Chatham Square (N-S) @ NB-T 0.20 8.1 A  NB-T 0.22 8.2 A  NB-T 0.23 8.2 A  
East Broadway (E-W) NB-R 0.73 26.4 C  NB-R 0.69 22.9 C  NB-R 0.65 19.7 B  

SB-L 0.69 24.6 C  SB-L 0.88 45.3 D  SB-L 0.66 21.7 C  
SB-T 0.19 7.9 A  SB-T 0.18 7.9 A  SB-T 0.17 7.8 A  
WB-L 0.58 35.1 D  WB-L 0.34 28.2 C  WB-L 0.32 27.6 C  
WB-R 0.18 26.8 C  WB-R 0.35 30.8 C  WB-R 0.44 33.0 C  

   
7) Chatham Square (N-S) @ NB-TR 0.28 21.9 C  NB-TR 0.37 24.4 C  NB-TR 0.41 24.9 C  
Worth Street (E-W) SB-L 1.00 95.1 F * SB-L 0.83 62.9 E * SB-L 0.75 53.9 D  

SB-TR 0.93 63.8 E * SB-TR 0.98 77.1 E * SB-TR 0.96 68.8 E *
EB-DefL  EB-DefL 0.46 27.4 C  EB-DefL 0.55 31.1 C  
EB-LTR 0.29 25.1 C  EB-LTR  EB-LTR  
EB-TR  EB-TR 0.23 22.1 C  EB-TR 0.26 22.6 C  
WB-LT 0.10 22.7 C  WB-LT 0.11 20.5 C  WB-LT 0.10 20.5 C  
WB-R 0.60 35.8 D  WB-R 0.76 45.9 D  WB-R 0.66 35.7 D  

Mott Street (E-W) EB-LTR 0.71 58.3 E * EB-LTR 0.87 78.6 E * EB-LTR 0.65 51.8 D  

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2006 No-Action Condition
Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).

+ -Westbound right movement at Canal Street and Bowery is controlled by a separate signal as it is a channelized right turn

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour



Table 7-4: 2006 No-Action Traffic Conditions at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour

Broadway Corridor
8) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-LTR 0.94 41.8 D * SB-LTR 0.81 30.4 C  SB-LTR 0.63 26.3 C  
Canal Street (E-W) EB-TR 0.88 34.4 C  EB-TR 0.72 27.4 C  EB-TR 0.88 33.9 C  

WB-DefL  WB-DefL  WB-DefL 0.35 29.2 C  
WB-LT 0.71 18.5 B  WB-LT 0.71 20.1 C  WB-LT  
WB-T  WB-T  WB-T 0.32 12.4 B  

   
9) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-LTR 0.46 15.4 B  SB-LTR 0.53 12.8 B  SB-LTR 0.50 16.0 B  
Worth Street (E-W) EB-TR 0.52 25.2 C  EB-TR 0.49 23.5 C  EB-TR 0.35 21.0 C  

WB-L 0.40 25.3 C  WB-L 0.58 33.7 C  WB-L 0.25 21.1 C  
WB-T 0.65 27.9 C  WB-T 0.30 20.3 C  WB-T 0.57 25.3 C  

   
10) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-T 0.66 17.6 B  SB-T 0.59 11.9 B  SB-T 0.49 14.4 B  
Thomas Street (E-W) SB-R 0.34 15.7 B  SB-R 0.12 7.9 A  SB-R 0.26 14.3 B  

   
11) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-T 0.66 19.4 B  SB-T 0.59 14.1 B  SB-T 0.55 17.2 B  
Duane Street (E-W) EB-R 0.45 24.5 C  EB-R 0.51 26.0 C  EB-R 0.36 21.7 C  

   
12) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-LT 1.01 59.0 E * SB-LT 0.81 21.0 C  SB-LT 0.80 26.0 C  
Chambers Street (E-W) SB-R 0.32 25.2 C  SB-R 0.17 14.3 B  SB-R 0.24 15.7 B  

EB-TR 0.69 29.7 C  EB-TR 0.68 30.1 C  EB-TR 0.63 25.8 C  
WB-LT 1.04 74.0 E * WB-LT 0.80 33.3 C  WB-LT 0.98 58.9 E *

   
13) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-T 0.82 29.1 C  SB-T 0.56 22.2 C  SB-T 0.71 25.4 C  
Barclay Street (E-W) SB-R 0.37 22.6 C  SB-R 0.18 18.8 B  SB-R 0.18 18.9 B  

WB-L 0.99 99.9 F * WB-L 1.00 97.2 F * WB-L 0.72 53.2 D  
WB-LT 0.86 48.3 D  WB-LT 0.81 43.1 D  WB-LT 0.58 34.4 C  

   
14) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-L 0.82 33.3 C  SB-L 0.72 23.8 C  SB-L 0.94 46.5 D *
Vesey Street (E-W) SB-T 0.61 20.7 C  SB-T 0.45 15.5 B  SB-T 0.42 17.7 B  

EB-TR 1.00 93.6 F * EB-TR 1.02 102.8 F * EB-TR 0.65 50.5 D  
   

15) Broadway (N-S) @ SB-TR 0.50 10.6 B  SB-TR 0.41 5.6 A  SB-TR 0.33 8.9 A  
Fulton Street (E-W) WB-LT 0.22 25.9 C  WB-LT 0.33 27.5 C  WB-LT 0.20 25.5 C  

   
Canal Corridor    
16) Lafayette Street (N-S) @ SB-L 0.25 28.6 C  SB-L 0.35 31.3 C  SB-L 0.54 39.0 D  
Canal Street (E-W) SB-T 0.73 40.4 D  SB-T 0.46 30.5 C  SB-T 0.70 39.0 D  

SB-R 1.04 114.2 F * SB-R 0.48 36.8 D  SB-R 0.38 33.2 C  
EB-TR 0.77 23.6 C  EB-TR 0.62 19.7 B  EB-TR 0.70 21.2 C  
WB-LT 0.54 11.3 B  WB-LT 0.38 9.4 A  WB-LT 0.32 8.9 A  

   
17) Centre Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.75 37.5 D  NB-LT 0.52 30.3 C  NB-LT 0.68 34.1 C  
Canal Street (E-W) NB-R 0.21 27.7 C  NB-R 0.12 25.5 C  NB-R 0.09 25.0 C  

EB-DefL 0.78 42.8 D  EB-DL  EB-DL 0.68 26.8 C  
EB-T 0.61 12.5 B  EB-T 0.99 43.5 D * EB-T 0.59 12.1 B  
WB-TR 0.70 23.4 C  WB-TR 0.74 26.0 C  WB-TR 0.42 18.5 B  

   
18) Mulberry Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.44 27.3 C  NB-LTR 0.49 28.5 C  NB-LTR 0.64 34.1 C  
Canal Street (E-W) EB-LT 0.79 21.2 C  EB-LT 0.77 20.1 C  EB-LT 0.96 36.1 D *

WB-TR 0.79 20.9 C  WB-TR 0.64 16.7 B  WB-TR 0.45 13.3 B  

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2006 No-Action Condition
Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).



Table 7-4: 2006 No-Action Traffic Conditions at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour

Centre Corridor
19)  Centre Street (N-S) @ NB-L 0.88 33.7 C  NB-L 0.91 46.9 D * NB-L 0.93 50.2 D *
Chambers Street (E-W) NB-LT 0.29 10.1 B  NB-LT 0.38 8.8 A  NB-LT 0.49 10.0 A  

SB-TR 0.28 25.5 C  SB-TR 0.40 27.2 C  SB-TR 0.54 29.6 C  
EB-RT 0.75 36.1 D  EB-RT 0.51 29.1 C  EB-RT 0.83 40.4 D  

   
20) Centre Street (N-S) @ SB-L 0.62 12.0 B  SB-L 0.53 10.6 B  SB-L 0.87 22.8 C  
Tryon Row - Brooklyn Bridge (E-W)SB-LT 0.08 6.1 A  SB-LT 0.16 6.7 A  SB-LT 0.15 6.6 A  

   
Church Corridor    
21)  Church Street (N-S) @ NB-T 0.59 17.3 B  NB-T 0.52 12.7 B  NB-T 0.33 13.9 B  
Fulton Street (E-W) WB-R 0.46 28.4 C  WB-R 0.32 25.0 C  WB-R 0.34 25.2 C  

   
22) Church Street (N-S) @ NB-T 0.46 13.1 B  NB-T 0.39 8.7 A  NB-T 0.28 11.3 B  
Vesey Street (E-W) NB-R 0.87 43.6 D  NB-R 0.77 26.5 C  NB-R 0.36 13.9 B  

   
23) Church Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.54 9.9 A  NB-LT 0.42 12.8 B  NB-LT 0.29 11.5 B  
Barclay Street (E-W) WB-TR 0.34 24.5 C  WB-TR 0.36 23.0 C  WB-TR 0.28 22.0 C  

   
24) Church Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.77 24.8 C  NB-LTR 0.67 18.9 B  NB-LTR 0.76 24.3 C  
Chambers Street (E-W) EB-LT 0.99 63.1 E * EB-LT 0.76 31.5 C  EB-LT 0.73 28.4 C  

WB-TR 0.99 58.5 E * WB-TR 0.68 25.1 C  WB-TR 0.73 27.0 C  
   

25) Church Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.62 15.5 B  NB-LTR 0.63 11.3 B  NB-LTR 0.56 14.5 B  
Worth Street (E-W) EB-LT 0.29 22.5 C  EB-LT 0.28 22.3 C  EB-LT 0.19 21.1 C  

WB-TR 0.94 57.9 E * WB-TR 0.51 27.7 C  WB-TR 0.79 38.1 D  
   

Division Corridor    
26) Pike Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.48 12.7 B  NB-LT 0.34 11.0 B  NB-LT 0.55 13.7 B  
Division Street (E-W) SB-T 0.29 10.5 B  SB-T 0.26 10.2 B  SB-T 0.28 10.4 B  

SB-R 0.53 17.2 B  SB-R 0.44 14.7 B  SB-R 0.48 15.4 B  
WB-LTR 0.23 23.9 C  WB-LTR 0.36 26.5 C  WB-LTR 0.46 28.5 C  

   
East Broadway Corridor    
27) Forsyth Street (N-S) @ SB-LR 0.53 33.5 C  SB-LR 0.44 30.0 C  SB-LR 0.41 29.2 C  
East Broadway (E-W) EB-LT 0.44 11.6 B  EB-LT 0.47 11.9 B  EB-LT 0.24 8.8 A  

WB-TR 0.28 9.2 A  WB-TR 0.23 8.7 A  WB-TR 0.32 9.5 A  
   

28) Market Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.61 31.8 C  NB-LTR 0.68 35.8 D  NB-LTR 0.39 13.5 B  
East Broadway (E-W) EB-LT 0.53 16.2 B  EB-LT 0.28 11.6 B  EB-LT 0.65 30.6 C  

WB-TR 0.55 16.7 B  WB-TR 0.48 14.9 B  WB-TR 1.02 79.6 E *
   

Frankfort Corridor    
29) Gold Street (N-S) @ NB-T 0.00 25.7 C  NB-T 0.00 25.7 C  NB-T 0.00 25.7 C  
Frankfort Street (E-W) NB-R 0.00 25.7 C  NB-R  NB-R  

EB-TR 0.58 30.0 C  EB-TR 0.65 31.6 C  EB-TR 0.71 35.5 D  
WB-L 0.17 27.3 C  WB-L 0.30 29.3 C  WB-L 0.18 27.8 C  

   
30) Park Row (N-S) @ NB-T 0.27 12.8 B  NB-T 0.26 12.7 B  NB-T 0.30 13.0 B  
Beekman Street (E-W) SB-T 0.26 12.7 B  SB-T 0.21 12.2 B  SB-T 0.18 12.0 B  

WB-LR 0.57 26.8 C  WB-LR 0.61 27.5 C  WB-LR 0.55 25.9 C  
   

31) Park Row (N-S) @ NB-TR 0.40 22.3 C  NB-TR 0.28 8.5 A  NB-TR 0.47 10.4 B  
Spruce Street (E-W) SB-L 0.55 20.4 C  SB-L 0.18 0.8 A  SB-L 0.20 1.6 A  

SB-T 0.45 23.3 C  SB-T 0.28 8.6 A  SB-T 0.24 8.3 A  

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2006 No-Action Condition
Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).



Table 7-4: 2006 No-Action Traffic Conditions at Signalized Intersections

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour

Pearl Corridor
32) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LT 0.72 22.5 C  NB-LT 0.77 24.2 C  NB-LT 0.89 32.0 C  
Fulton Street (E-W) SB-T 0.43 16.1 B  SB-T 0.46 16.5 B  SB-T 0.67 21.4 C  

SB-R 0.13 12.8 B  SB-R 0.11 12.5 B  SB-R 0.07 11.8 B  
EB-LR 0.66 43.4 D  EB-LR 0.72 48.4 D  EB-LR 0.49 34.4 C  

   
33) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-DefL  NB-DefL  NB-DefL 0.97 62.4 E *
Frankfort Street (E-W) NB-TR 0.62 14.2 B  NB-TR 0.44 11.0 B  NB-TR 0.52 12.3 B  

SB-LTR 0.46 11.0 B  SB-LTR 0.35 9.8 A  SB-LTR 0.55 12.3 B  
EB-L 0.92 69.7 E * EB-L 0.89 59.1 E * EB-L 0.92 67.3 E *
EB-TR 0.80 54.1 D  EB-TR 0.71 41.1 D  EB-TR 0.79 50.7 D  
WB-LTR 0.85 52.3 D  WB-LTR 0.11 24.0 C  WB-LTR 0.16 24.6 C  

   
34) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.63 24.0 C  NB-LTR 0.30 18.0 B  NB-LTR 0.30 17.9 B  
Robert F Wagner Sr. Place (E-W)SB-TR 0.53 22.1 C  SB-TR 0.33 18.5 B  SB-TR 0.37 18.8 B  

EB-LTR 0.88 55.9 E * EB-LTR 0.71 43.6 D  EB-LTR 1.04 88.7 F *
WB-L 0.79 44.3 D  WB-L 0.74 43.1 D  WB-L 0.72 41.5 D  
WB-RT 0.12 31.1 C  WB-RT 0.05 30.2 C  WB-RT 0.04 30.0 C  
WB-R 0.31 16.2 B  WB-R 0.29 15.9 B  WB-R 0.48 38.2 D  

   
35) Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-DefL 0.67 18.7 B  NB-DefL  NB-DefL 0.62 18.2 B  
St. James Place (E-W) NB-T 0.48 12.5 B  NB-T  NB-T 0.30 9.7 A  

NB-LT  NB-LT 0.37 10.1 B  NB-LT  
SB-T 0.24 8.8 A  SB-T 0.19 8.4 A  SB-T 0.20 8.4 A  

   
St. James Corridor    
36) St. James Place (N-S) @ NB-TR 0.52 21.2 C  NB-TR 0.42 18.9 B  NB-TR 0.33 17.4 B  
Madison Street (E-W) SB-LT 0.55 22.2 C  SB-LT 0.50 21.0 C  SB-LT 0.43 19.5 B  

WB-L  WB-L  WB-L  
WB-LTR 0.13 15.0 B  WB-LTR 0.09 14.6 B  WB-LTR 0.17 15.3 B  
WB-R  WB-R  WB-R  

   
Worth Street Corridor    
37) Centre Street (N-S) @ NB-L 1.05 92.4 F * NB-L 1.04 110.3 F * NB-L 1.05 96.3 F *
Worth Street (E-W) NB-TR 0.73 32.3 C  NB-TR 0.58 28.0 C  NB-TR 0.64 29.4 C  

EB-DefL  EB-DefL  EB-DefL  
EB-T 0.23 10.7 B  EB-T 0.32 11.6 B  EB-T 0.28 11.1 B  
WB-TR 0.18 16.2 B  WB-TR 0.20 16.5 B  WB-TR 0.23 16.9 B  

   
38) Lafayette Street (N-S) SB-LTR 0.44 20.8 C  SB-LTR 0.40 20.4 C  SB-LTR 0.48 21.4 C  
Worth Street (E-W) EB-TR 0.23 20.5 C  EB-TR 0.47 23.7 C  EB-TR 0.35 21.7 C  

WB-L 0.16 14.0 B  WB-L 0.15 15.1 B  WB-L 0.19 14.9 B  
WB-T 0.65 22.1 C  WB-T 0.33 15.4 B  WB-T 0.51 18.4 B  

Table 7-4: 2006 No-Action Traffic Conditions at Unsignalized Intersections

UNSIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)
Baxter Corridor
1) Baxter Street (N-S) @ EB-TR 0.46 22.9 C EB-TR 0.62 27.2 D EB-TR 0.95 67.7 F *
Walker Street (E-W)

2) Baxter Street (N-S) @ EB-LT 0.01 7.6 A EB-LT 0.00 7.5 A EB-LT 0.01 7.6 A
Worth Street (E-W)

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2006 No-Action Condition
Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1e).

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour
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2006 No-Action off-street parking facilities in the study area and their estimated weekday midday
utilizations.  It is assumed that the off-street parking facilities in the study area in the 2006 No-
Action condition would be the same in the 2006 With-Action condition.  Therefore, the parking
survey of capacity and utilization conducted in 2006 with the street closures in place would be
the same if the street closures were not in place.  In 2006, as shown in the table, there are 37
facilities with an overall capacity of 4,409 spaces (see Figure 7-6 for off-street parking facilities).
The overall midday utilization rate was observed at about 86% with about 596 spaces available.

All other off-street parking facilities within the study area would most likely not be affected in
2006 if the action was not in place.  

On-Street Parking 

As discussed above, in the 2006 No-Action condition streets that were closed as part of the 2001
security plan would be open to all vehicles.  Based on available information, it is estimated that
parking for approximately 70 vehicles existed along Park Row, Madison Street, Pearl Street, and
other roadways now closed due to the security plan.  Outside of the security zone, it is not
expected that regulations or supply would be different in the 2006 No-Action or under With-
Action conditions.  Legal on-street parking spaces within the security zone would be available
to all public vehicles in the 2006 No-Action condition.  On-street parking conditions within the
study area would most likely not be different in the 2006 No-Action condition from the 2006
With-Action condition.  Legal on-street parking would continue to be very limited and illegal
curbside parking and standing would continue to be prevalent throughout the study area.  

D. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION 

Vehicular Traffic

In conjunction with the May 2005 data collection effort, traffic volumes and other characteristics
of the study area were documented.  While action conditions are rarely measured in the field, for
this action, the transportation effects of the security plan have been documented and are presented
in this section.  It should be noted that With-Action condition does not include any NYC Transit
buses on Park Row.  The return of permanent bus services to Park Row is addressed in Chapter
11, “Mitigation”.

Figure 7-7 provides the 2006 With-Action condition traffic volumes in the study area for the AM,
midday and PM peak hours.  The resulting traffic capacity analysis of the 2006 With-Action
conditions is presented in Table 7-6 along with a comparison with 2006 No-Action conditions.



No. Operator Address Capacity
MD (12-1) 

Util.
Spaces 
Avail.

1 Edison NY Parking LLC 174 Centre Street 93 100% 0
2 Kennee Parking Corp 114-116 Mulberry Street 42 93% 3
3 Chung Pak Parking Corp 95-97 1/2 Baxter Street 28 89% 3
4 Chinatown Parking Corp 88 Walker Street 40 100% 0
5 Champion Tribeca LLC 411-413 Broadway 60 70% 18
6 Margaret E Pescatore 98-100 Bayard Street 12 100% 0
7 Champion Mulberry LLC 62-64 Mulberry Street 191 90% 19
8 SSL Franklin St Parking Lot Inc 48-52 Franklin Street 40 100% 0
9 95 Worth LLC 336 Broadway/95 Worth St 114 95% 6
10 Central Parking System of NY 101 Worth Street 226 90% 23
11 Cobalt Car Park LLC 108 Leonard Street 143 95% 7
12 RAEM 93 Chambers Street 48 79% 10
13 Washington Street Corp 89-91 Murray Street 149 100% 0
14 BGB Parking System 6 Barclay Street 86 40% 52
15 25-27 Beekman Street Associates 25-27 Beekman Street 149 80% 30
16 John Street Parking 57-61 Ann Street 276 64% 100
17 Central Parking Systems Inc 169 William Street 52 100% 0
18 NYU Downtown Hospital 170 William Street 110 100% 0
19 Ropetmar Garage Inc 80 Gold Street 351 100% 0
20 Ropetmar Garage Inc 299 Pearl Street 310 92% 25
21 Allright Parking Management Corp 10-12 Peck Slip 105 77% 24
22 Edison Lafayette Corp 300-302 Pearl Street 25 76% 6
23 Edison Lafayette Corp 288-294 Pearl Street 36 78% 8
24 Downtown Parking Corp 56 Fulton Street 280 50% 140
25 Edison Lafayette Corp 228-232 Water Street 120 88% 14
26 (name unknown) 88 Madison Street 50 100% 0
27 (name unknown) 38 Henry Street 150 100% 0
28 (name unknown) 2 Division Street 300 90% 30
29 (name unknown) 79 Division Street 9 100% 0
30 (name unknown) 38 Bowery 140 90% 14
31 (name unknown) 44 Elizabeth Street 150 80% 30
32 Chatham Parking Systems Inc 180 Park Row 130 90% 13
33 (name unknown) 26 Forsyth Street 60 95% 3
34 (name unknown) 58 Walker Street 40 90% 4
35 (name unknown) 49-59 Henry Street 114 100% 0
36 Municipal Lot Leonard St & Lafayette St 40 100% 0
37 Quick Park 2 Elizabeth Street 140 90% 14

4,409 86% 596
Source: PHA Field Survey 2006 & 2007

Table 7-5: 2006 No-Action Off-Street Parking Facilities within 1/4-mile of the Site
and Weekday Utilization

Total 
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Impact Analysis Methodology

Based on the thresholds established for signalized intersections in the CEQR Technical Manual,
if a No-Action LOS A, B or C deteriorates to unacceptable mid-LOS D, or a LOS E or F in the
future action condition, then a significant traffic impact has occurred. The CEQR Technical
Manual further states that for a No-Action LOS A, B or C, which declines to mid-LOS D (45
seconds) or worse under the With-Action condition, mitigation to mid-LOS D is required. For
a No-Action mid-LOS D, an increase of five or more seconds of delay in a lane group in the
With-Action condition should be considered significant. For No-Action LOS E, an increase in
delay of four seconds of delay should be considered significant.  For No-Action LOS F, three
seconds of delay should be considered significant; however, if a No-Action LOS F condition
already has delays in excess of 120 seconds, an increase of 1.0 second in delay should be
considered significant, unless the action would generate fewer than five vehicles through that lane
group in the peak hour.  These impact criteria are also applicable to unsignalized intersections.
However, for the minor street to trigger a significant impact, 90 passenger-car-equivalents must
be identified in the With-Action condition in any peak hour.  

Table 7-6 shows the AM, midday, and PM peak hour volume-to-capacity ratios, delays and levels
of service at signalized and unsignalized study area intersections, respectively, in the 2006 With-
Action condition. The tables also identify those locations that would be impacted based on the
criteria discussed above.  A summary of significantly impacted intersections is provided in Table
7-7.

Signalized Intersections

As shown in Table 7-7, the AM, midday, and PM peak hours have three impacted intersections
each.  The following provides a discussion of the impacted locations by corridor.  Measures to
mitigate traffic impacts are presented in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.”

Pearl Street:  At the intersection of Pearl Street and Frankfort Street, the eastbound left turn
movement is impacted by the action in the AM, midday, and PM peak hours, operating at LOS
F (83.8 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action LOS E (69.7 seconds of delay), operating at LOS
E (72.0 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action LOS E (59.1 seconds), and operating at LOS F
(84.1 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action LOS E (67.3 seconds of delay), respectively.  The
eastbound thru-right approach at this intersection would also be impacted in the PM peak hour
operating at LOS E (79.1 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action LOS D (50.7 seconds of delay),
respectively.    

At Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Place, the westbound left turn movement would be
impacted in the AM peak hour, operating at LOS F (86.1 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action
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LOS D (44.3 seconds of delay). The eastbound approach at this intersection would also be
impacted in the midday peak hour, operating at LOS D (52.9 seconds of delay), versus a No-
Action LOS D (43.6 seconds of delay).  

TABLE 7-7
Summary of Impacted Intersections
Signalized Intersections AM MD PM
Pearl Street @ Frankfort Street X X X

Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place X X

Chatham Square @ Worth Street X X X
Mott Street X

X  impacts to one or more movements in the peak hour.

Chatham Square:  At the intersection of Chatham Square and Worth Street, the Bowery
southbound thru-right approach would be impacted in all three peak hours, deteriorating to LOS
E (76.3 seconds of delay) in the AM, LOS F (86.7 seconds of delay) in the midday, and LOS F
(86.9 seconds of delay) in the PM.  The eastbound Worth Street left turn movement at this
intersection would also be impacted in all three peak hours, deteriorating to LOS E (68.7 seconds
of delay) in the AM, LOS E (59.1 seconds of delay) in midday, and LOS F (92.8 seconds of
delay) in the PM.  The westbound St. James Place right turn movement would also be impacted
at this intersection in all three peak hours, deteriorating to LOS E (65.1 seconds of delay) in the
AM, LOS E (61.4 seconds of delay) in the midday, and LOS F ( 92.8 seconds of delay) in the
PM.

At Chatham Square at Mott Street, the Mott Street approach would also be impacted in the PM
peak hour operating at LOS E (58.1 seconds of delay), versus a No-Action LOS D (51.8 seconds
of delay).

Unsignalized Intersections

As shown in Table 7-6, neither of the two unsignalized intersections analyzed as part of this study
would be impacted by project diverted traffic in any peak hour. 
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Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” provides a detailed assessment of mitigation options for these impacted
intersections.  

Traffic Simulation 

Traffic modeling was performed within the vicinity of the security zone (Worth Street,
Broadway, Centre Street, Pearl Street, St. James Street, and Frankfort Street) with Synchro
Version 6.0 to identify traffic patterns in the No-Action and With-Action conditions.  The traffic
model is a computer based tool by which the flow of traffic is modeled and simulated.  The
modeling and simulation were performed to determine the points of congestion in the current
road network and to propose solutions to improve the traffic flow by providing alternative use
of the existing road networks and modification of signal timing and road lane geometry.  

A traffic model was created to show traffic flow conditions in the No-Action condition and in the
With-Action condition.  The simulation of the No-Action and With-Action traffic flow conditions
provides a visual representation of how the street closures have affected congestion and traffic
queuing in the vicinity of the security zone in the AM, midday, and PM peak hours.  The traffic
simulation showed heavy congestion and long traffic queues at the impacted intersections listed
in Table 7-7 above.  Traffic simulation and modeling was also utilized in testing the feasibility
of different mitigation measures to alleviate the significant adverse impacts created by the action.
These mitigation measures are described in detail in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.” 

Parking

Off-Street Parking

An inventory of current parking conditions was conducted in 2006 for all off-street public
parking facilities within a quarter-mile radius of the security zone.  As discussed above under
“2006 No-Action Condition,” it is assumed that off-street parking facilities in the 2006  No-
Action condition would not be different from the 2006 With-Action condition as the security plan
has not resulted in changes to off-street public parking facilities.  

As shown in Table 7-5 above, there are 37 off-street parking facilities within a quarter-mile
radius of the security zone containing 4,409 spaces (see Figure 7-6 for 2006 off-street parking
locations).  The surveyed occupancy of these spaces at midday was approximately 86 percent,
with 596 available spaces.  Table 7-8 indicates that since the 400-space municipal garage was
closed in 2001, the number of off-street public parking spaces has decreased to 4,409 versus
4,711 under baseline conditions, as shown in Table 7-3.  
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       Table 7-8: Baseline vs. With-Action Off-Street Parking 
       Capacity and Utilization

Capacity Utilization Available Spaces 

Baseline Condition 4,711 88% 566

With-Action Condition  4,409 86% 596

As the security plan neither creates demand for public parking nor eliminates any of the off-street
public parking supply, no significant adverse impacts in off-street parking have occurred as a
result of the implementation of the security plan.   

On-Street Parking

As with the baseline and No-Action conditions, legal on-street parking is very limited within the
study area in the 2006 With-Action condition.  Curbside regulations vary greatly, and most
blockfronts have more than one regulation in effect.  Most of the regulations change at different
times of the day and night and are different on weekdays and weekends.  Curbside parking
regulations within the study area were surveyed in January 2006 and are shown in Figure 7-8.
Within the security zone, on-street parking is permitted for authorized vehicles only, with the
exception of Park Row where no on-street parking is permitted for any vehicles.  

As shown in Figure 7-8, street regulations in the historic Chinatown core tend to be highly
restrictive.  During the daytime, many areas are limited to standing only by trucks loading and
unloading.  Narrow streets often have no standing anytime on one side, and busy streets often
restrict any standing during peak traffic periods.  Where parking is permitted, it is generally
metered, limited to one or two hours.  The blocks in the vicinity of government facilities limit
parking to authorized police or court officer vehicles only.  In this area, residential parking
competes with parking by shoppers and diners, freight unloading at stores, and vendors’ vehicles
parked on various streets.  Due to the high number of visitors driving to this area, this section of
the study area has the most intense parking demand, and is also busy on weeknights and
weekends.  This competition for public parking spaces in the area is exacerbated by the demand
for parking by police and court officers, who have special parking privileges.  

Field surveys of weekday utilization of on-street parking capacity were conducted in January
2006.  The surveys focused on the weekday midday period, and included all legal curbside spaces
within a quarter-mile of the security zone area.  In order to take a closer look at on-street parking,
the area within a quarter-mile of the security zone was divided into four zones, as shown in
Figure 7-9.  As seen in Table 7-9, during the weekday midday period the number of legal
curbside public parking spaces within the total study area totals approximately 426.  Utilization
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On-Street Parking Regulations

Security ZoneParking Restriction



1 No Parking Anytime 
2 No Standing Anytime 
3 2 Hour Parking 9am-7pm Mon-Fri
4 No Parking 3am - 6am Tues, Thurs, Sat
5 No Parking 3am - 6am Mon, Wed, Fri
6 No Standing 8am - 6pm Mon-Fri 

Except Trucks Unloading & Loading 
7 No Parking Midnight - 3am Tues, Thurs, Sat
8 No Parking Midnight - 3am Mon, Wed, Fri
9 No Standing Anytime Except 

Trucks Unloading & Loading 
10 1 Hour Parking 9am-7pm Mon-Fri
11 No Parking 7:30am - 8am Except Sunday
12 No Standing 7am - 10am Mon-Fri
13 1 Hour Parking 10am-7pm Mon-Fri
14 No Standing 7am - 7pm Mon-Fri
15 No Parking 8:30am - 9am Except Sunday
16 No Parking 8am - 6pm Mon-Fri
17 No Standing 7am - 10am & 4pm - 7pm No 

Standing All Other Times Except Trucks 
Unloading & Loading Mon-Fri

18 1 Hour Parking 10am-4pm Mon-Fri
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

No Parking 8am - 9:30am Tues & Fri
No Standing 4pm - 7pm Mon - Fri
No Standing 7am - 7pm Mon - Fri 
Except Trucks Loading & Unloading 
No Parking 7am - 4pm School Days 
No Standing 7am - 4pm Mon - Fri 
Except Trucks Loading & Unloading 
No Parking 7am - 10am Except Sunday
No Standing Anytime Except Authorized Vehicles
No Standing 7am - 10am Except Sunday
No Standing 10am - 7pm 
Except Trucks Unloading & Loading 
No Parking 8am - 8:30am Except Sunday
No Standing 7am - 7pm Except Authorized Vehicles
No Standing Hotel Loading Zone
No Standing 7am - 7pm 
No Standing 7am - 7pm Except Trucks Loading & Unlaoding 
No Standing 7am - 7pm Except Authorized Vehicles

No Standing 7am - 10am & 4pm - 7pm No Standing All Other 
Times Except Trucks Unloading & Loading Mon-Fri

1 Hour Parking 10am-4pm Mon-Fri 9am - 7pm Sat & Sun
No Parking 2am - 6am Mon & Thurs
No Standing 7am - 10am & 3pm - 7pm No Standing 
10am - 3pm Except Trucks Loading & Unlaoding Mon-Fri 

No Standing 8am - 6pm Except Trucks Loading & Unlaoding 
No Parking 2am - 6am Tues & Fri 

1 Hour Parking 8am - 7pm Including Sunday

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

No Parking 8am - 6pm Mon-Fri

No Standing 4pm - 7pm No Standing 7am - 4pm Anytime 
Except Trucks Loading & Unloading Mon-Fri

No Standing 7am - 3pm Except Trucks
Loading & Unlaoding No Standing 3pm - 7pm Mon-Fri

No Parking 7:30am - 8am Except Sunday
No Standing 7am - 10am & 4pm - 7pm 
No Standing 10am - 4pm 
Except Truck Loading & Unloading
No Standing 7am - 11am & 2pm 
No Standing 7am - 11am & 2pm -7pm 
Except Truck Loading & Unloading Mon-Fri
No Standing 1pm - 7pm No Standing All Other Times
No Parking 8am - 8:30am Mon-Fri
2 Hour Parking 8:30am - 7pm Mon-Fri
No Parking 11am - 12:30pm Tues & Fri
No Parking 11am - 12:30pm Mon & Thurs
No Stopping Anytime
No Standing 4pm - 7pm Except Sunday & 
No Standing 7am - 4pm Except Truck 
Loading & Unloading except Sunday
No Parking 7am - 4pm Except Sunday 
No Standing 4pm - 7pm Except Sunday
No Parking 7am - 7pm Except Sunday
No Parking 11am - 12:30pm Mon & Thurs

No Parking 11am - 12:30pm Tues & Fri

One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS Figure 7-8b

On-Street Parking Regulations
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during this period was found to be essentially at capacity (approximately 96 percent), with an
average of approximately 15 spaces available in the overall study area.

Table 7-9: Legal On-Street Parking Capacity and Utilization 

Public Authorized Vehicles

Capacity Utilization Available
Spaces

Capacity Utilization Available
Spaces 

Zone 1 117 96% 5 447 96% 19

Zone 2 0 n/a n/a 280 96% 11

Zone 3 20 100% 0 75 81% 14

Zone 4 289 97% 10 144 97% 4

Total -
Study
Area

426 96% 15 946 95% 48

The study area contains a number of government facilities and much of the on-street parking in
the area is designated for government officials and employees.  The field surveys indicated that
there are approximately 946 on-street parking spaces available for official vehicles only in the
total study area.  As shown in Table 7-9, during the weekday midday period, utilization of these
curbside parking spaces was found to be approximately 95 percent, with an average of
approximately 48 spaces available for official vehicles only.  It should be noted that the number
of available spaces fluctuates somewhat by time of day and day of week, depending on the
prevailing parking regulations.  The capacities quoted here are typical for the time periods
examined.

As seen in Table 7-9, Zone I contained approximately 117 spaces for the general public and 447
spaces reserved for authorized government vehicles.  In Zone II, there were no parking spaces
designated for the general public and approximately 280 spaces for authorized vehicles.  In terms
of legal parking spaces for Zone III, 20 spaces were available to the public while 75 were
reserved for authorized vehicles.  In Zone IV there were approximately 289 spaces for the general
public and 144 for authorized vehicles. 

Field observations also indicate that illegal curbside parking is prevalent within the study area.
The illegal parking by passenger cars generally involved fire hydrant spaces, parking in truck
loading zones and bus stops, and in areas designated as no standing or no parking.  Many of these
vehicles are the private vehicles of government employees with a placard displayed in the
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windshield of the cars.  Illegal parking among the four zones can be seen in Table 7-10.  During
the field survey, it was observed that approximately 1,012 vehicles with City placards and 205
non-City employee vehicles were parked illegally during the typical weekday midday period
within the study area.  These are in addition to those listed in Table 7-10.

In Zone I, there were 568 illegally parked vehicles with 454 of them belonging to city employees.
Zone II contained approximately 202 vehicles parked illegally, of which 156 were official
vehicles.  The zone south of the security area, Zone III, was observed to have approximately 239
vehicles illegally parked with 213 belonging to city employees.  With regards to Zone IV,
approximately 208 vehicles were parked illegally. Of these vehicles, 189 belonged to city
employees and displayed placards. 

      Table 7-10:Illegal On-Street Parking
Zone I II III IV Total

Total of Illegally 
Parked Vehicles

568 202 239 208 1,217

Number of Illegally Parked
Vehicles Displaying City Placards 454  156    213 189

1,012

In addition to the authorized vehicles parking in the four zones, there are a substantial number
of such vehicles (primarily NYPD employee vehicles) parking in the security zone area. There
is parking along the streets, ramps, and other areas (except along Park Row) within the security
zone since the streets were closed to unauthorized vehicles.  

As demonstrated in Tables 7-9 and 7-10, there are about 616 private vehicles and 1,910
authorized vehicles (or City-employee owned) parked curbside (both legally and illegally) within
the quarter mile study area boundary.  In addition, approximately 135 vehicles park on the street
within the security zone.  While the implementation of the security plan resulted in the loss of
on-street parking spaces within the security zone, which were formerly available to the public,
this loss is substantially less than the number of on-street spaces created for authorized vehicles
only along closed streets and ramps.  Under No-Action conditions, most of these authorized
vehicles  would be displaced outside of the security zone, further exacerbating the private/public
imbalance in curbside parking capacity.  Consequently, while there is substantial competition for
curbside space outside of the security zone, the action has not been the cause of this condition
and, therefore, there would be no significant on-street parking impacts. 
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E. CONCLUSION

This chapter analyzes the effects of the diverted traffic that has resulted from the implementation
of the security plan on the Lower Manhattan street network during the weekday AM, midday, and
PM peak hours.  The results of the analyses show that diverted traffic has created significant
traffic impacts (see Table 7-7).  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” of this EIS provides a description of
measures to be developed to mitigate the traffic impacts identified in this chapter.

While parking conditions, both off-street and on-street remain very competitive and the
availability of curbside parking for shoppers and others is very limited, these conditions did not
result from the With-Action condition.  In addition, as the security plan neither creates demand
for public parking nor eliminates any off-street public parking supply.  Consequently, no
significant adverse impacts on parking have occurred as a result of the implementation of the
security plan.   
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        One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 8: TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter of the EIS describes the transit and pedestrian travel characteristics and potential
impacts associated with the security plan, which affects an approximately 7-block area in Lower
Manhattan, bounded generally by Worth Street to the north, Centre Street to the west, Frankfort
Street to the south, and St. James Place and Pearl Street to the east (see Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1,
“Project Description”).  As described in detail in earlier chapters of this EIS, the security
measures include the installation of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and
hydraulically operated delta barriers to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the
roadways situated adjacent to the civic facilities located near One Police Plaza.  The transit and
pedestrian analysis focuses on the bus and pedestrian diversions related to the street closures.
The analyses that follow provide an overview of existing conditions, both before the events of
September 11, 2001 and post-September 11, 2001, to establish a baseline condition from which
impact significance can be determined.  The security zone has been operational for over four
years and therefore the transit and pedestrian effects of the action (the With-Action condition)
are readily evident and are documented in the field under 2006 conditions.

As the security plan has not affected subway facilities or service, an assessment of subway
facilities and services has been screened out and is not included within this chapter. 
 
Following the baseline discussion is an assessment of No-Action conditions (no security plan in
2006) and With-Action conditions (the security plan in place in 2006) for an assessment of
potential impacts based on criteria established in the CEQR Technical Manual.  

B. BASELINE CONDITIONS 

Transit

Local Bus Service 

The roles of local buses are to serve the immediate Lower Manhattan area and to connect it with
various parts of Manhattan to the north and Downtown Brooklyn.  Local bus routes are designed
to collect and distribute passengers throughout the service area.  All local bus routes operate
during the weekdays and most provided weekend service. All public local bus routes are operated
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by the New York City Transit (NYCT) and provided extensive service throughout Lower
Manhattan.  Prior to September 11, 2001, NYCT operated 4 local bus routes that traversed Park
Row including the M9, M15, M103, and B51.  In addition, the M22 operated on Worth Street
(westbound) and St. James Place (eastbound). 

Since local buses operated with relatively short headways, i.e., the time between bus arrivals,
(less than 10 minutes) and made many stops, service was frequent through the study area,
particularly during the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods.  All local bus routes in the
study area started/terminated in Lower Manhattan and connected with destinations in Midtown
and Upper Manhattan with the exception of the B51, which operated between Lower Manhattan
and Downtown Brooklyn via the Manhattan Bridge.  The busiest local route in Lower Manhattan
was the M15 (including limited-stop service), which typically served over 65,000 riders on an
average weekday.  The M15 was also the only bus route with two different terminal points in
Lower Manhattan (South Ferry and Park Row/City Hall).  The M15 route operated “limited stop”
local service that skipped selected bus stops to provide faster service.  

Figure 8-1 shows the Lower Manhattan area bus route maps for 2000, 2003 and 2005.  As shown
in the figure, prior to implementing the security plan in 2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15,
M103 and B51 bus routes.  The M9 route operated between Union Square and South End Avenue
in Battery Park City, while the M15 (the segment through Park Row) traversed from East 126th

Street to City Hall via 1st and 2nd Avenues.  The M103 operated between East 125th Street and
City Hall via Lexington and 3rd Avenues, while the B51 route traversed from the Fulton Mall in
Brooklyn to City Hall (Manhattan) via the Manhattan Bridge.  Together these four bus routes
provided 25 to 30 buses per hour per direction in the peak commuter periods. Table 8-1 presents
the pre-September 11, 2001 data on the average weekday bus ridership for the total length of
these routes.  

     Table 8-1: Pre-September 11, 2001 
     Average Weekday Local Bus Ridership

Route Ridership 
M9 5,015
M15 65,385
M103 15,402
B51 4,528
Total 90,330

      Source: Historical data from the MTA 2003 Subway and Bus
   Ridership Report
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Express Bus Service

The role of the express bus service in the area is to serve commuters from communities generally
outside of Manhattan, and to transport them to and from Lower Manhattan.  Some express routes
were operated by NYCT, while other express routes were operated by private companies under
contract to the New York City Department of Transportation.  A total of 36 express bus routes
operated by the NYCT between Lower Manhattan and various parts of New York City (mostly
the outer boroughs), and 9 express bus routes were operated by private companies between
Lower Manhattan and the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn.  These express bus routes operate on
a limited schedule (usually during the morning and evening peak periods) and are designed to
bring commuters from distant locations into Lower Manhattan in a quick and efficient manner.

Prior to September 11, 2001, NYCT operated two express bus routes that traversed Park Row
including the X25 and X90 (see Figure 8-2).  Both of these bus routes started/terminated in
Lower Manhattan and connected with destinations in Midtown and Upper Manhattan 

Figure 8-2 shows the Lower Manhattan area bus route maps for 1995 and 2006.  As shown in the
figure, prior to implementing the security plan in 2001, Park Row hosted the X25 and X90
express bus routes.  The X25 route operated between Grand Central and Battery Park via the
FDR Drive, while the X90 operated between East 110th Street and Fifth Avenue and the World
Financial Center via the FDR Drive.  Table 8-2 presents the pre-September 11, 2001 data on the
average weekday express bus ridership for the total length of these routes.  

               Table 8-2: Pre-September 11, 2001 
   Average Weekday Express Bus Ridership

Route Ridership 
X25 132
X90  609
Total  741

               Source: MTA Subway & Bus Ridership Data 

Also prior to September 11, 2001, one private company (Command Bus Company, Inc.) operated
four express bus routes that traversed Park Row and Pearl Street, i.e., routes BM1, BM2, BM3,
and BM4 (see Figure 8-2).  In the morning these four routes all originated in Brooklyn, traveled
through the study area, and terminated in Lower Manhattan on Worth Street at Centre Street.
During the midday, these four routes originated on Worth Street at Centre Street, but remained
on the periphery of the study area (using Lafayette Street, Centre Street, and Park Row to reach
Broadway) before returning to Brooklyn. No pre-9/11 data on bus ridership for these four bus
routes is available. 
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Pedestrians

All pedestrian corridors within the security zone were unrestricted in the pre-September 11, 2001
baseline condition.  The 1999 street closures did not restrict any pedestrian corridors.  As the area
within the security zone was composed of mainly institutional and residential uses, the
courthouses and office buildings drew large volumes of employees to the area throughout the day.
The Verizon Building and Murray Bergtraum High School also attracted large numbers of
pedestrians to the area.  On weekday mornings, many students and employees arrived at the
subway station located under the Municipal Building and then walked across Police Plaza and
then down the stairs to Madison Street to access the high school and Verizon.  

A review of the year 2000 high-accident pedestrian intersections (those with 5 or more pedestrian
accidents) was also undertaken.  According to the year 2000 data, table 8-3 shows that there were
eight such locations in the study area.  Of particular note were Catherine Street/East Broadway
and Bayard Street/Bowery, both close to Chatham Square.  At the north end of the study area,
Canal Street had two high-accident locations (at Mott Street and at Elizabeth Street), while
Broadway to the west also had two such locations (Chambers Street and Ann Street in 2000). 

      Table 8-3: Pedestrian High-Accident Locations (year 2000)
Intersection Number of Pedestrian Accidents 
East Broadway/Catherine Street 7
Broadway/Chambers Street 7
Bowery/Bayard Street 6
Broadway/Ann Street 6
East Broadway/Pike Street 6
Canal Street/Mott Street 6
Canal Street/Elizabeth Street 5
Church Street/Chambers Street 5

      Source: 2001 CEQR Technical Manual 

C. 2006 NO-ACTION CONDITION 

Transit 

Local Buses

In the 2006 No-Action condition, the local bus system within the study area would remain
unchanged from the 2001 baseline condition.  As a result of the terrorist attacks on September
11, 2001, 34.5 million square feet of office space in Lower Manhattan was destroyed or damaged.
This loss of office space resulted in some loss of ridership on local bus routes (see Table 8-4
below).  As discussed above and shown in Figure 8-1, prior to implementing the security plan
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in 2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15, M103, and B51 bus routes.  The M9 route operated
between Union Square and South End Avenue in Battery Park City, while the M15 (the segment
through Park Row) traversed from East 126th Street to City Hall via 1st and 2nd Avenues.  The
M103 operated between East 125th Street and City Hall via Lexington and 3rd Avenues, while the
B51 route traversed from the Fulton Mall in Brooklyn to City Hall (Manhattan) via the
Manhattan Bridge.  Together these four bus routes provided 25 to 30 buses per hour per direction
in the peak commuter periods.  The bus routes discussed above would travel along the same route
as they did prior to the implementation of the security plan, except the M9 route to/from Battery
Park City, which would traverse along Pearl Street around the southern tip of Manhattan.  The
closure of Vesey Street after September 11, 2001 eliminated the important eastbound portion of
this route, necessitating its formal relocation along Pearl Street.  

Table 8-4 below shows changes in average weekday bus ridership on all bus routes that travel
to Lower Manhattan as well the total for all Manhattan bus routes.  As shown in the table,
average weekday bus ridership increased between 2000 and 2002 for Lower Manhattan routes
and for all Manhattan routes.  Between 2002 and 2003, ridership decreased by approximately 5%
for both Lower Manhattan bus routes and all Manhattan bus routes.  However, between 2003 and
2004 average weekday ridership increased for both Lower Manhattan (1.1%) bus routes and all
Manhattan bus routes (0.6%).  Between 2004 and 2005 average weekday ridership decreased for
both Manhattan bus routes (0.2%) and Lower Manhattan (1.3%). 

Table 8-4: Changes in Average Weekday Bus Ridership for Lower Manhattan 
Bus Routes and all Manhattan Bus Routes (2000-2005) 

                      Year 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Average Daily Ridership 

Lower Manhattan 116,980 122,048 123,484 117,540 118,887 117,377
Manhattan 586,010 612,742 625,742 594,607 598,090 596,635

Source: MTA Subway & Bus Ridership Data

Express Bus Service

As discussed above, Park Row hosted the X25,   X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4  bus routes.
In the No-Action condition, these bus routes would not have been rerouted around Park Row and
would continue to run on the pre-September 11, 2001 routes (see Figure 8-2).  The ridership for
these bus routes, like local bus routes, also decreased as a result of the loss of office space in
Lower Manhattan due to the events on September 11, 2001 (see Table 8-8 below). 



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS          Chapter 8: Transit and Pedestrians

8-6

Pedestrians

In the 2006 No-Action condition, pedestrian corridors within the study area would remain
unchanged from the 2001 baseline condition.  The 1999 street closures would be in place, but
pedestrian access within the security zone would continue to be uninterrupted.  As discussed in
further detail below, one pedestrian corridor along police headquarters was closed as a result of
the security plan.  In the 2006 No-Action condition, this corridor would be open.  Pedestrian
volumes and access routes in the area would be expected to remain the same in the 2006 No-
Action condition compared to the 2006 With-Action condition.  

Pedestrian accident locations in the study area would likely change somewhat in the
northern/eastern portion of the study area with the reconfiguration of Chatham Square into a large
pedestrian space in 2004 and the construction of Foley Square Park (bounded by Worth, Centre,
Lafayette, and Duane Streets) in 2001. In addition, there was an overall reduction in travel in
portions of the study area with the closure of several streets in the study area.  While actual No-
Action data are not available, the following pedestrian section on With-Action conditions
presents some data on expected No-Action conditions.  

D. 2006 WITH-ACTION CONDITION 

Transit

Local Bus Service

The local bus system has changed in conjunction with both the security plan as well as other
Lower Manhattan street closures.  Figure 8-1 shows the Lower Manhattan area bus route maps
for 2000, 2003 and 2005.  As shown in the figure, prior to implementing the security plan in
2001, Park Row hosted the M9, M15, M103 and B51 bus routes.  After the security plan was
implemented, these routes continued to operate, albeit with some modifications to route and stop
locations due to the street closures.  

The collective total ridership along the total length of these routes did not change substantially
following the implementation of the security plan after September 11, 2001.  Specific ridership
data for the Lower Manhattan portion of these routes are not available; however, Table 8-5 below
presents a comparison of pre- and post- September 11, 2001 average weekday bus ridership for
the total length of these routes.  
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Table 8-5: Pre- and Post-September 11, 2001 Average Weekday Local Bus Ridership
Route Pre-9/11/2001 * Post-9/11/2001** Percent Change

M9 4,528  5,371 19%
M15 62,073  61,430 -1%
M103 14,265 16,766 18%
B51 983  909 8%

Total 81,849  84,476 3%
*Year 2000
** Year 2005
Source: MTA Subway & Bus Ridership Report

In May 2005, the M103 bus (up to 6 buses per hour in each direction) returned to its original
route via Park Row (see Figure 8-1, 2005 map) as a 90-day trial.  Buses traveling through the
security zone are subject to inspection.  There are no stops within the zone itself, but immediately
on either end of the zone.  The test was expanded in November 2005 when the M15 and B51
buses also returned to their original routes via Park Row to/from City Hall.  The M9 remains on
its current diverted route.  As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” the re-introduction of the
M15, M103, and B51 buses to Park Row is part of a mitigation plan and is not considered in the
With-Action conditions.  

Under the With-Action condition, the re-routing of the above mentioned local buses has increased
the route lengths.  Table 8-6 below summarizes the total bus route lengths before the street
closures and after the street closures.  The route for the M103 prior to the street closures was
approximately 15.3 miles in length (round trip). The re-routing of the M103 after the street
closures were put into place increased this distance by 0.4 miles, making the total route length
approximately 15.7 miles (round trip).  The route for the M9 prior to the street closures was
approximately 10 miles (round trip). After the street closures were put into place, the M9 was re-
routed to Pearl Street/Water Street increasing the route distance by 2 miles (round trip- see Figure
8-1 for route).  The route for the M15 prior to the street closures was approximately 19 miles
(round trip- including part-time service along Park Row) and increased by 0.9 miles to 19.9 miles
(round trip - including part-time service along Park Row) after the street closures were put into
place.  The route for the B51 was approximately 7.9 miles (round trip - including part-time
service along Park Row).  The re-routing of the B51 after the street closures were put into place
increased this distance by 0.3 miles, making the total route length 8.2 miles (round trip).  

Table 8-6: Local Bus Route Lengths Pre-Security Street Closures and Post-Security Street
Closures (in miles)

Route Pre-Street Closure
Length

Post-Street Closure
Length

Difference

M103 15.3 15.7 0.4
M9 10 12 2.0

M15 19 19.9 0.9
B51 7.9 8.2 0.3
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It should be noted that the re-routing of the M9 local bus to its new route is somewhat
independent of the With-Action condition as Vesey Street, which is adjacent to the World Trade
Center, has been closed.  To be conservative, the rerouting of the M9 is considered part of the
With-Action condition.  

The relocation of these routes is also affected by changes in travel patterns of overall traffic.  As
noted in Chapter 7, “Traffic and Parking”, there has been increased congestion on both Worth
Street and St. James Place, which has also slowed service on the bus routes diverted to these
paths, especially in the peak traffic periods.  Tables 8-7 show the northbound and southbound
pre-9/11 and post-9/11 travel times for the southern portions of the M15 and M103 bus routes.
 

As shown in Table 8-7, travel times for these legs of the M15 and M103 routes generally have
increased by 1 to up to 7 minutes during peak hours.   These substantial increases in travel time
could result in the potential need to add one or more buses per hour to maintain the No-Action
level of service for both operations and ridership.  This is especially the case in the AM and
midday peak hour and in the southbound direction for the M15 route.  Specific data on travel
times for the B51 route was not available as the NYCT has not adjusted the B51 schedule since
the security plan has been in place, but it should be assumed that the B51 route has experienced
similar delays.  As noted earlier, the present routing of the M9 is not primarily a result of the
security plan but due to the loss of Vesey Street to service the original route.  Because the present
M9 route is significantly different than its route prior to September 11, 2001, the M9 will
continue to remain on this current route and is therefore not included in this discussion of travel
times.  

Table 8-7: Local Bus Route Travel Times Pre-September 11, 2001 and Post-September 11,
2001 (in minutes)

8-9 AM 12-1 PM         5-6 PM
Northbound

Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff. Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff. Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff.
M151 16 20 4 16 20 4 16 18 2
M1032 20 21 1 20 21 1 18 20 2

B51 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Southbound

Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff. Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff. Pre-9/11 Post-9/11* Diff.
M153 15 20 5 15 22 7 13 18 5
M1034 15 20 5 15 20 5 23 22 -1

B51 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
*Year 2003 representing the With-Action Conditions
1 Partial route starting at Park Row/Beekman St. to 3rd Ave./ St. Marks Pl
2 Partial route starting at Park Row/Beekman St.  to 1st Ave./E. 1st St.
3 Partial route starting at E. Houston St./2nd Ave. to Park Row/Spruce St. 
4 Partial route starting at 3rd Ave./E.6th St. to  Park Row/Beekman St
Source: New York City Transit Authority
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Express Bus Service

Table 8-8 presents a comparison of pre- and post-September 11, 2001 average weekday ridership
for the NYCT X25, X90, and X92 express bus routes that have been rerouted due to the With-
Action condition.  Besides being rerouted around Park Row, the route for the X90 bus changed
somewhat from the pre-September 11, 2001 route, unrelated to the security plan.  The X90 was
consolidated with the X92 route after 2002 and now operates between East 92nd Street and York
Avenue and the World Financial Center via the FDR Drive and Pearl/Water Street (see Figure
8-2).  According to the MTA, the rerouting of the X90 is permanent and would not return to its
former route down Park Row.  Bus ridership on the X25 bus fell dramatically (approximately
49%) from pre-September 11, 2001 to post-September 11, 2001 conditions.  Bus ridership on the
X90 rose by approximately 18% between 2000 and 2002 before it was consolidated with the X92
after 2002 (not shown on Table 8-8). Average weekday bus ridership for the X90/X92 was
approximately 1,049 in 2005.

Table 8-8: Pre- and Post-September 11, 2001 Average Weekday Express Bus Ridership
Route 2000 2005 Percent Change
X25 132  67 -49%

X90/X92*  609  1,049 47%
Total  741  1,116  30%

* The X90 and X92 buses were consolidated after September 11, 2001
Source: MTA Subway & Bus Ridership Data 

The BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes were also rerouted after September 11, 2001.  In the
AM peak hour, in Lower Manhattan, the these bus routes operates between Brooklyn via the
Brooklyn Batter Tunnel and Church Street/Thomas Street via Greenwich Street/Trinity
Place/Church Street. In the PM peak hour, in Lower Manhattan,  these bus routes operate
between Park Place/Church Street and Brooklyn via Frankfort Street, Water Street, and Battery
Place (see Figure 8-2). Ridership data for these bus routes is not available. 

As discussed above, as a result of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, 34.5 million square
feet of office space in Lower Manhattan was destroyed or damaged  The loss of ridership on the
express bus routes is attributed to the loss of office space that occurred and not to the rerouting
of the bus routes.  As shown in Figure 8-2, the rerouting of the X25 around the security plan
street closures did not change drastically from its previous route.  As such, the drop in ridership
between pre- and post-September 11, 2001 is most likely not attributable to the rerouting of the
bus route. 
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Tour Bus Operations

There are two types of tours that operate within the vicinity of the study area; regionally-based
tours that bring people to the area from outside of New York City and locally-based tour bus
operations.  According to the Chinatown Access and Circulation Study prepared by the Lower
Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) in 2004, both tour types have their own unique
issues with respect to pedestrian and vehicular traffic flows and parking within the vicinity of the
study area.

Regional Tour Buses

Regional tour buses are not regulated by the City and there are no designated drop-off points and
no specific layover locations are provided.  These regionally-based tours typically drop off a bus
load of tourists, relocate to a site that is on the fringes of the community where the bus lays over
for a period of time, and then the tour bus returns to a designated pick-up location to continue the
tour.  

Since there are specific drop-off and pick-up areas for these tours, they create a concentrated
crowd of people unfamiliar with the neighborhood.  This process can cause vehicular congestion
when the buses are idling to drop their passengers, especially if the locations are on a particularly
congested street such as Canal Street.  This can also be problematic for local pedestrian
movements.  During layover periods, regional tour buses tend to congregate in single locations
along South Street and Pike Street under and near the Manhattan Bridge.  This is problematic as
these buses tend to form a wall along this area, blocking both visual and physical access to the
waterfront, and creating air and noise pollution.  

Local Tours Buses 

Local tours run a prescribed route with designated stop locations.  The primary local tour
operator in the City (Gray Line) runs bus tours on a twenty minute headway south down
Broadway.  The bus then loops around Battery Park and continues north back through Chinatown
along Allen Street.  There are three designated stops within the study area:

• Chinatown/Little Italy - Broadway between Walker and Lispenard Streets
• City Hall/Brooklyn Bridge - Park Row at City Hall Park
• South Street Seaport  - South Street between Fulton and John Streets

According to the LMDC study, the local tour bus stop for Chinatown/Little Italy is far from the
tourist cores of these areas.  The primary advertised Chinatown stop is on Broadway, two blocks
west of the historic Chinatown core.  The key issue is the economic impact of not having a stop
located closer to the focus of tourist activity in Chinatown and Little Italy, particularly on the
northbound part of the tour loop.  
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Although tour bus operations have affected street conditions and mobility within the study area,
these problems do not appear to be a result of the action.  The street closures have not limited
access and circulation for local tour bus routes within the vicinity of the study area.  In addition,
the action has not affected regional tour bus operations as the problems with the regional tour
buses discussed above are not a result of the street closures.   

 
Pedestrians

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a pedestrian analysis is appropriate when a proposed
action would result in 200 or more pedestrian trips per hour at any pedestrian element.  As the
action has not or would not result in additional pedestrian trips in the area, a pedestrian analysis
is not warranted.  However, as the action has limited pedestrian accessibility in certain areas of
the security zone, a brief discussion of this pedestrian detour is discussed below. 

With the exception of one corridor, the streets that are closed to vehicular traffic as a result of the
security plan are open to pedestrian activity.  The pedestrian corridor running between Police
Headquarters to the intersection of Madison Street and Pearl Street was closed as part of the
security plan.  This corridor connects the plaza in front of Police Headquarters to the intersection
of Madison and Pearl Streets. The distance through this corridor from the edge of the plaza to the
intersection is approximately 540'.  There is a staircase along this corridor and, it is therefore not
a handicapped route.  With this route closed, pedestrians must travel along the south side of the
headquarters building along Avenue of the Finest and Madison Street.  The distance for this
alternate route from the edge of the plaza to the intersection of Madison and Pearl Streets is
approximately 780'.  There is a staircase along this route as well. The increase in walking
distance for pedestrians equals 240' or about one average city block.  Based on field observations,
there does not appear to be any congested pedestrian sidewalks resulting from the closed path
adjacent to police headquarters.  This change would not constitute a significant adverse impact.

Pedestrian Safety

As discussed in Chapter 7, “Traffic and Parking,” the With-Action security measures have
restricted unauthorized vehicular access within the security zone boundary.  Much of the traffic
that would otherwise use these street segments are diverted to the Worth Street, St.James/Pearl
Street, Frankfort Street, and Centre Street corridors.  As a consequence of these diversions, there
have been changes in the numbers of vehicles turning across various crosswalks within the
security zone and within the immediate vicinity of the security zone (see Figures 7-7a through
7-7c in Chapter 7, “Traffic and Parking”).  For example, the numbers of turning vehicles
traversing crosswalks on Park Row have decreased substantially, while the number of vehicles
turning across the west crosswalk at Worth Street at Chatham Square has increased.  
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Table 8-9 shows 2005 pedestrian high accident locations in the study area compared to the high-
accident locations in the year 2000.  

       Table 8-9: Pedestrian High Accident Locations 
       (2000 vs. 2005)

Intersection Number of Pedestrian Accidents 
2000* 2005**

East Broadway/Catherine Street 7 0
Broadway/Chambers Street 7 3
Bowery/Bayard Street 6 1
Broadway/Ann Street 6 0
East Broadway/Pike Street 6 1
Canal Street/Mott Street 6 2
Canal Street/Elizabeth Street 5 3
Church Street/Chambers Street 5 2

       Source: *2001 CEQR Technical Manual
                       ** NYC Department of Transportation 

As shown in Table 8-9, the number of pedestrian accidents at high accident locations in the study
area have significantly decreased from 2000 to 2005.  As such, the traffic diversions due to the
security plan have not increased the number of pedestrian accidents at any previous high accident
location within the study area.  However, as the security plan has increased traffic on the
principle diversion routes of Worth Street and St. James Place/Pearl Street, an examination of
pedestrian accidents along these diversion routes is warranted.  

According to the 2001 CEQR Technical Manual, in 2000, any intersection in the City with 4 or
more pedestrian accidents was considered a high pedestrian accident location.  As shown in Table
8-9, no intersections along Worth Street or St. James Place/Pearl Street were considered high
pedestrian accident locations in 2000.   However, as shown in Table 8-10, certain intersections
along Worth Street within the vicinity of the study area have had four or more pedestrian
accidents between 2003 and 2005, particularly at Worth Street and Broadway.  In 2003, there
were four pedestrian accidents at Worth Street and Broadway and 5 pedestrian accidents at both
Worth Street and Centre and Lafayette Streets.  In 2004, there were 4 pedestrian accidents at
Worth Street and Broadway, 2 at Worth Street and Centre Street, and none at the remaining
intersections.  In 2005, there were 5 pedestrian accidents at Worth Street and Broadway, 1
accident at both Worth Street and Centre and Baxter Streets, and none at the remaining
intersections.  
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       Table 8-10: Pedestrian Accidents Along Worth Street Corridor 
                  (2003-2005)

Intersection Number of Pedestrian Accidents 
2003 2004 2005

Worth Street/Centre Street 5 2 1
Worth Street/Lafayette Street 5 0 0
Worth Street/Bowery n/a 0 0
Worth Street/Broadway 4 4 5
Worth Street/Chatham Sq. 0 0 0
Worth Street/Baxter Street 0 0 1

       Source: NYC Department of Transportation 

As shown in Table 8-11, there have been few pedestrian accidents along the St. James Place/Pearl
Street corridor between 2003 and 2005.  Most intersections had one or no accidents in this time
period, with the exception of the 2 pedestrian accidents at St. James Place at James Street in
2003.    

                     Table 8-11: Pedestrian Accidents Along St. James Place/Pearl Street 
                  Corridor (2003-2005)

Intersection Number of Pedestrian Accidents 
2003 2004 2005

St. James Pl./James Street 2 0 0
St. James Pl./Madison 1 0 0
St. James Pl./Pearl Street 1 0 0
St. James Pl./Park Row 0 0 0
Pearl Street/RF Wagner Place 1 0 0
Pearl Street/Ave. Of the Finest 0 1 0

         Source: NYC Department of Transportation

In summary, the security plan has not generated any new pedestrian trips nor will it generate any
pedestrian congestion on sidewalks.  Pedestrian activity continues uninterrupted, except as
described above.  Traffic diversions associated with these vehicular restrictions have resulted in
an increase in the numbers of vehicle turning movements at some crosswalks, while decreasing
or eliminating all such movements at other crosswalks within the security zone.  The results of
the analysis of high accident locations indicate that the action may have created a high pedestrian
accident location at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway that was not such a location
in the year 2000.  

E. CONCLUSION

This chapter analyzes the effects of the security plan on bus services and pedestrian activity.  The
security plan has not generated additional demand for bus service or additional pedestrian
activity.  As discussed above, the bus routes in the vicinity of the security zone were rerouted
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after the security zone was put into place.  There have been substantial increases in overall travel
time for these bus routes, and these increases have resulted in significant adverse impacts on bus
operations for the M15 and M103 routes, especially in the AM peak hour and in the southbound
direction for all peak hours. 

As discussed above, the security plan appears to have resulted in a significant adverse safety
impact on pedestrian conditions at the Broadway/Worth Street intersection.  The security plan
has not generated any new pedestrian trips nor has it interrupted existing pedestrian activity and
no significant adverse impacts on pedestrian flow conditions have occurred or are anticipated as
a result of the action.  

Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” provides mitigation measures to address the bus transit and pedestrian
safety impacts identified in this chapter.  
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 9: AIR QUALITY

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the potential for air quality impacts from the action.  Air quality impacts
can be either direct or indirect.  Direct impacts stem from emissions generated by stationary
sources from a new development, such as emissions from fuel burned on site for heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems.  Air quality impacts associated with
construction activities may include fugitive dust, exhaust and emissions from construction
equipment, and increased traffic on local roadways. Indirect impacts are defined as nearby existing
stationary sources and the potential for emissions due to mobile sources/vehicles generated by an
action.  As the action does not involve the construction of any new developments requiring HVAC
systems, stationary source and construction air quality analyses are not warranted and are not
included in this chapter.  

Diverted vehicular trips associated with the action have the potential to affect microscale CO
concentrations at affected nearby intersections. According to the CEQR Technical Manual the
following screening criteria are applicable to this action for identifying intersections that may
warrant further analysis:

C Actions resulting in 100 or more trips through an intersection
C Actions resulting in a substantial number of local or regional diesel vehicle

trips

As discussed in detail below, the action has resulted in traffic volumes at multiple intersections that
have exceeded the 100-vehicle threshold.  Therefore, this air quality analysis addresses the
potential for diverted vehicles to significantly impact air quality in the area.

B. SCOPE OF WORK

The City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) process requires review of the potential
environmental impacts of the action.  This chapter evaluates the potential for air quality impacts.
The scope of work focuses on vehicular concentrations of carbon monoxide and PM10/2.5 at the
intersections with the highest diverted (project-generated volumes) resulting from the security
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measures. Both No-Action and With-Action will be addressed for an analysis year of 2006. The
air quality analysis was previously presented in the DEIS for One Police Plaza. This version of the
report was prepared for the FEIS. It differs from the DEIS version due to:

• revised standards for fine particulates,
• discussion of bus diversion volumes due to closing of Park Row,
• slight changes in traffic due to the reversal of traffic on Baxter Street, and 
• updated information on modeled pollutant concentrations.

C.  AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

New York and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Ambient air is defined by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as that
portion of the atmosphere, external from buildings, to which the general public has access.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were promulgated by USEPA for the
protection of public health and welfare, allowing for an adequate margin of safety. The USEPA
has set NAAQS for the following six criteria pollutants: sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone,
nitrogen dioxide, inhalable particulates, and lead. They consist of primary standards, established
to protect public health with an adequate safety margin, and secondary standards, established to
protect "plants and animals and to prevent economic damage." The six major pollutants, deemed
criteria pollutants, because threshold criteria can be established for determining adverse effects on
human health, are described below:

C Carbon Monoxide (CO). CO is a colorless, odorless gas produced from the
incomplete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. The primary
source of CO in urban areas is from motor vehicles. Because this gas
disperses quickly, CO concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short
distances.

C Inhalable Particulates, also known as Respirable Particulates. Particulate
matter is a generic term for a broad range of discrete liquid droplets or solid
particles of various sizes.  The standard now covers only those particles
with diameters of 10 micrometers or less, which are the ones most likely to
reach the lungs, and PM2.5 for particles with diameters of 2.5 micrometers
or less. PM 2.5 is considered to be a regional pollutant.

C Lead (Pb). Lead is a heavy metal. Emissions are principally associated with
industrial sources and motor vehicles that use gasoline containing lead
additives. Most U.S. vehicles produced since 1975, and all produced after
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1980, are designed to use unleaded fuel. As a result, ambient concentrations
of lead have declined significantly.

C Nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Nitrogen dioxide is a highly oxidizing, extremely
corrosive toxic gas. It is formed by chemical conversion from nitric oxide
(NO), which is emitted primarily by industrial furnaces, power plants, and
motor vehicles.

C Ozone (O3). Ozone, a principal component of smog, is not emitted directly
into the air, but is formed through a series of chemical reactions between
hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight.

C Sulfur dioxides (SO2). Sulfur dioxides are heavy gases primarily associated
with the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as coal and oil. No
significant quantities are emitted from mobile sources.

New York State Ambient Air Quality Standards further regulate concentrations of the criteria
pollutants discussed above. The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC), Air Resources Division, is responsible for air quality monitoring in the state.
Monitoring is performed for each of the criteria pollutants to assess compliance. Table 9-1 shows
the National and New York State Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

Table 9-1
National and New York State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Type of Standard Averaging Period Standard

Sulfur Dioxide
Primary Annual arithmetic mean 80 ug/m3 (.03 ppm)
Primary 24-hour averagec 365 ug/m3 (.14 ppm)
Secondary 3-hour averagec 1300 ug/m3 (.5 ppm)

Inhalable Particulates
(PM10)

Revokeda Annual arithmetic mean 50 ug/m3

Primary & Secondary 24-hour averageb 150 ug/m3

Inhalable Particulates
(PM2.5)

Primary & Secondary Annual arithmetic meand 15 ug/m3

Primary & Secondary 24-hour averagee 35 ug/m3

Carbon Monoxide Primary 8-hour averagec 9 ppm (10 mg/m3)
Primary 1-hour averagec 35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

Ozone
Primary & Secondary 1-hour averagef

0.12 ppm (235 ug/m3)
Primary & Secondary 8-hour averageg 0.08 ppm (157 ug/m3)

Nitrogen Dioxide Primary & Secondary Annual arithmetic mean 0.053 ppm (100 ug/m3)
Lead Primary & Secondary Quarterly mean 1.5 ug/m3

Notes: ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter, ppm= parts per million 
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 a Due to a lack of evidence linking health problems to long-term exposure to coarse particle pollution, the agency
revoked the annual PM10 standard in 2006 (effective December 17, 2006).
b Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.
C Not to be exceeded more than once a year.
d To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple
commmunity-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 ug/m3.
eTo attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hor concentrations at each population-oriented
monitor within an area must not exceed 35 ug/m3 (effective December 17, 2006).
f The NYC Metropolitan area is no longer subject to the 1-hour ozone standard.
gTo attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.
Source: US Environmental Protection Agency

New York City De Minimis Criteria

For carbon monoxide from mobile sources, the City's de minimis criteria are used to determine the
significance of the incremental increases in CO concentrations that would result from a proposed
action. These set the minimum change in an 8-hour average carbon monoxide concentration that
would constitute a significant environmental impact. According to these criteria, significant impacts
are defined as follows:

C An increase of 0.5 parts per million (ppm) or more in the maximum 8-hour
average carbon monoxide concentration at a location where the predicted No-
Action 8-hour concentration is equal to or above 8 ppm.

C An increase of more than half the difference between baseline (i.e., No-
Action) concentrations and the 8-hour standard, when No-Action
concentrations are below 8 ppm.

For PM2.5 analyses of  intersections at the microscale level, the City’s de minimis criterion for
determining significance is:

2 ug/m3 for the 24-hour period, and
0.3 ug/m3 for the annual period.

For the neighborhood scale of analysis, only the annual period is of concern, and the City’s de
minimis criterion for determining significance is:
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 0.1 ug/m3 for the annual period.

For mobile and stationary sources combined, the average PM2.5 concentration within a 1 km-square
grid centered on the worst-case receptor has a de minimis value of:

 0.1 ug/m3 for the annual period.

No de minimis values have been assigned to PM10.

D. EXISTING CONDITIONS

State Implementation Plan

The Clean Air Act requires states to submit to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) a
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for attainment of the NAAQS. The 1977 and 1990 amendments
require comprehensive plan revisions for areas where one or more of the standards have yet to be
attained. New York County is located in the New York Metropolitan Air Quality Control Region
and is part of NYSDEC Region 2. New York County meets the NAAQS for all pollutants except
ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. Its nonattainment status for ozone is designated as Severe-17 for the 1-
hour gone standard and Moderate for the 8-hour standard. It is designated as Moderate
nonattainment for PM10. Prior to 5/20/02, the county also was part of a nonattainment area for CO.
It is now designated as a CO maintenance area and is subject to the same requirements as a CO
nonattainment area. A CO maintenance area must maintain the NAAQS for 20 years by following
two sequential 10-year plans.

E. MOBILE SOURCE METHODS OF ANALYSIS

CO Screening Analysis

Diverted vehicular trips associated with the action have the potential to affect microscale CO
concentrations at affected nearby intersections. To assess carbon monoxide due to vehicular traffic,
a preliminary evaluation of intersections was carried out to identify those with the potential to
violate the NAAQS or the NYC de minimis criteria for CO. If the results for the selected
intersection(s) show compliance with the NAAQS and NYC de minimis standards under With-



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                   Chapter 9: Air Quality

9-6

Action conditions, then the remaining intersections are also presumed to be in compliance. Where
multiple intersections warrant further analysis, a subset of worst-case intersections is typically
selected for modeling. Based on the NYC CEQR Technical Manual and subsequent revisions to
its procedures, the following screening criteria are applicable to this action for identifying
intersections that may warrant further analysis:

C Actions resulting in 100 or more trips through an intersection
C Actions resulting in a substantial number of local or regional diesel vehicle trips

Table 9-2, which is based on the traffic diagrams in Chapter 7 (Traffic and Parking), shows that
diverted traffic volumes at multiple intersections will exceed the 100-vehicle threshold under With-
Action conditions.  Project-generated increments are zero for many intersections, and they range
from a negative traffic increment of -236 to an increase of 546 vehicles. The weekday AM period
has the highest project-generated increments compared to the other peak traffic periods.

The highest increase in traffic due to the action occurs at the intersection of Mulberry Street and
Worth Street, which has a project increment of 546 vehicles during the peak AM period. This is
not a signalized intersection, and unsignalized intersections typically are not modeled. This is
because the LOS on the primary link, which has the highest traffic volume, is allows traffic to flow
freely.  

For signalized intersections, the highest project increment, which occurs during the peak AM
period, is at the intersection of St. James Place and Madison Street. Here, the peak AM volume
would increase by 312 vehicles, from 761 vehicles under No-Action conditions to 1,073 under
With-Action conditions. Rerouted buses travel along the primary links for this intersection under
With-Action conditions. This intersection is recommended for modeling.

The second modeled intersection during the peak AM period is Foley Square at Worth St./Center
Street. It would have a relatively high project increment of 271 vehicles coupled with a low LOS.
In addition, the roadway links along this intersection would encompass the unsignalized
intersections of Baxter Street at Worth Street and Mulberry Street at Worth Street, both of which
showed high project-generated traffic. These links would experience additional bus traffic under
With-Action conditions. As mentioned previously, these two unsignalized intersections have the
highest project increments.

The third modeled intersection is  Park Row at St. James Place/Chatham Square/Worth Street/Mott
Street  because it has a high increase in volume under With-Action conditions coupled with a low



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                   Chapter 9: Air Quality

9-7

LOS of E. It is The LOS of E under With-Action conditions shows a greater degree of congestion
than the other two intersections selected for modeling.

If modeling with CAL3QHC shows no exceedances of the NAAQS of the NYC de minimis values
for CO at these three intersections, then no exceedances would be expected at intersections with
lower volumes and lower project increments. The remaining intersections and peak periods with
project increments of 100 or more are largely characterized by lower project increments coupled
with lower intersection volumes. Those intersections with comparatively higher intersection
volumes have substantially lower project increments compared to the three recommended for
modeling.

Mobile Source CO Modeling

The air quality mobile source analysis for the action utilized MOBILE6.2 for emission factors.
CAL3QHC was the dispersion model used to evaluate 2006 No-Action and With-Action
conditions. 

Vehicular Data

Traffic volumes were obtained from the traffic analysis, which includes volumes, by approach, for
key links and intersections within the study area. Vehicular speeds, also obtained from the traffic
study, were based on field observations. Vehicular mix represents the proportions of vehicles
falling into the twenty-eight MOBILE6.2 categories. The vehicular mix used for the analysis was
based on field classification counts obtained from the traffic analysis for six vehicular types. These
were expanded to the 28 MOBILE6.2 categories based on guidance from NYCDEP. The mixture
of vehicular types, which may vary by time of day and type of roadway, is used to obtain
composite emission factors from MOBILE6.2. 
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 Table 9-2
2006 Intersection Volumes for No-Action and With-Action Conditions

No-Action Project With-
Action

ID  AM Period LOS Volume Volume LOS Volume
1  Park Row @  St. James Pl. @ Chatham Sq @ Worth  @ Mott D 1211 241 E 1452
2  Chatham Sq @ E. Broadway B 1192 0 B 1192
3  Chatham Sq @ Catherine  @ Division  @ Bowery @ Doyer C 1212 0 C 1212
4  St. James Pl. @ James 424 347 771
5  St. James Pl. @ Madison  C 761 312 C 1073
6  St. James Pl. @ P earl B 1008 2 B 1010
7  Pearl  @ Ave of the Finest @ RF Wagner Pl. C 1915 181 D 2096
8  Pearl  @ Frankfort  @ Dover 1963 310 2273
9  Gold  @ Frankfort  @ Rose 521 110 631

10  Park Row @ Pearl 894 -894 0
11  Foley Sq @ Pearl  @ Centre  @ Reade  @ Lafayette 904 297 1201
12  Centre  @ Chambers C 1773 297 C 2070
13  Broadway @ Duane B 981 0 C 981
14  Broadway @ Thomas C 910 0 B 910
15  Broadway @ Worth C 1469 56 C 1525
16  Lafayette  @ Worth C 1132 153 C 1285
17  Foley Square @ Worth @ Centre F 1227 271 D 1498
18  Baxter  @ Hogan Pl. 27 0 27
19  Baxter  @ Worth  @ Worth 352 444 796
20  Mulberry  @ Worth 352 546 898
21  Barclay @ Broadway D 1984 -13 D 1971
22  Barclay @ Church B 1394 190 B 1584
23  Beekman @ Park Row B 1301 -136 B 1165
24  Broome @ Bowery C 2187 0 C 2187
25  Canal @ Bowery D 4866 0 D 4866
26  Canal @ Broadway C 3415 0 C 3415
27  Canal @ Centre C 2660 0 C 2660
28  Canal @ Lafayette C 2665 0 C 2665
29  Canal @ Mulberry C 2252 0 C 2252
30  Chambers @ Broadway D 2011 0 D 2011
31  Chambers @ Church D 2171 120 D 2291
32  Division @ Pike B 1521 0 B 1521
33  Ea Broadway @ Forsyth B 807 0 B 807
34  Frankfort @ Gold C 521 110 C 631
35  Frankfort @ Pearl D 1963 310 C 2273
36  Fulton @ Broadway B 1219 80 B 1299
37  Fulton @ Church B 1200 70 C 1270
38  Fulton @ Pearl C 1105 69 C 1174
39  Bowery @ Grand C 2291 0 C 2291
40  Bowery @ Kenmare D 3297 0 D 3297
41  Spruce @ Park Row C 1369 -236 A 1133
42  Tryon Row @ Centre B 706 97 B 803
43  Vesey @ Broadway C 1764 -133 C 1631
44  Vesey @ Church B 1217 70 B 1287
45  Worth @ Church C 1791 116 C 1907
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ID MID Period LOS Volume Project
Increment LOS Volume

1 Park Row @ St. James Pl. @ Chatham Sq @ Worth  @ Mott 
D 1,278 115 E 1,393

2 Chatham Sq @ Ea Broadway C 1329 17 C 1346
3 Chatham Sq @ Catherine  @ Division  @ Bowery @ Doyer C 1348 0 C 1348
4 St. James Pl. @ James 401 191 592
5 St. James Pl. @ Madison  B 686 191 C 877
6 St. James Pl. @ Pearl A 719 100 A 819
7 Pearl  @ Ave of the Fine @ RF Wagner Pl. C 1390 110 C 1500
8 Pearl  @ Frankfort  @ Dover 1535 84 1619
9 Gold  @ Frankfort  @ Rose 647 34 681

10 Park Row @ Pearl 635 -635 0
11 Foley Sq @ Pearl  @ Centre  @ Reade  @ Lafayette 802 176 978
12 Centre  @ Chambers C 1545 176 C 1721
13 Broadway @ Duane B 968 0 B 968
14 Broadway @ Thomas B 859 0 B 859
15 Broadway @ Worth B 1437 148 B 1585
16 Lafayette  @ Worth C 1064 182 C 1246
17 Foley Square @ Worth @ Centre D 1065 233 C 1298
18 Baxter  @ Hogan Pl. 43 0 43
19 Baxter  @ Worth 441 327 768
20 Mulberry  @ Worth 541 334 875
21 Barclay @ Broadway D 1744 -99 C 1645
22 Barclay @ Church B 1264 -59 B 1205
23 Beekman @ Park Row B 1342 -99 B 1243
24 Broome @ Bowery B 1561 0 B 1561
25 Canal @ Bowery C 3495 0 C 3495
26 Canal @ Broadway C 2583 0 C 2583
27 Canal @ Centre D 2068 0 D 2068
28 Canal @ Lafayette B 2015 0 B 2015
29 Canal @ Mulberry B 1990 0 B 1990
30 Chambers @ Broadway C 1791 0 C 1791
31 Chambers @ Church C 1894 0 C 1894
32 Division @ Pike B 1425 0 B 1425
33 Ea Broadway @ Forsyth B 845 0 B 845
34 Frankfort @ Gold C 647 34 C 681
35 Frankfort @ Pearl C 1535 84 C 1,619
36 Fulton @ Broadway A 1,043 -75 A 1,027
37 Fulton @ Church B 1102 -75 B 1027
38 Fulton @ Pearl C 1247 -84 C 1163
39 Bowery @ Grand C 1685 0 C 1685
40 Bowery @ Kenmare D 2815 0 D 2815
41 Spruce @ Park Row A 1194 -99 A 1095
42 Tryon Row @ Centre A 650 34 A 684
43 Vesey @ Broadway C 1534 -115 C 1419
44 Vesey @ Church A 1102 -75 A 1027
45 Worth @ Church B 1687 148 B 1835
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ID PM Period LOS Volume Project
Increment LOS Volume

1 Park Row @ St. James Pl. @ Chatham Sq @ @ Mott 
D 1375 113 E 1488

     2 Chatham Sq @ Ea Broadway B 1411 0 B 1411
3 Chatham Sq @ Catherine  @ Division  @ Bowery @ Doyer D 1729 0 D 1729
4 St. James Pl. @ James 396 236 632
5 St. James Pl. @ Madison  B 708 193 B 901
6 St. James Pl. @ Pearl A 829 4 A 833
7 Pearl  @ Ave of the Fine @ RF Wagner Pl. D 1689 -80 D 1609
8 Pearl  @ Frankfort  @ Dover 2050 20 2070
9 Gold  @ Frankfort  @ Rose 528 125 310

10 Park Row @ Pearl 830 -830 0
11 Foley Sq @ Pearl  @ Centre  @ Reade  @ Lafayette 1058 184 1242
12 Centre  @ Chambers C 2067 184 C 2251
13 Broadway @ Duane B 868 0 B 868
14 Broadway @ Thomas B 753 0 B 753
15 Broadway @ Worth B 1443 32 B 1465
16 Lafayette  @ Worth B 1273 99 C 1372
17 Foley Square @ Worth @ Centre E 1261 178 C 1439
18 Baxter  @ Hogan Pl. 67 0 67
19 Baxter  @ Worth 520 331 851
20 Mulberry  @ Worth 548 443 991
21 Barclay @ Broadway C 1675 -102 C 1573
22 Barclay @ Church B 947 51 B 998
23 Beekman @ Park Row B 1320 -110 B 1210
24 Broome @ Bowery C 1883 0 C 1883
25 Canal @ Bowery D 4025 0 D 4025
26 Canal @ Broadway C 2547 0 C 2547
27 Canal @ Centre C 2363 0 C 2363
28 Canal @ Lafayette C 2180 0 C 2180
29 Canal @ Mulberry C 2139 0 C 2139
30 Chambers @ Broadway D 1,824 14 D 1838
31 Chambers @ Church C 2161 0 C 2161
32 Division @ Pike B 1819 0 B 1819
33 Ea Broadway @ Forsyth B 893 0 B 893
34 Frankfort @ Gold C 528 125 D 653
35 Frankfort @ Pearl C 2,050 20 D 2070
36 Fulton @ Broadway B 908 7 B 915
37 Fulton @ Church B 791 40 B 831
38 Fulton @ Pearl C 1475 0 C 1475
39 Bowery @ Grand B 1962 0 B 1962
40 Bowery @ Kenmare D 3200 0 D 3200
41 Spruce @ Park Row A 1314 -120 A 1194
42 Tryon Row @ Centre C 983 20 C 1003
43 Vesey @ Broadway C 1457 -103 C 1354
44 Vesey @ Church B 781 50 B 831
45 Worth @ Church C 1756 32 B 1788

Notes: * Numbers in bold type exceed the 100-vehicle screen
** Intersections without LOS are unsignalized
Source: Philip Habib & Associates, Inc.,
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Emission Factors

Carbon monoxide emission factors for 2006 were obtained from EPA’s MOBILE6.2 model. For New
York City, taxis and sport utility vehicles are treated as special categories of vehicles. Sport utility
vehicles (SUVs) are included with light duty gasoline trucks in the LDGT1 category. Taxis are counted
as a category separate from autos, and a separate MOBILE6.2 run with taxi-specific registration data
was carried out.

The ambient temperature used in the model was 50o F, as currently recommended for Manhattan
locations. Inputs pertaining to inspection/maintenance, anti-tampering programs, hot/cold starts,
volatility, etc., were obtained from NYCDEP. A separate MOBILE6.2 run was set up for taxis, because
their mileage and registration data is different from that of other vehicles. The resulting MOBILE6.2
emission factors were combined with the appropriate average vehicular mixes assigned to each of the
roadways to calculate the composite emission factors, by speed, for use in the CAL3QHC model. The
emission factors for project-generated vehicles also reflect the average relative proportions of 97%
autos and 3% SUVs that were observed in the field.

CO Receptors
Sensitive receptors are homes, parks, schools, or other land uses where people congregate and which
would be sensitive to air quality impacts.  For the purposes of air quality analysis, any point to which
the public has continuous access can be deemed a sensitive receptor site.  Numerous receptor points
are typically modeled at each intersection to identify the points of maximum potential CO
concentration. To analyze CO levels, receptor points were modeled on the corners of the affected
intersections, and additional points were modeled at 20-foot intervals for a distance of 100 feet along
both sides of each intersection leg. Receptors were placed at mid-sidewalk and outside the air quality
mixing zone. 

Modeling

The CAL3QHC model was used to determine CO concentrations. CAL3QHC is a Gaussian dispersion
model which determines pollutant concentrations at specified receptor points. It accounts for CO from
both free-flowing vehicles and vehicles idling at signalized intersections. Inputs to the model included
Cartesian coordinates for receptors, free flow approach and departure links, and the approach links for
queued vehicles at intersections. Peak hour traffic volumes, signal cycle information, composite
vehicular emission factors, and adjusted saturation flow rate are also input to the model. Information
on roadway parameters was obtained from the traffic study. A surface roughness of 321 cm,
representing land uses in a central business district (CBD), was used.
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Free-flowing traffic links are set up separately from intersection queue links. Free flow links were
modeled for a distance of 1,000 feet from the intersection in each direction. The mixing zone for free
flow links was equal to the width of the traveled way plus an additional 10 feet (3 meters) on each side
of the roadway. For queue links, the mixing zone was limited to the width of the traveled way. 

Typical worst case meteorological conditions were also incorporated into the CAL3QHC inputs. These
included a mixing layer height of 1,000 meters, a wind speed of 1 meter per second, and an
atmospheric stability class of D (neutral stability).  Settling and deposition velocities were assumed
to be 0. Each computer run covered wind angles from 0 to 360 degrees and identified the worst case
wind angle for each receptor point.

Background Concentrations

Mobile source modeling of CO concentrations at receptor locations accounts solely for emissions from
vehicles on the nearby streets, but not for overall pollutant levels. Therefore, background pollutant
concentrations must be added to modeled results to obtain total pollutant concentrations at a given
receptor site. The 8-hour averaging period is of primary concern, and is the only one reported in this
chapter. The recommended background CO level for the 8-hour averaging period in Manhattan is 2.0
ppm for 2006.

Calculation of Total CO Concentrations

To obtain total 8-hour CO concentrations, the 1-hour modeled CO values were multiplied by a
persistence factor of 0.79, then added to the 8-hour background values. The same worst case wind
angle would therefore apply to both the 1-hour and 8-hour averaging periods. Only the 8-hour CO and
background values are presented in the report.  If no violation of the 8-hour standard occurs, no
violation of the 1-hour CO standard is likely. 

PM 10/2.5 Screening

NYCDEP has developed a screening analysis for potential PM2.5 impacts based on the 2002 emissions
for 21 diesel-powered vehicles. If the proposed action would add 21 diesel vehicles to an intersection
during a peak period, then a more detailed analysis is required to determine whether the emissions
would exceed 21 diesel vehicles using 2002 emission factors. In addition, if a proposed project would
induce many vehicles of other classes, and the total PM10/2.5 emissions from all of the induced
vehicles are equivalent to twenty-one 2002 diesel trucks, the screen is exceeded. NYCDEP has not
determined a specific number of light duty gasoline vehicles (LDGV) that would be equivalent to
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heavy duty diesel vehicles (HDDV), as this ratio would vary with the future year of analysis.
Therefore, the ratio must be determined for each project.

The MOBILE6.2 emissions model was run for 2002 and 2006 to determine the number of background
vehicles that would have PM2.5 emissions equivalent to 21 diesel vehicles1. The emission factors
included exhaust, brake, tire, and fugitive dust emissions. Based on the vehicular mix for No-Action
conditions along Worth Street and St James Place, the 2006 composite exhaust emission factor for
PM2.5 would be 0.3906 grams/hour. In 2002, the a worst-case heavy duty diesel truck would generate
5.23 grams per hour of PM2.5. Therefore, 21 diesel vehicles would generate 109.8 grams of PM2.5
(21 x 2.23=109.8) during a peak hour. With the lower composite emission factor of 0.3906 grams/hour,
the volume of diverted vehicles needed to generate 109.8 grams/hour would be about 333
(109.8/0.3906=333).

As stated above, approximately 333 diverted vehicles in 2006 would generate hourly PM2.5 emissions
equivalent to 21 heavy duty diesel trucks in 2002. The intersections that exceed this threshold are St.
James Place at St. James Street, Baxter Street at Worth Street, and Mulberry Street at Worth Street.
The majority of the project-generated volume is on St. James Place and Worth Street, not the cross
streets. Since these intersections are not signalized, the arterial links were included in the modeling
of the three nearby signalized intersections that were modeled for CO.  Therefore, PM10 and PM2.5
were modeled for 1)Park Row @ St. James Place/Chatham Square/Worth Street/Mott Street, 2)Foley
Square at Worth St./Center Street, and 3) St. James Place and Madison Street.  these intersections.

F. NO-ACTION CONDITION

Under the No-Action condition, the security zone installed by NYPD after 9/11 would not be in place
and traffic flow patterns, including all bus routes, would be maintained.  These traffic volumes reflect
physical and land use changes that have occurred independent of the action.  Generally, when
compared to the baseline conditions, traffic in much of the network has declined due to lower demand
and/or shifted demand due to street configuration changes (e.g. the construction of a unified Foley
Square plaza), the absence of portions of Vesey Street, the security plans for 26 Federal Plaza and for
the NYSE, and other roadway changes.  There have also been traffic demand changes due to loss of
office space, and conversion of office to residential space.  Under 2006 No-Action conditions,
however, all bus routes would be maintained on Park Row as in the baseline condition, except for the
M9 which is assumed to remain on its present “diverted” route to/from Battery Park City. The
background traffic and speeds associated with No-Action conditions were used to determine CO
concentrations for 2006. 
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The  intersection at Foley Square and Worth Street contains the highest traffic volumes of the three
intersections analyzed for No-Action. The worst case receptor point is R42, which is 60 feet south of
the southeastern midpoint of the current signalized intersection. The one-hour modeled value of 2.6
ppm is equivalent to an 8-hour average of 2.1 ppm, and the total 8-hour concentration of 4.1 ppm is
within the NAAQS. The worst-case wind angle of 1o shows that the highest CO concentrations would
occur when the wind is blowing at an angle that captures the CO emissions from northbound queues
on Foley Square. 

The worst case receptor for the Park Row/Chatham Square intersection is R30, which is 40 feet north
of the northeast corner. The 1-hour modeled value of 2.2 ppm is equivalent to an 8-hour value of 1.7
ppm after the 0.79 persistence factor has been applied. The total 8-hour CO level, which includes the
background concentration of 2.0 ppm, is 3.7 ppm. This is within the NAAQS of 9 ppm for the 8-hour
period. The wind angle of 99o indicates that the primary sources of CO for Receptor 30 are the
southwest bound queues on Chatham Square.

As shown in Table 8-3, the worst-case receptor point at the intersection of St. James Place and
Madison Street under No-Action Conditions is R41, which is 40 feet south of the southeast corner. The
8-hour modeled value of 0.9 ppm, with the 2.0 ppm background value, translates into an 8-hour
average of 2.9 ppm, which is below the NAAQS. The wind angle of 274o for R41 carries CO emissions
primarily from the  northbound queue.
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Table 9-3
Eight-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

No-Action Conditions With-Action Conditions Difference 
(With-Action -No-Action)Foley Square/Worth Street Foley Square/Worth Street

Receptor 42 Receptor 42

Wind Angle 1 Wind Angles 357

Modeled CO 2.1 Modeled CO 2.0

Background CO 2.0 Background CO 2.0

Total CO 4.1 Total CO 4.0 0.1

Chatham Square/Worth Street Chatham Square/Worth Street
Difference 

(With-Action -No-Action)

Receptor 30 Receptor 54

Wind Angle 99 Wind Angle 218

Modeled CO 1.7 Modeled CO 2.5

Background CO 2.0 Background CO 2.0

Total CO 3.7 Total CO 4.5 0.8

St. James Place/Madison Street St. James Place/Madison Street
Difference 

(No-Action - With-Action)

Receptor 41 Receptor 40

Wind Angle 274 Wind Angle 227

Modeled CO 0.9 Modeled CO 1.5

Background CO 2.0 Background CO 2.0

Total CO 2.9 Total CO 3.5 0.6

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.
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Mobile Source PM10

Background Concentrations

The nearest PM10 monitor for the project site is the JHS 126 in Brooklyn. The annual average PM10
concentration for 2004, the most recent year for which data are available, is an annual arithmetic mean
of 17 ug/m3. In 2004, the maximum 24-hour concentration at this monitor was 47 ug/m3. Both of these
values are within the NAAQS. 

PM10 Modeling Inputs

Vehicular emission factors for PM10 were obtained from EPA’s MOBILE6.2 model. Inputs for
running MOBILE6.2 were obtained from NYCDEP. In contrast to CO emissions, ambient temperature
and the thermal states of vehicular engines do not affect the emissions of fine particulates. The
MOBILE6.2 emission factors include PM10 from vehicle exhaust, sulfates, and fugitive dust. The
fugitive dust component of the emission factors was calculated using formulas in EPA’s AP-42
document. The MOBILE6.2 model calculates idle emissions and emissions for moving vehicles. It is
not sensitive to vehicular speed or the thermal state of the engine. All speeds have the same emission
factor for a given vehicular category. 

The vehicular mixes used to obtain composite emission factors from MOBILE6.2 for the CO analysis
also were used for the PM10 analysis. However, they were refined to account for different periods of
the day. The proportion of trucks and buses from 10 pm to 6 am was reduced to account for the lower
volumes of these vehicle types during the nighttime period. The composite emission factors are used
in conjunction with link volumes in the CAL3QHCR model to determine pollutant concentrations. 

The next step was to run the input data with the CAL3QHCR model, which is used with five years of
meteorological data. Data from JFK Airport for 1991 through 1995, which was the most recent data
available, was used in the model. CAL3QHCR requires traffic volumes and emission factors for each
hour of the day. CAL3QHCR provides two tiers of analysis. In a Tier 1 analysis, the same traffic
volumes (typically a peak hour) are used for all 24 hours throughout the day.

For this project, the more refined Tier 2 analysis was run. Traffic volumes for No-Action conditions
were calculated for all relevant roadway links for each hour of the 24-hour day. This was a Pattern 1
type of analysis, which assumes that all days of the week have the same traffic pattern.
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Calculation of Total PM10 Concentrations

PM10 standards are for annual and 24-hour periods. CAL3QHCR calculates 24-hour and annual
concentrations for each year of meteorological data. The modeled results from CAL3QHCR were
added to the background concentrations. Table 9-4 shows the projected 24-hour and annual
concentrations for PM10 resulting from the CAL3QHCR Tier 2 analysis for the receptors with the
highest PM10 concentrations. Since the traffic for each peak period is incorporated into the 24-hour
input data, the model does not have to be run separately for individual peak periods. Results are well
within the NAAQS of 150 ug/m3 for the 24-hour period for all receptors at all three intersections.

PM 2.5 Intersection Analysis

PM 2.5 was modeled to determine whether the project would be in compliance with both the NAAQS
and the NYC de minimis values. Since PM2.5 concentrations are a portion of the PM10 values, the
rationale for selecting the intersections is the same as explained under the discussion for PM10. 

PM2.5 Background Concentrations

The nearest PM2.5 monitor for the project site is at Canal Street in Manhattan. The average PM2.5
concentration for 2003-2005 is an annual arithmetic mean of 15.1 ug/m3. In 2005, the maximum 24-
hour concentration at this monitor was 55.9 ug/m3. The 24-hour concentration exceeds the new
NAAQS of 35 ug/m3, and the 3-year annual average slightly exceeds the NAAQS of 15 ug/m3.
However, the impact criteria for PM2.5 is based on project-generated increments, so the background
values are not used in the analysis of impacts

PM2.5 Modeling Inputs

Emission factors for PM2.5 were obtained from the MOBILE6.2 model as described under the
discussion of PM10 modeling inputs.  The component for fugitive dust was calculated from the
formulas in AP-42 and included in the PM2.5 emission factors used for the analysis.
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Table 9-4
No-Action and With-Action PM10 Concentrations (ug/m3)

Intersection
24-Hour PM 10 (ug/m3) Annual PM 10 (ug/m3)

No-
Action

With-
Action

Difference No-
Action

With-
Action

Difference

Foley Square/Worth Street

Receptor R17 R17 R17 R28

Modeled Value 8.47 9.25 2.75 3.35

Background 47.0 47.0 17.0 17.0

Total 55.47 56.25 0.78 19.75 20.35 0.6

Chatham Square/Worth Street

Receptor R28 R28 R50 R50

Modeled Value 6.09 7.57 2.26 2.84

Background 47.0 47.0 17.0 17.0

Total 53.09 54.57 1.48 19.26 19.84 0.58

St. James Place/Madison Street

Receptor R18 R39 R39 R39

Modeled Value 3.82 5.88 1.50 2.33

Background 47.0 47.0 17.0 17.0

Total 50.82 52.88 2.06 18.50 19.33 0.83

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.

PM 2.5 No-Action Conditions

The projected 24-hour concentrations for PM 2.5 at the microscale level are shown in Table 9-5.
Modeling incorporated the same receptor points and CAL3QHCR Tier 2 analysis described under the
CO and PM10 discussions. The highest values for No-Action conditions occurred with the 1991
meteorological data. They include a modeled concentration of 1.35 ug/m3 for the Foley Square/Worth
Street Intersection, 0.89 ug/m3 for the Chatham Square/Worth Street intersection, and 0.56 ug/m3 for
St James Place/Madison Street
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The projected annual intersection concentrations are shown on Table 9-6. The highest modeled value
of 0.43 ug/m3 occurred for the 1995 data at Receptor 40 on Foley Square/Worth Street.

PM2.5 Neighborhood Analysis

The neighborhood scale of analysis models PM2.5 concentrations at receptor points that are 15 meters
from the source. Only the annual average is analyzed for the neighborhood scale analysis. Table 9-7
shows the No-Action concentrations modeled for the neighborhood analysis. Under No-Action
conditions, the highest modeled value of 0.19 ug/m3 occurs at Receptor 8 with the 1991and 1995
meteorological data.

G. WITH-ACTION CONDITION

Mobile Source CO

CO concentrations under With-Action conditions would be in compliance with both the NAAQS and
the NYC de minimis standards.  Table 9-3 also shows the worst-case receptors for With-Action
conditions.  The intersection at Foley Square and Worth Street still has the highest overall traffic
volume.  Under With-Action conditions, some approaches would experience a net increase while
others would experience a net decrease.  Despite the overall increase in traffic volume,  the worse-case
receiver (R42) and total 8-hour CO concentration (4.0 ppm) are the same as for No-Action conditions.
The wind angle has changed slightly from 1o to 357o.



One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                   Chapter 9: Air Quality

9-20

Table 9-5
24-Hour No-Action and With-Action PM2.5 Intersection Concentrations (ug/m3)

Intersection
24-Hour PM 2.5 (ug/m3)

No-Action With-Action Difference

Foley Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action, 1991) R17 R17

Modeled Value 1.35 1.50 0.15

Receptor (highest increment, 1995) R31 R31

Modeled Value 0.17 0.36 0.19

Chatham Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action, 1991) R31 R31

Modeled Value 0.89 1.11 0.22

Receptor ( highest  With-Action, highest increment 1991) R51 R51

Modeled Value 0.56 1.19 0.63

St. James Place/Madison Street

Receptor (highest No-Action, 1991) R28 R28

Modeled Value 0.56 0.69 0.13

Receptor (highest With-Action, highest increment, 1995) R40 R40

Modeled Value 0.40 0.93 0.53

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.
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Table 9-6
Annual No-Action and With-Action PM2.5 Intersection Concentrations (ug/m3)

Intersection
Annual PM 2.5 (ug/m3)

No-Action With-Action Difference

Foley Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action, 1995) R40 R40

Modeled Value 0.43 0.43 0.00

Receptor (highest With-Action, 1991) R28 R28

Modeled Value 0.35 0.51 0.16

Receptor (highest increment, 1991) R30 R30

Modeled Value 0.20 0.39 0.19

Chatham Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action, 1995) R50 R50

Modeled Value 0.28 0.42 0.14

Receptor ( highest increment 1991) R52 R52

Modeled Value 0.21 0.42 0.21

St. James Place/Madison Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action, 1995) R39 R39

Modeled Value 0.20 0.35 0.15

Receptor (highest increment, 1995) R41 R41

Modeled Value 0.19 0.35 0.16

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.
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Table 9-7
Annual No-Action and With-Action PM2.5 Neighborhood Concentrations (ug/m3)

Intersection
Annual PM 2.5 (ug/m3)

No-Action With-Action Difference

Foley Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action, 1991) R 8 R 8

Modeled Value 0.19 0.23 0.04

Receptor (highest increment, 1991) R14 R14

Modeled Value 0.14 0.23 0.09

Chatham Square/Worth Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action, 1995) R18 R18

Modeled Value 0.13 0.20 0.07

Receptor ( highest increment 1991) R04 R04

Modeled Value 0.04 0.12 0.08

St. James Place/Madison Street

Receptor (highest No-Action and With-Action and
highest increment , 1995)

R16 R16

Modeled Value 0.08 0.15 0.07

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.

The intersection at Park Row and Chatham Square has a worse-case receptor at R54, located 80
feet  southeast of the western midpoint next to St. James Place. The 8-hour CO level is 2.7 ppm.
When added with the background concentration, the overall 8-hour value of 4.5 is 0.8 more than
its counterpart for No-Action conditions. The worst-case wind angle shifts from 99o under the No-
Action to 218o under With-Action due to a change in the major CO contributor – the westbound
queues on St. James Place.

The St. James Place/Madison Street intersection has the highest increase in traffic (312 vehicles)
of the three intersections modeled. The worst-case receptor changes from R41 to R40, which is 80
feet southeast of the eastern corner of the intersection. The maximum modeled 8-hour value is 1.5,
resulting in a total 8-hour with background CO concentration of 3.5 ppm. The worst-case wind of
227o indicates the influence of  project-generated  traffic on the St. James Place southbound queue.
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PM10 Analysis

Table 9-4 shows the PM10 results for With-Action conditions. Under With-Action conditions, the
maximum modeled value for the 24-hour period would be 9.25 ug/m3 which would occur for
Receptor 17 at Foley Square/Worth Street. After adding in the background value of 47.0 ug/m3,
the maximum total concentration of 56.25 ug/m3 would be within the NAAQS of 150 ug/m3. For
the annual period, the maximum value of 3.35 ug/m3 would occur at Receptor 28 at the Foley
Square/Worth Street intersection. The total concentration, with the background value, would be
20.35 ug/m3. This is within the NAAQS of 50.0 ug/m3. Thus there are no significant adverse
impacts.

PM2.5 Intersection Analysis

Table 9-5 shows the results for the intersection analysis of PM2.5 for the 24-hour period. The
highest modeled value of 1.50 ug/m3 would occur at Receptor 17 at Foley Square/Worth Street
with the 1991 meteorological data. The greatest increase in PM2.5 would occur at Receptor 51 at
the Chatham Square/Worth Street intersection with the 1991 meteorological data. The maximum
increment of 0.63 ug/m3 is below the de minimis criterion of 2 ug/m3.

Table 9-6 shows the annual concentrations of PM2.5 for With-Action conditions. Among the three
intersections, the highest modeled value would be 0.51 ug/m3, which would occur at Receptor 28
at the Foley Square/Worth Street intersection with the 1991 meteorological data. However, the
highest relative increment of 0.21 ug/m3 would occur at Receptor 52 at the Chatham Square/Worth
Street intersection with the 1991 data. This is below the de minimis criterion of 0.3 ug/m3.

PM2.5 Neighborhood Analysis

Annual average concentrations also were reviewed for all receptor points for all five years of
meteorological data for No-Action and With-Action conditions.  As shown in Table 9-7, the
highest modeled concentration was 0.23 ug/m3, and the highest increment was 0.09 ug/m3, which
occurred at Receptor 14 with the 1991 meteorological data at the Foley Square/Worth Street
intersection. This does not exceed the NYC de minimis criterion of 0.1 ug/m3 for the annual
average.
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H. CONCLUSION

The results of the analyses presented in this chapter demonstrate that the CO, PM10, and PM2.5
concentrations due to the action have not resulted in any violations of NAAQS and the de minimis
criterion for the modeled pollutants. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 10: NOISE

A. INTRODUCTION

Noise pollution in an urban area comes from many sources.  Some sources are activities essential
to the health, safety, and welfare of the City’s inhabitants, such as noise from emergency vehicle
sirens, garbage collection operations, and construction and maintenance equipment.  Other sources
such as traffic, stem from the movement of people and goods, activities that are essential to the
viability of the City as a place to live and do business.  Although these and other noise producing
activities are necessary to a city, the noise they produce is undesirable.  

As described in detail in earlier chapters of this EIS, the security measures include the installation
of attended security checkpoint booths, planters, bollards and hydraulically operated delta barriers
to restrict the access of unauthorized vehicles from the roadways situated adjacent to the civic
facilities located near One Police Plaza.  The noise analysis presented below addresses the
potential for significant increases in noise due to diverted traffic that has resulted from the action.

B. NOISE FUNDAMENTALS

Noise is defined as any unwanted sound, and sound is defined as any pressure variation that the
human ear can detect. Human beings can detect a large range of sound pressures ranging from 20
to 20 million micropascals, but only those air pressure variations occurring within a particular set
of frequencies are experienced as sound. Air pressure changes that occur between 20 and 20,000
times a second, stated as units of Hertz (Hz), are registered as sound. Human hearing is less
sensitive to low frequencies (<250 Hz) than mid-frequencies (500-1,000 Hz). Humans are most
sensitive to frequencies in the 1,000 to 5,000 Hz range. Since ambient noise contains many
different frequencies all mixed together, measures of human response to noise assign more weight
to frequencies in this range. This is known as the A-weighted sound level.

Because the human ear can detect such a wide range of sound pressures, sound pressure is
converted to sound pressure level (SPL), which is measured in decibels. The decibel is a relative
measure on a logarithmic scale of the sound pressure with respect to a standardized reference
quantity. Decibels on the A-weighted scale are termed "dBA." Because the scale is logarithmic,
a relative increase of 10 decibels represents a sound pressure level that is 10 times higher.
However, humans do not perceive a 10 dBA increase as 10 times louder; they perceive it as twice
as loud. The following is typical of human response to relative changes in noise level:
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• A 3 dBA change is the threshold of change detectable by the human ear
• A 5 dBA change is readily noticeable
• A 10 dBA increase is perceived as a doubling of noise level

Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) are the number of autos that would generate the same noise
level as the observed vehicular mix of autos, medium trucks, and heavy trucks. PCEs are useful
for comparing the effects of traffic noise on different roadways or for different future scenarios.
The CEQR Technical Manual uses the following formulas for converting motor vehicles into
passenger car equivalents:

• auto and light trucks = 1 passenger car
• medium trucks =  13 passenger cars
• heavy trucks =  47 passenger cars
• buses = 18 passenger cars

C. STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

Prior to the federal Noise Control Act of 1972, most states and municipalities regulated noise under
general ordinances for creating a nuisance or disturbing the peace. In 1973, the EPA published a
"Criteria Document" that established criteria for assessing the effects of noise on public health and
welfare. In 1974, the EPA published the "Levels Document," which set recommended levels to
protect public health and welfare. Based on the EPA reports, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development published regulations establishing standards for HUD-assisted projects in 1979.
These documents provided the basis for states and municipalities to promulgate more detailed
statutes and regulations specifying quantitative limits.  

In 1983, the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) adopted the City
Environmental Protection Order-City Environmental Quality Review (CEPO-CEQR) noise
standards for exterior noise levels. These standards are the basis for the Noise Exposure Guidelines
shown in Table 10-1. The Guidelines classify noise exposure into four categories: Acceptable,
Marginally Acceptable, Marginally Unacceptable, and Clearly Unacceptable. Exterior noise levels
from motor vehicle sources are based on the L10. Table 10-2 shows the required attenuation for
residential uses within the last three categories. For example, an L10 may approach 80 dBA
provided that buildings are constructed of materials that reduce exterior to interior noise levels by
at least 35 dBA.

In determining potential impacts to a community from a proposed action, NYCDEP considers a
significant impact to be:

• An increase of 3 dBA or more where the no action noise levels is an Leq of 62 dBA or
more; or
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• An increase of up to 5 dBA where the no action noise Leq is below 62 dBA, providing
the total resulting Leq is equal to or less than 65 dBA; or

• A noise level that exceeds the marginally acceptable levels, where the proposed action
is a sensitive receptor (see Table 10-1). However, they are applicable only to mobile
sources of noise; i.e., tire, wheels, and or engine noise from autos, trucks, rail cars, and
aircraft. They are not intended to include emergency sirens on fire trucks and
ambulances.

The New York City Noise Control Code defines sound-level standards for motor vehicles,
compressors, and pavement breakers; requires that all exhausts be muffled; and prohibits all
unnecessary noise adjacent to schools, hospital, or courts. That code further limits construction
activities to weekdays between 7:00 am and 6:00pm.

Table 10-2
Required Attenuation Values To Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels

Marginally
Acceptable Marginally Unacceptable Clearly Unacceptable

Noise level with
proposed action 65<L10<70 70<L10<75 75<L10<80 80<L10<85 85<L10<90 90<L10<95

Attenuation 25 dB (A) (I)
30dB (A)

(II)
35dB(A)

(I)
40dB (A)

(II)
45dB (A)

(III)
50dB(A)

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection

D. NOISE SCREENING ANALYSIS

Based on the discussion of standards and criteria, above, no noise level impacts would occur unless
the project causes an increase in noise of at least 3 dBA. If noise levels are not likely to reach or
exceed this threshold, then no noise impacts would occur. Therefore, a noise screening analysis
was carried out to identify locations where project-generated traffic would have the potential to
increase noise levels by 3 dBA or more. The traffic analysis included 40 intersections within the
project area. Therefore, traffic volumes for No-Action and With-Action conditions at these 40
intersections were converted to PCEs and compared using logarithmic equations to determine the
potential increases in noise level. The vehicular mix (relative proportions of autos, medium trucks,
heavy trucks, and buses) was obtained from the traffic study. In calculating the PCEs for the With-
Action conditions, the number of buses was assumed to be equal to the number of buses under No-
Action conditions except for St. James Place, Worth Street, Centre Street, and Frankfort Street as
buses travel along Park Row in the No-Action condition.  Otherwise, the traffic increment for
With-Action conditions included autos, medium trucks, and heavy trucks in the same relative
proportions as for No-Action conditions.  Table 10-3 shows the results of the noise level screening.
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Table 10-1
NYC Noise Exposure Guidelines 

For Use in City Environmental Impact Review

Receptor Type Time
Period

Acceptable
General
External
Exposure

A
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rt

3

Marginally
Acceptable

General
External
Exposure
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3

Marginally 
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 General
 External
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3 Clearly
Unacceptable

General
External

A
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3
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d
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A
-
-
-
-
-
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Residence, residential
hotel or motel

7 AM
to 11
PM

L10<65 dBA 65 < L10  <
70dBA

70<L10<80dBA L10>80 dBA

11PM
to

7AM

L10<55 dBA 55 < L10 
<70dBA

70<L10<80dBA L10<80 dBA

School, museum, library,
court, house of worship,
transient hotel or motel,
public meeting room,
auditorium, out patient
public health facility

Same as
Residential
Day (7AM-

11PM

Same as 
Residential Day
(7AM-11PM)

Same as 
Residential Day
(7AM-11PM)

Same as
Residential Day
(7AM-11PM)

Commercial or office
Same as

Residential
Day  (7AM-

11PM)

Same as
Residential
 Day (7AM-

11PM)

Same as 
Residential Day
(7AM-11PM)

Same as
Residential Day
 (7AM-11PM)

Industrial, public areas
only 4

Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection (adopted by DEP for use in CEQR-1983.)
Notes:
(i)   In addition, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dBA or more; (ii) CEPO-CEQR Noise Standards for train
noise are similar to the above aircraft noise standards: the noise category for train noise is found by taking the Ldn value for such train noise
to be an Ly

dn (Ldn contour) value.
1. Measurements and projections of noise exposures are to be made at appropriate heights above site boundaries as given by ANSI Standards;
all values are for the worst hour in the time period.
2. Tracts of land where serenity and quiet are extraordinarily important and serve an important public need and where the preservation of
these qualities is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks or portions
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of parks or open spaces dedicated or recognized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet.
Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and residents of sanitariums and old age homes.
3. One may use the FAA-approved Ldn contours supplied by the Port Authority, or the noise contours may be computed from the federally
approved INM Computer Model using flight data supplied by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
4.  External Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of sounds produced by industrial operations other than operating motor vehicles
or other transportation facilities are spelled out in the New York City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and 42-21. The referenced standard
apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing districts and to adjoining residence districts (performance standards are octave band standards).

As shown in Table 10-3, future With-Action traffic volumes at some intersections would decrease
or remain the same in comparison to No-Action conditions. Among the intersections that would
experience an increase in noise levels, two locations are likely to exceed the 3 dBA threshold. They
are:

• Mulberry Street @ Worth Street, increase of 4.1 dBA during peak AM period, and
• Baxter Street @ Worth Street, increase of 3.5 dBA during peak AM period

Based on this information, a noise monitoring program was recommended for sensitive receptors
along Worth Street.

Table 10-3
Noise Screening Analysis

Intersection / Period 
 Traffic Volume PCEs Change

in Noise
Levels (dBA)

No-
Action Project Action No-

Action Action

Park Row @ St James Place @ Chatham Sq. @ Worth St @ Mott St AM 1,211 241 1,452 5,305 6,019 0.5
Park Row @ St James Place @ Chatham Sq. @ Worth St @ Mott St MID 1,278 115 1,393 4,267 4,546 0.3
Park Row @ St James Place @ Chatham Sq. @ Worth St @ Mott St PM 1,375 113 1,488 3,800 3,989 0.2
Chatham Sq @ East Broadway AM 1,192 - 1,192 5,222 5,222 0.0
Chatham Sq @ East Broadway MID 1,329 17 1,346 4,437 4,478 0.0
Chatham Sq @ East Broadway PM 1,411 - 1,411 3,899 3,899 0.0
Chatham Sq @ Catherine St @ Division St @ Bowery @ Dover St AM 1,212 - 1,212 5,309 5,309 0.0
Chatham Sq @ Catherine St @ Division St @ Bowery @ Dover St MID 1,348 - 1,348 4,501 4,501 0.0
Chatham Sq @ Catherine St @ Division St @ Bowery @ Dover St PM 1,729 - 1,729 4,778 4,778 0.0
St. James Place @ James St AM 424 347 771 1,795 3,378 2.7
St. James Place @ James St MID 401 191 592 1,302 1,977 1.8
St. James Place @ James St PM 396 236 632 1,036 1,747 2.3
St. James Place @ Madison St AM 761 312 1,073 3,222 4,701 1.6
St. James Place @ Madison St MID 686 191 877 2,227 2,928 1.2
St. James Place @ Madison St PM 708 193 901 1,852 2,490 1.3
St. James Place @ Pearl St AM 1,008 2 1,010 4,267 4,425 0.2
St. James Place @ Pearl St MID 719 100 819 2,334 2,734 0.7
St. James Place @ Pearl St PM 829 4 833 2,169 2,302 0.3
Pearl St @ Ave of the Finest @ RF Wagner Place AM 1,915 181 2,096 8,107 9,182 0.5
Pearl St @ Ave of the Finest @ RF Wagner Place MID 1,390 110 1,500 4,512 5,008 0.5
Pearl St @ Ave of the Finest @ RF Wagner Place PM 1,689 (80) 1,609 4,419 4,446 0.0
Pearl St @ Frankfort St @ Dover St AM 1,963 310 2,273 8,599 9,517 0.4
Pearl St @ Frankfort St @ Dover St MID 1,535 84 1,619 5,125 5,329 0.2
Pearl St @ Frankfort St @ Dover St PM 2,050 20 2,070 5,665 5,699 0.0
Gold St @ Frankfort St @ Rose St AM 521 110 631 2,282 2,608 0.6
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Gold St @ Frankfort St @ Rose St MID 647 34 681 2,160 2,243 0.2
Gold St @ Frankfort St @ Rose St PM 528 125 653 1,459 1,669 0.6
Park Row @ Pearl St AM 894 (894) - 3,916 1,269 0.0
Park Row @ Pearl St MID 635 (635) - 2,120 576 0.0
Park Row @ Pearl St PM 830 (830) - 2,294 901 0.0
Foley Sq @ Pearl St @ Centre St @ Reade St @ Lafayette St AM 904 297 1,201 3,960 4,840 0.9
Foley Sq @ Pearl St @ Centre St @ Reade St @ Lafayette St MID 802 176 978 2,678 3,106 0.6
Foley Sq @ Pearl St @ Centre St @ Reade St @ Lafayette St PM 1,058 184 1,242 2,924 3,233 0.4
Centre St @ Chambers St AM 1,773 297 2,070 7,767 8,646 0.5
Centre St @ Chambers St MID 1,545 176 1,721 5,158 5,586 0.3
Centre St @ Chambers St PM 2,067 184 2,251 5,712 6,021 0.2
Broadway @ Duane St AM 981 - 981 4,298 4,298 0.0
Broadway @ Duane St MID 968 - 968 3,232 3,232 0.0
Broadway @ Duane St PM 868 - 868 2,399 2,399 0.0
Broadway @ Thomas St AM 910 - 910 3,986 3,986 0.0
Broadway @ Thomas St MID 859 - 859 2,868 2,868 0.0
Broadway @ Thomas St PM 753 - 753 2,081 2,081 0.0
Broadway @ Worth St AM 1,469 56 1,525 6,435 6,601 0.1
Broadway @ Worth St MID 1,437 148 1,585 4,798 5,158 0.3
Broadway @ Worth St PM 1,433 32 1,465 3,960 4,014 0.1
Lafayette St @ Worth St AM 1,132 153 1,285 4,959 5,412 0.4
Lafayette St @ Worth St MID 1,064 182 1,246 3,552 3,995 0.5
Lafayette St @ Worth St PM 1,273 99 1,372 3,518 3,684 0.2
Foley Square @ Worth St@ Centre AM 1,227 271 1,498 5,194 6,562 1.0
Foley Square @ Worth St@ Centre MID 1,065 233 1,298 3,457 4,334 1.0
Foley Square @ Worth St@ Centre PM 1,261 178 1,439 3,299 3,977 0.8
Baxter St @ Hogan Place AM 27 - 27 114 118 0.1
Baxter St @ Hogan Place MID 43 - 43 140 144 0.1
Baxter St @ Hogan Place PM 67 - 67 175 185 0.2
Baxter St @ Worth St @ Worth St AM 352 444 796 1,542 3,487 3.5
Baxter St @ Worth St @ Worth St MID 441 327 768 1,472 2,564 2.4
Baxter St @ Worth St @ Worth St PM 520 331 851 1,437 2,352 2.1
Mulberry St @ Worth St AM 352 546 898 1,542 3,934 4.1
Mulberry St @ Worth St MID 541 334 875 1,806 2,921 2.1
Mulberry St @ Worth St PM 548 443 991 1,514 2,739 2.6
Barclay @ Broadway AM 1,984 (13) 1,971 8,691 8,653 0.0
Barclay @ Broadway MID 1,744 (99) 1,645 5,823 5,582 -0.2
Barclay @ Broadway PM 1,675 (102) 1,573 4,629 4,458 -0.2
Barclay @ Church AM 1,394 190 1,584 6,107 6,669 0.4
Barclay @ Church MID 1,264 (59) 1,205 4,220 4,077 -0.2
Barclay @ Church PM 947 51 998 2,617 2,703 0.1
Beekman @ Park Row AM 1,301 (136) 1,165 5,699 5,297 -0.3
Beekman @ Park Row MID 1,342 (99) 1,243 4,481 4,240 -0.2
Beekman @ Park Row PM 1,320 (110) 1,210 3,648 3,463 -0.2
Broome @ Bowery AM 2,187 - 2,187 9,581 9,581 0.0
Broome @ Bowery MID 1,561 - 1,561 5,212 5,212 0.0
Broome @ Bowery PM 1,883 - 1,883 5,204 5,204 0.0
Canal @ Bowery AM 4,866 - 4,866 21,317 21,317 0.0
Canal @ Bowery MID 3,495 - 3,495 11,669 11,669 0.0
Canal @ Bowery PM 4,025 - 4,025 11,123 11,123 0.0
Canal @ Broadway AM 3,415 - 3,415 14,960 14,960 0.0
Canal @ Broadway MID 2,583 - 2,583 8,624 8,624 0.0
Canal @ Broadway PM 2,547 - 2,547 7,039 7,039 0.0
Canal @ Centre AM 2,660 - 2,660 11,653 11,653 0.0
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Canal @ Centre MID 2,068 - 2,068 6,904 6,904 0.0
Canal @ Centre PM 2,363 - 2,363 6,530 6,530 0.0
Canal @ Lafayette AM 2,665 - 2,665 11,675 11,675 0.0
Canal @ Lafayette MID 2,015 - 2,015 6,727 6,727 0.0
Canal @ Lafayette PM 2,180 - 2,180 6,024 6,024 0.0
Canal @ Mulberry AM 2,252 - 2,252 9,865 9,865 0.0
Canal @ Mulberry MID 1,990 - 1,990 6,644 6,644 0.0
Canal @ Mulberry PM 2,139 - 2,139 5,911 5,911 0.0
Chambers @ Broadway AM 2,011 - 2,011 8,810 8,810 0.0
Chambers @ Broadway MID 1,791 - 1,791 5,980 5,980 0.0
Chambers @ Broadway PM 1,824 14 1,838 5,041 5,064 0.0
Chambers @ Church AM 2,171 120 2,291 9,511 9,866 0.2
Chambers @ Church MID 1,894 - 1,894 6,323 6,323 0.0
Chambers @ Church PM 2,161 - 2,161 5,972 5,972 0.0
Division @ Pike AM 1,521 - 1,521 6,663 6,663 0.0
Division @ Pike MID 1,425 - 1,425 4,758 4,758 0.0
Division @ Pike PM 1,819 - 1,819 5,027 5,027 0.0
East Broadway @ Forsyth AM 807 - 807 3,535 3,535 0.0
East Broadway @ Forsyth MID 845 - 845 2,821 2,821 0.0
East Broadway @ Forsyth PM 893 - 893 2,468 2,468 0.0
Frankfort @ Gold AM 521 110 631 2,282 2,608 0.6
Frankfort @ Gold MID 647 34 681 2,160 2,243 0.2
Frankfort @ Gold PM 528 125 653 1,459 1,669 0.6
Frankfort @ Pearl AM 1,963 310 2,273 8,599 9,517 0.4
Frankfort @ Pearl MID 1,535 84 1,619 5,125 5,329 0.2
Frankfort @ Pearl PM 2,050 20 2,070 5,665 5,699 0.0
Fulton @ Broadway AM 1,219 80 1,299 5,340 5,577 0.2
Fulton @ Broadway MID 1,043 - 1,003 3,482 3,385 -0.1
Fulton @ Broadway PM 908 7 915 2,509 2,521 0.0
Fulton @ Church AM 1,200 70 1,270 5,257 5,464 0.2
Fulton @ Church MID 1,102 (75) 1,027 3,679 3,497 -0.2
Fulton @ Church PM 791 40 831 2,186 2,523 0.1
Fulton @ Pearl AM 1,105 69 1,174 4,841 5,045 0.2
Fulton @ Pearl MID 1,247 (84) 1,163 4,163 3,959 -0.2
Fulton @ Pearl PM 1,475 - 1,475 4,076 4,076 0.0
Bowery @ Grand AM 2,291 - 2,291 10,036 10,036 0.0
Bowery @ Grand MID 1,685 - 1,685 5,626 5,626 0.0
Bowery @ Grand PM 1,962 - 1,962 5,422 5,422 0.0
Bowery @ Kenmare AM 3,297 - 3,297 14,443 14,443 0.0
Bowery @ Kenmare MID 2,815 - 2,815 9,398 9,398 0.0
Bowery @ Kenmare PM 3,200 - 3,200 8,843 8,843 0.0
Spruce @ Park Row AM 1,369 (236) 1,133 5,997 5,298 -0.5
Spruce @ Park Row MID 1,194 (99) 1,095 3,986 3,746 -0.3
Spruce @ Park Row PM 1,314 (120) 1,194 3,631 3,430 -0.2
Tryon Row @ Centre AM 706 97 803 3,093 3,380 0.4
Tryon Row @ Centre MID 650 34 684 2,170 2,253 0.2
Tryon Row @ Centre PM 983 20 1,003 2,716 2,750 0.1
Vesey @ Broadway AM 1,764 (133) 1,631 7,728 7,334 -0.2
Vesey @ Broadway MID 1,534 (115) 1,419 5,122 4,842 -0.2
Vesey @ Broadway PM 1,457 (103) 1,354 4,026 3,854 -0.2
Vesey @ Church AM 1,217 70 1,287 5,331 5,539 0.2
Vesey @ Church MID 1,102 (75) 1,027 3,679 3,497 -0.2
Vesey @ Church PM 781 50 831 2,158 2,242 0.2
Worth @ Church AM 1,791 116 1,907 7,846 8,189 0.2
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Worth @ Church MID 1,687 148 1,835 5,632 5,992 0.3
Worth @ Church PM 1,756 32 1,788 4,853 4,906 0.0
Note: Numbers in bold type exceed the 3dBA screening threshold.
Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc., and Philip Habib & Associates, Inc.

E. NOISE MONITORING PROGRAM

Sensitive receptors are land uses such as schools, homes, hospitals, parks, etc., that would be sensitive
to a noisy environment. Based on Table 10-3, noise monitoring was recommended for Worth Street
during the peak AM period. Since the land uses on Worth Street are primarily commercial, the park area
at Worth Street/Baxter Street was selected for noise level monitoring. Noise levels the intersection of
St. James Place and Madison Street also were monitored during the peak AM period due to nearby
residences and the St. James School. Figure 10-1 shows the noise monitoring locations. The following
field procedures were observed:

• microphone mounted approximately 5 feet (1.5 meters) high and at least 4 feet (1.2 meters)
from any reflecting surfaces

• wind screen used on microphone
• noise analyzer calibrated before and after each monitoring period
• battery checked before and after each monitoring period
• traffic counts taken concurrently
• field notes documented:
< monitoring period,
< site and roadway characteristics,
< general weather data and time of day,
< unusual occurrences (e.g., aircraft flyovers),
< traffic counts and vehicle classifications,
< relevant descriptions of monitored values (e.g., Leq).

• no monitoring during periods of precipitation, wet pavement, or snow or ice cover
• no monitoring during winds of 15 mph (24 kph) or more
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Figure 10-1
Noise Monitoring Locations
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Table 10-4 shows the results of the noise monitoring, and Table 10-5 shows the traffic observed
during the monitoring periods.

Table 10-4
Noise Monitoring Results (dBA)

Street Date Time of Day Leq L10 MinL MaxL L01 L90
Madison @ St. James

Street 1/12/06 8:02-8:22 am 73.3 76.0 59.3 93.3 81.0 62.0

Worth @ Baxter Street 1/12/06 8:49-9:09 am 72.7 76.5 59.3 88.8 76.5 62.0

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.

Table 10-5
Traffic Observed during Noise Monitoring (1-hour equivalent)

Location Date Time of Day Autos Medium
Trucks

Heavy
Trucks

Buses Total
Vehicles

PCEs

Madison @ St.
James Street

1/12/06 8:02-8:22 am 819 57 3 36 915 2,349

Worth @
Baxter Street

1/12/06 8:49-9:09 am 882 102 12 84 1,080 4,284

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc.

F. NO-ACTION CONDITION

For analysis purposes, under the No-Action condition, it is assumed that the One Police Plaza
Security Plan is not in place, that the roadways are open with the 1999 NYPD street closures and
municipal garage closure in place, and that transportation services would continue as they were
prior to September 11, 2001.  

Table 10-6 shows the projected noise levels under No-Action conditions. The observed traffic and
noise levels have been adjusted to reflect the traffic volumes and PCEs established for No-Action
conditions. This was done by applying the logarithmic proportionality equation to the PCEs for the
monitored traffic volumes. At both sites, the observed traffic volumes during the noise monitoring
periods were higher than the traffic established for No-Action conditions. This is due in part to the
fact that the Action has been implemented, and the monitored noise levels are more typical of With-
Action conditions than No-Action conditions. Under No-Action conditions, the L10 noise levels
would place both intersections in the Marginally Unacceptable I category. Because the projected
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Leq noise levels exceed 62 dBA, an impact would occur if the action causes noise levels to increase
by 3 dBA or more.

Table 10-6
No-Action Noise Levels (dBA) at Monitored Sites (Peak AM)

Observed Conditions  No-Action Conditions 
Monitored Noise Observed Traffic Projected Traffic Noise No-Action Values 

Location Leq L10 Volume PCEs Volume PCEs Increment Leq L10
St. James/Madison 73.3 76.0 1,083 4,323 761 3,222 -1.3 72.0 74.7
Baxter/Worth Street 72.7 76.5 918 2,388 352 1,542 -1.9 70.8 74.6

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc., and Philip Habib & Associates, Inc.

G. WITH-ACTION CONDITION

Currently, roadways within the vicinity of One Police Plaza are closed due to security measures.
As shown in Table 10-3, the traffic has been diverted to other traffic links, especially St. James
Place and Worth Street. The diverted traffic on these two streets would include 18 additional buses
during the peak AM period, 10 during the peak Midday period, and 15 during the peak PM period.

In comparison to No-Action conditions, traffic at the two intersections selected for monitoring and
analysis would increase. Table 10-3 showed the projected noise levels at the monitored sites under
With-Action conditions. Based on the information in the table, a potential noise level impact would
occur at the intersection of Baxter Street and Worth Street, because the noise level is protected to
increase by 3.5 dBA, and at Mulberry Street and Worth Street where the noise level would increase
by 4.1 dBA.  These increases would constitute an impact because they exceed 3.0dBA.

Table 10-7 shows the projected noise levels at the monitored intersections under With-Action
conditions. The L10 noise levels at both intersections would place them in the Marginally
Unacceptable II category. As was shown in Table 10-3, the location along Worth Street at Mulberry
Street at Worth Street and Baxter Street at Worth Street would experience a noise level impact of
4.1 dBA and 3.5 dBA, respectively.  Nearby sensitive receptors include a park, Chatham Towers,
and several low-rise mixed use residential/commercial buildings. The potential noise impact occurs
only during the peak AM hour. No impacts are projected during the peak midday and PM periods.
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Table 10-7
With-Action Noise Levels (dBA) at Monitored Sites (Peak AM)

No-Action Conditions  With-Action Conditions 

Projected Traffic
No-Action

Values Projected Traffic Noise
 With-Action

Values 
Location Volume PCEs Leq L10 Volume PCEs Increment Leq L10

St. James/Madison 761 3,222 72.0 74.7 1,073 4,701 1.6 73.6 76.4
BaxterWorth Street 352 1,542 70.8 74.6 796 3,487 3.5 74.3 78.1

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc., and Philip Habib & Associates, Inc.

Another source of noise under the With-Action condition is the mechanical raising and lowering of
hydrauclically operated barriers, particularly the barriers located at the north and south ends of Park
Row.  The barriers are raised and lowered sporadically throughout the 24-hour period, depending on
the frequency of vehicles entering the security zone area.  Although this creates additional noise in
the area, the raising and lowering of barriers happens sporadically and the noise only lasts for a very
short duration.  In addition, the frequency that the barriers are raised and lowered during the evening
and late night hours, when it would be most disturbing to residential uses, is far less than during the
day.  

H. CONSTRUCTION NOISE

No construction noise is associated with the action. All of the roadway barriers are in place, and none
involved construction or demolition activities.

I. CONCLUSIONS

Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two intersections
during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street at Mulberry Street.
The projected noise level increases are 3.5 and 4.1 dBA respectively, at the two intersections under
With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus routes back onto Park Row has been
proposed as a mitigation measure.  Table 10-8 shows the increase in noise levels that would be
anticipated with this proposed mitigation measure. This would reduce the level of impact by about
0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 on the sidewalk at Worth Street at Baxter Street
and 3.7 on the sidewalk at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation measure would
reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them. 
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Table 10-8
Mitigation Noise Levels (dBA) at Monitored Sites (Peak AM)

No-Action Conditions Mitigation Conditions 

Projected Traffic
No-Action
Values Projected Traffic Noise

 With-Action
Values 

Location Volume PCEs Leq L10 Volume PCEs Increment Leq L10
St. James/Madison 761 3,222 72.0 74.7 1,055 4,377 1.3 73.3 76.0
BaxterWorth Street 352 1,542 70.8 74.6 788 3,163 3.1 73.9 77.7

Source: Sandstone Environmental Associates, Inc., and Philip Habib & Associates, Inc.

No other method of mitigation is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.  Project-
diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.  Portions of
Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter Streets and
Worth/Mulberry Streets, as well as Columbus Park, are affected by this increase in noise levels.
Other than rerouting of traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors,
and noise barriers would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  Therefore,
these impacts would remain unmitigated. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 11: MITIGATION

A. INTRODUCTION

The preceding chapters of the EIS discuss the significant adverse impacts that have resulted from
the action. Where such impacts have been identified – in the areas of traffic, urban design, noise, and
transit and pedestrians – measures are examined to minimize or eliminate the anticipated impacts.
These mitigation measures are discussed below.

B. URBAN DESIGN

As discussed in Chapter 5, "Urban Design and Visual Resources," the action has caused significant
adverse urban design impacts.  The closure of public streets and the addition of the security elements
has introduced a forbidding and unaesthetic quality to the area.  The action has created a disconnect
between the security zone area and the surrounding neighborhood.  The temporary quality of the
security elements has created a haphazard, inconsistent look that does not fit with the existing urban
design context.  This alteration of streetscape elements has resulted in a significant adverse impact
on urban design.  

The CEQR Technical Manual states that "mitigation for impacts related to streetscape elements
would involve changing those elements that are incompatible."

The City could mitigate the urban design impacts caused by the action by enhancing the streetscape
within the security zone, particularly along Park Row, to create a more aesthetic, inviting and
pedestrian-friendly environment.  The Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC) issued
a report in 2004 entitled Chinatown Access and Circulation Study which included recommendations
for improving Park Row.  These recommendations are intended to address the closure of Park Row
by making City-owned areas more pedestrian-friendly and aesthetically pleasing.  Some of these
recommendations relating to streetscape improvements include the following:

• Reduce most of Park Row's right-of-way to two lanes, one in each direction.
• Realign the northern end of Park Row to conform to the Chatham Square reconfiguration

(see Traffic mitigation measures below).
• Install a landscaped esplanade along Park Row, including attractive paving, trees, shrubs,

planters, etc.
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• Install improved street fixtures, including benches, lighting, and barriers.  Attractive trash
receptacles may be placed at appropriate locations away from security sensitive areas.

• Improve pedestrian wayfinding signage along Park Row and other routes through the area.

Coordination with NYPD and the U.S. Marshals Service regarding security measures for the Police
Headquarters building and the federal court buildings would be required.  The implementation of
this plan would significantly improve the streetscape of the security zone thereby enhancing the
urban design.  In addition, although the action has not resulted in indirect socioeconomic impacts,
these streetscape enhancements would improve pedestrian conditions which may increase the
number of patrons to study area businesses.  While it is expected that these mitigation measures
would fully mitigate urban design impacts caused by the action they should be reassessed when the
Chatham Square reconfiguration is complete and the Park Row improvements are in place (see
below).

C. TRAFFIC

As discussed in Chapter 7, "Traffic and Parking" and shown in Table 7-7, the number of vehicles
being diverted as a result of the action diversions has resulted in significant adverse traffic impacts
at 4 signalized intersections in one or more peak periods.  A traffic mitigation plan was therefore
developed to address these impacts.  The paragraphs below discuss the measures that would be
included in the traffic mitigation plan, and the effects of these measures on each of the impacted
intersections. Table 11-1 summarizes the measures contained in the mitigation plan.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant traffic impact is considered mitigated if
measures implemented return projected future conditions to what they would be if a proposed action
were not in place, or to acceptable levels. For a No-Action level of service (LOS) D, E or F,
mitigating back to the No-Action condition is required; for No-Action LOS A, B or C, mitigating
to mid-LOS D is required (45 seconds of delay for signalized intersections, and 30 seconds of delay
for unsignalized intersections). Table 11-2 shows the effectiveness of the proposed traffic mitigation
measures during the weekday AM, midday and PM peak periods based on these criteria.  As shown
in the table, these measures fully mitigate the traffic impacts due to this action, with the exception
of the intersection of Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place and Pearl Street.



TABLE 11-1
Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Build Mitigation One Police Plaza
Signal Signal Proposed Mitigation Measures
Timing Timing

Intersection Approach Period (Seconds) (1) (Seconds) (1) Description of Mitigation

Chatham Square (N-S) @ NB Only AM/MD/PM 20/20/10 Reconfigure Chatham Square Intersection into two signalized

Worth Street (E-W) NB/SB 35/35/42 intersections and pedestrian plazas (see Figure 11-1)

EB/WB 35/35/38

Mott Street/Park Row (N-S) @ NB/SB AM/MD/PM 35/35/35
Worth Street (E-W) EB/WB 55/55/55

Pearl Street (N-S)@ NB/SB AM/MD/PM 59/59/59 58/59/59 Modify the striping of the Frankfort Street approach to provide 1 L, 1LT and 1R lane 
Frankfort Street (E-W) EB/WB 31/31/31 32/31/31 configuration on the EB approach. Transfer 2 sec of green time from the 

NB/SB to EB/WB in all peak hours.
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Signalized Intersections

Pearl Street/Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place

At this intersection, the action has resulted in impacts to the westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place
left-turn movement in the AM peak hour and the eastbound approach in the midday peak hour.
Measures were therefore evaluated to address these impacts.  However, signal timing adjustments
to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be impractical as they would result in new
or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction in pedestrian crossing times.  Increasing
capacity of roadways through changes to curbside regulations or modifications to lane striping was
also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to achieve an additional lane.  The
action's impact to westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement and eastbound at Pearl
Street in the AM and midday peak hours, respectively, would therefore remain unmitigated.

Pearl Street/Frankfort Street

Traffic diverted by the action has impacted eastbound Frankfort Street left-turn movement in the
AM, midday, and PM peak hours.  To address all of the peak hour impacts, it is proposed to re-stripe
the eastbound approach to accommodate an exclusive left-turn lane, a through-left-turn lane, and
an exclusive right-turn lane.  Each of these lanes would be 9 feet in width. In addition, a total of 2
seconds were transferred from the northbound/southbound Pearl Street signal to the Frankfort Street
phase.  As shown in Table 11-2a, during the AM peak hour this measure would reduce delay on the
eastbound left-turn approach to 65.1 seconds as compared to 69.7 seconds in the No-Action,
returning the LOS back to E fully mitigating the AM impact at this approach. 

Under the mitigation measures, the MD peak hour impact, the eastbound left-turn approach would
operate under an approach delay of 56.8 seconds (LOS E) as compared to the No-Action delay of
59.1 seconds (LOS E). During the PM peak hour, the proposed mitigation would result in a delay
of 65.6 seconds for the eastbound left-turn approach. Compared with the No-Action delay of 67.3
seconds, the impact becomes fully mitigated and the LOS returns to E.  Also, the delay for the
eastbound through-right-turn approach becomes 43.0 seconds compared to 50.7 seconds under the
No-Action.  The level of service at this approach would return to D, fully mitigating the impact due
to the action.
 
Chatham Square/Worth Street

Traffic diverted by the action has impacted the right-turn movement of southbound Chatham Square
and the right-turn movement of westbound St. James Place in all three peak hours.  In addition, the
eastbound Worth Street left-turn movement is shown to be impacted in all three peak hours while
the Mott Street approach was impacted in the PM Peak hour.  To address these impacts it is
proposed to entirely redesign Chatham Square to recognize the closure of Park Row as a through
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artery and to maintain functionality of this location.  The design creates two separate intersections
at Chatham Square.  As shown in Figure 11-1, the western intersection would consist of Mott Street
and Park Row as the north-south approaches with Worth Street as the east-west street.  The eastern
intersection would be designed with Bowery and St. James Place serving as the north-south
alignment corridor with East Broadway and Worth Street as the east-west streets.  The Bowery and
St. James Place would be aligned to form a continuous north-south corridor while East Broadway
would be realigned to intersect where Bowery and St. James Place would meet. 

Joining the two intersections would be a 48' wide Worth Street, while Park Row would be
redesigned (narrowed) to have  one 21' travelway  in each direction.  However, the north end of Park
Row would be slightly more narrow with a width of 36' (see Figure 11-1). The proposed width of
Park Row would accommodate and allow for movement of emergency vehicles within the security
zone.  The redesign would also include a jug-handle turnaround with a 60' diameter for emergency
vehicle turnaround as well as for vehicles  that are not authorized to enter the security zone (see
Figure 11-1).  The jug-handle turnaround could be designed with elements such as attractive pavers
so that it would  fit with the proposed urban design components.  Through the realignment of
Bowery, a new plaza area would be created on the northwest corner of Worth Street and Bowery.
Similarly, plaza areas would be created on the northeast corner of East Broadway and Bowery and
along the southern side of Worth Street between the two proposed intersections.  A redesigned
intersection would replace right turns from St. James Place to northbound Chatham Square with a
through movement and a right turn lane to East Broadway.  Figure 11-2 shows the resulting traffic
volumes at the reconfigured Chatham Square area.

As shown in Table 11-2b, under the mitigation measures proposed, all approaches will function at
LOS D or better during all peak periods.  For the intersection consisting of Bowery, St. James Place,
Worth Street, and East Broadway, the intersection delay is 28.5 seconds (LOS C) during the AM
peak hour, 29.0 seconds (LOS C) during the midday peak hour, and 37.0 seconds (LOS D) during
the PM peak hour.  The western intersection, including Mott Street, Park Row, and Worth Street,
operates at an overall AM peak period delay of 15.1 seconds (LOS B), 15.1 seconds (LOS B) in the
midday peak hour, and 14.0 seconds (LOS B) in the PM peak hour.  These projected mitigation
conditions fully address the project's traffic impact at Chatham Square while creating substantial
new pedestrian and plaza space. 

In summary, as shown in Tables 11-1 through 11-2, the proposed traffic mitigation plan would fully
address all traffic impacts in all peak hours with the exception of Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place and
Pearl Street.  The reconfiguration of Chatham Square as well as all other traffic mitigation plans
would be implemented by the New York City Department of Transportation and/or through the New
York City Department of Design and Construction. 
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Table 11-2a: Mitigation

2006 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2006 Action AM Peak Hour Mitigation AM 2006 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2006 Action Midday Peak Hour Mitigation MD 2006 Action PM Peak Hour Mitigation PM
SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)

Chatham Square (N-S) @ NB-TR 0.28 21.9 C 0.03 20.3 C NB-TR 0.37 24.4 C 0.07 20.7 C NB-TR 0.41 24.9 C 0.04 20.4 C

Worth Street (E-W) SB-L 1.00 95.1 F 0.89 66.4 E SB-L 0.83 62.9 E * 0.70 43.4 D SB-L 0.75 53.9 D 0.57 35.5 D

SB-TR 0.93 63.8 E 0.98 76.3 E * SB-TR 0.98 77.1 E * 1.01 86.7 F * SB-TR 0.96 68.8 E 1.03 86.9 F *
EB-DefL 0.88 68.7 E * EB-DefL 0.46 27.4 C 0.90 59.1 E * EB-DefL 0.55 31.1 C 1.04 92.8 F *
EB-LTR 0.29 25.1 C See Table 11-2b EB-LTR See Table 11-2b EB-LTR See Table 11-2b

EB-TR 0.29 23.1 C EB-TR 0.23 22.1 C 0.23 22.1 C EB-TR 0.26 22.6 C 0.26 22.6 C

WB-LT 0.10 22.7 C 0.61 29.7 C WB-LT 0.11 20.5 C 0.32 23.4 C WB-LT 0.10 20.5 C 0.38 24.4 C

WB-R 0.60 35.8 D 0.93 65.1 E * WB-R 0.76 45.9 D 0.91 61.4 E * WB-R 0.66 35.7 D 1.04 92.8 F *
Mott Street (E-W) EB-LTR 0.71 58.3 E 0.74 61.9 E EB-LTR 0.87 78.6 E * 0.88 80.9 F EB-LTR 0.65 51.8 D 0.70 58.1 E *

Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-DefL 0.83 44.9 D NB-DefL 0.83 44.6 D NB-DefL NB-DefL 0.97 62.4 E 0.93 53.6 D NB-DefL 0.97 64.3 E

Frankfort Street (E-W) NB-TR 0.60 14.6 B NB-TR 0.63 16.4 B NB-TR NB-TR 0.52 12.3 B 0.52 12.3 B NB-TR 0.54 13.8 B

NB-LTR 0.62 14.2 B NB-LTR 0.44 11.0 B 0.45 11.1 B NB-LTR 0.47 12.5 B NB-LTR

SB-LTR 0.46 11.0 B 0.64 13.6 B SB-LTR 0.66 15.3 B SB-LTR 0.35 9.8 A 0.39 10.1 B SB-LTR 0.4 11.3 B SB-LTR 0.55 12.3 B 0.51 11.7 B SB-LTR 0.53 13.1 B

EB-L 0.92 69.7 E 0.99 83.8 F * EB-L 0.92 65.1 E EB-L 0.89 59.1 E 0.96 72.0 E * EB-L 0.89 56.8 E EB-L 0.92 67.3 E 0.99 84.1 F * EB-L 0.92 65.6 E

EB-TR 0.80 54.1 D 0.83 58.0 E EB-TL 0.61 36.9 D EB-TR 0.71 41.1 D * 0.75 43.8 D EB-TL 0.60 33.6 C EB-LTR 0.79 50.7 D 0.95 79.1 E * EB-TL 0.71 43.0 D

EB-R 0.15 23.7 C EB-R 0.11 22.9 C EB-R 0.16 23.9 C

WB-LTR 0.85 52.3 D 0.85 52.3 D WB-LTR 0.82 46.2 D WB-LTR 0.11 24.0 C 0.12 24.1 C WB-LTR 0.11 22.5 C WB-LTR 0.16 24.6 C 0.32 26.7 C WB-LTR 0.30 24.9 C

Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.63 24.0 C 0.70 26.0 C 0.74 29.1 C NB-LTR 0.30 18.0 B 0.33 18.4 B 0.35 19.9 B NB-LTR 0.30 17.9 B 0.32 18.2 B 0.32 18.2 B

Robert F Wagner Sr. Place (E-W) SB-TR 0.53 22.1 C 0.38 19.0 B 0.43 21.0 C SB-TR 0.33 18.5 B 0.37 19.0 B 0.44 21.5 C SB-TR 0.37 18.8 B 0.38 19.0 B 0.37 19.1 B

EB-LTR 0.88 55.9 E 0.88 55.9 E 0.88 55.9 E EB-LTR 0.71 43.6 D 0.83 52.9 D * 0.75 44.2 D EB-LTR 1.04 88.7 F 1.04 88.7 F 1.04 88.7 F

WB-L 0.79 44.3 D 1.05 86.1 F * 0.79 42.3 D WB-L 0.74 43.1 D 0.74 43.1 D 0.59 37.9 D WB-L 0.72 41.5 D 0.58 37.2 D 0.53 36.1 D

WB-RT 0.12 31.1 C 0.12 31.1 C 0.48 36.1 D WB-RT 0.05 30.2 C 0.05 30.2 C 0.33 34.4 C WB-RT 0.04 30.0 C 0.04 30.0 C 0.13 31.2 C

WB-R 0.31 16.2 B 0.28 15.7 B 0.26 14.4 B WB-R 0.29 15.9 B 0.29 15.9 B 0.28 14.6 B WB-R 0.19 14.7 B 0.15 14.2 B 0.15 13.6 B

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2005 No-Action Condition
* -Denotes Impacted Location in the 2005 With-Action Condition

Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).

2006 No-Action PM Peak Hour



Table 11-2b: Mitigation Results for Chatham Square
Mitigation AM Mitigation MD Mitigation PM

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh)

Worth Street (E-W) @ NB-LT 0.09 21.3 C NB-LT 0.21 23.7 C NB-LT 0.13 22.2 C

Park Row (NB)/Mott St (SB) SB-LR 0.53 31.8 C SB-LR 0.56 32.9 C SB-LR 0.44 28.8 C

EB-TR 0.21 10.4 B EB-TR 0.26 10.8 B EB-TR 0.30 11.2 B

WB-LT 0.48 13.4 B WB-LT 0.36 11.9 B WB-LT 0.42 12.6 B

Worth Street (E-W) @ NB-DefL 0.58 19.8 B NB-DefL 0.28 12.4 B NB-DefL 0.57 22.3 C

St. James. Pl. (N-S)/ Bowery (N-S) NB-T 0.40 25.6 C NB-T 0.36 25.1 C NB-T 0.45 21.7 C

NB-R 0.27 23.6 C NB-R 0.30 24.1 C NB-R 0.25 19.5 B

SB-DefL 0.63 34.8 C SB-DefL 0.72 38.5 D SB-DefL 0.80 45.9 D

SB-TR 0.72 36.5 D SB-TR 0.65 32.2 C SB-TR 0.90 52.1 D

EB-DefL 0.71 38.1 D

EB-LTR 0.55 27.5 C EB-TR 0.51 27.7 C EB-LTR 0.91 45.2 D

WB-DefL 0.49 32.3 C

WB-TR 0.30 24.0 C WB-TR 0.27 22.9 C WB-LTR 0.45 24.3 C

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2005 No-Action Condition
* -Denotes Impacted Location in the 2005 With-Action Condition

Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).
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D. TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

Bus Service 

The results of the analysis of local bus conditions in the With-Action condition show that the street
closures significantly impacted bus service.  With the rerouting of the M103, M15, M9, B51, X25,
X90, BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes, there have been substantial increases in overall travel
time, which has resulted in significant adverse impacts on bus operations, especially in the AM peak
hour and in the southbound direction for all peak hours.  

In May 2005, the M103 bus returned to its original route via Park Row as a 90-day trial.  The test
was expanded in November 2005 when the M15 and B51 buses also returned to their original routes
via Park Row to/from City Hall.  Buses passing through the security zone along Park Row are
stopped at the checkpoint momentarily which results in minimal delays in travel time.  The
re-introduction of the M15, M103, and B51 buses to Park Row would mitigate the increases in travel
times these bus routes have experienced due to the action.  The re-routing of the buses along Park
Row has restored bus service within the area so that it is close to what it was in the baseline
condition, prior to the streets being closed.  As such, the re-routing of the buses along Park Row has
therefore mitigated all bus service impacts.  In addition, it should be noted that the proposed
Chatham Square reconfiguration mitigation measure discussed above would not adversely impact
bus service in the area.  

Pedestrians

The security plan has not generated any new pedestrian trips nor will it generate any pedestrian
congestion on sidewalks.  Pedestrian activity continues uninterrupted except for the immediate area
around One Police Plaza that is closed to pedestrians.  Traffic diversions associated with these
vehicular restrictions have resulted in an increase in the numbers of vehicle turning movements at
some crosswalks, while decreasing or eliminating all such movements at other crosswalks within
the security zone.  As discussed in Chapter 8, "Transit and Pedestrians," the results of the analysis
of high accident locations indicate that the action may have created a high pedestrian accident
location at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway that was not identified as such a location
in the year 2000 (as reported in the 2001 CEQR Technical Manual).  

In coordination with DOT, it was determined that a leading pedestrian interval will be implemented
at the intersection of Worth Street and Broadway to improve pedestrian conditions at this
intersection.  The leading pedestrian interval would change the signal phasing at this intersection
that would allow for the pedestrian phase to begin before the green phase for motor vehicle traffic
traversing east-west on Worth Street. This signal timing modification will allow pedestrians a head
start to cross in the crosswalk of the intersection. 
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E. NOISE

Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street at
Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 and 4.1 respectively, at the two
intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus routes back
onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the level of impact
by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth Street at Baxter Street
and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.  While this mitigation measures would reduce the
impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No other method of mitigation
is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance between intersections, noise
barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.  As mentioned previously, the peak
AM hour is not a peak period for park utilization.   Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM
peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.  Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential
buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets are affected by
these noise increases.  However, the overall noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth
Street.  Other than rerouting of traffic, no mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur
outdoors, and noise barriers would not be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.
Therefore, these impacts would remain unmitigated. 
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 12: ALTERNATIVES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers alternatives to the action.  According to the CEQR Technical Manual,
alternatives considered should reduce or eliminate impacts of an action while substantively
meeting the goals and objectives of the action.  The range of alternatives to be considered, which
include a No-Action Alternative, is determined by the nature of the specific action, its potential
impacts, the objectives and capabilities of the project sponsor, and feasibility. 

In addition to considering the No-Action Alternative, this chapter also considers 3 other
alternatives, 2 of which were suggested by the community during the public scoping process and
community meetings.  Four alternatives are considered in this chapter: (1) a No-Action
Alternative; (2) No Unmitigable Traffic Impacts Alternative; (3) Community-Suggested
Alternative #1: Relocation of Police Headquarters, in which NYPD headquarters would move
from its current location at One Police Plaza to another location in the City; and (4) Community-
Suggested Alternative #2: Chatham Green Access Alternative, in which the current checkpoint
on Park Row would be moved approximately 125 feet to the south to establish a free-flowing
vehicle entrance/exit to Chatham Green.
 
The chapter discusses the likely environmental effects of each of the four alternatives, and
compares them to the action, where applicable.

B. NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No-Action Alternative assumes that the security plan would not have been implemented and
all streets that were closed to unauthorized traffic after September 11, 2001 would be open.  The
1999 security street closures and elements as well as the municipal garage closure would be
present under the No-Action Alternative.  This alternative is discussed and analyzed as the “No-
Action Condition” in each of the technical areas of Chapters 2 through 10.  This analysis
compares conditions under the No-Action Alternative to conditions with the action.  The No-
Action Alternative assumes that the streets that were closed after September 11, 2001 would be
open and none of the security elements would be in place.  The No-Action Alternative would not
require any discretionary actions. The effects of this alternative are summarized below and
compared to those of the action. 
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Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

Under the No-Action Alternative, the current land use trends would continue in the area.  Any
change in land use that has occurred since the baseline year has occurred independent of the
security plan.  As with the Action, no significant adverse land use, zoning, and public policy
impacts would occur under the No-Action Alternative.

Community Facilities and Services

Under the No-Action Alternative, the streets that were closed after September 11, 2001 would
be open to all vehicles.  Under the No-Action Alternative, health care facilities in the study area
would continue to operate at the same capacity and utilization as they would in the existing or
With-Action condition.  As emergency service vehicles are currently permitted through the
security zone, the No-Action Alternative would not affect emergency service vehicle access to
NY Downtown hospital and other healthcare facilities in the area.  However, it has been reported,
but not verified, that in some instances, emergency service vehicles are delayed by the barriers,
although overall response times are not above standard.  In addition, under the No-Action
Alternative, all commercial and private vehicles would have access through all streets that were
closed after September 11, 2001.  Furthermore, under the No-Action Alternative, police and fire
service vehicles would continue to have access through the streets that are currently closed as a
result of the security zone as both are authorized to enter the security zone.

Socioeconomic Conditions

Under the No-Action Alternative, it is generally anticipated that existing economic activities
within the study area would remain the same. Although the  action has limited accessibility to
some parts of the study area, there is no evidence that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any
secondary business displacement.  The security zone has also not adversely affected the viability
of the Chinatown retail and restaurant sectors, which continue to be a major draw for both
residents and tourists.  No direct or indirect residential or business displacement impacts or
adverse effects on specific industries would occur under either the No-Action Alternative or with
the Action.  Therefore, as with the action, no significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would
occur under the No-Action Alternative. 
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Urban Design and Visual Resources

Under the No-Action Alternative, the urban design in the security zone area would not
substantially change from the pre-September 11, 2001 baseline condition.  The 1999 security
street closures and elements would be present under the No-Action Alternative. Without the
action, all streets that were closed after September 11, 2001 would be open and the resulting
security elements would not be in place.  As such, it is expected that the urban design would not
substantially change from the baseline condition under the No-Action Alternative. 

Unlike the No-Action Alternative, the action has resulted in significant adverse urban design
impacts within the security zone.  However, with the implementation of the proposed mitigation
plan described in Chapter 11, there would be no significant unmitigated adverse urban design
impacts from the action.  

Neighborhood Character

In the No-Action condition, without the street closures in place, no significant changes in
neighborhood character would have occurred within the security zone from the baseline 2001
year.  Although the security zone around NYPD headquarters would not be in place under this
alternative, security measures implemented throughout the study area at City Hall and various
government and office buildings after September 11, 2001 would continue to be in place.  These
additional security measures are not part of the baseline condition. However, unlike the action,
the No-Action Alternative would not result in the closure of the streets and the security plan
elements, which have resulted in a negative alteration of neighborhood character within the
security zone.  Neighborhood character within the larger study area would remain the same under
the No-Action Alternative as under the With-Action condition. 

Traffic and Parking

In the No-Action Alternative, traffic and parking demand levels in the study area would increase
as a result of general background growth and new developments in the area.  Under the No-
Action Alternative, 15 signalized intersections would experience congestion on one or more
approaches in the AM peak hour, 8 in the midday, and 13 in the PM peak hour.  Under the No-
Action Alternative, it is anticipated that demand for on-street parking would be similar to With-
Action conditions, as the action has not increased demand for public parking.  

Unlike the No-Action Alternative, the action has resulted in significant adverse traffic impacts
at four (4) signalized intersections in one or more peak periods.  The implementation of the
proposed mitigation plan described in Chapter 11 would eliminate all of the identified traffic
impacts with the exception of those at the intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr.
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Place.  No significant adverse impacts to on- or off-street parking conditions have resulted from
either the action or the No-Action Alternative.

Transit and Pedestrians

Under the No-Action Alternative, transit and pedestrian facilities in the study area would remain
as they were in the pre-September 11, 2001 baseline condition. In the 2006 No-Action condition,
the local bus system within the study area would remain unchanged from the baseline condition.
However, as a result of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, millions of square feet of
office space in Lower Manhattan were lost.  This loss of office space resulted in some loss of
ridership on local bus routes.  Under the No-Action Alternative, local and express buses would
not be diverted around the security zone, with the exception of the M9 which would be diverted
under the No-Action Alternative.  

Under the No-Action Alternative, pedestrian corridors within the study area would remain
unchanged from the baseline condition.  The 1999 street closures would be in place, but
pedestrian access within the security zone would continue to be uninterrupted.  Unlike the No-
Action Alternative, the action has resulted in the closure of the pedestrian corridor along police
headquarters.  However, this single low-volume closure has not resulted in congested conditions
on other sidewalks in the area.  Unlike the No-Action Alternative, the action has resulted in a
significant adverse pedestrian impact by creating a high pedestrian accident located at the
intersection of Worth Street and Broadway.  The implementation of the proposed mitigation plan
described in Chapter 11 would eliminate the identified pedestrian safety impact. 

Air Quality

No violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or significant increases
in mobile source pollutants are predicted to occur under the No-Action Alternative.  As with the
action, no significant adverse air quality impacts would occur under the No-Action Alternative.

Noise

No significant adverse noise impacts are expected to occur at the noise receptor locations under
the No-Action Alternative.  Unlike the action, noise levels at the intersections of Worth Street
and Baxter Street and Worth Street and Mulberry Street would not exceed the impact criterion
of 3.0 dBA under the No-Action Alternative.  Therefore, there would be no significant adverse
noise impacts under the No-Action Alternative. 
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Conclusion

The necessary security measures needed to protect potential terrorist targets such as NYPD
headquarters would not be implemented under this alternative.  As such, in the absence of the
action, unscreened vehicles would be able to travel within close proximity of potential terrorist
targets.  Moreover, the No-Action Alternative would not achieve the objectives of NYPD’s
Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower
Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist targets.  This alternative is not
feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.

C. NO UNMITIGABLE TRAFFIC IMPACTS ALTERNATIVE 

As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” all significant adverse impacts that have resulted from
the action would be fully mitigated with the exception of the unmitigated traffic impact at the
intersection of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place.  As discussed in the chapter,
measures were therefore evaluated to address this impact.  However, signal timing adjustments
to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be impractical as they would result in
new or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction in pedestrian crossing times.
Increasing capacity through changes to curbside regulations or modifications to lane striping was
also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to achieve an additional lane.   

Therefore, to mitigate traffic impacts at the intersection of Pearl Street at Robert F. Wagner Sr.
Place, this alternative would re-open Avenue of the Finest between Pearl Street and Park Row.
This would ease congestion focused at Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place by allowing
vehicles destined to the City Hall area to access it more directly without having to detour around
the security zone.  As seen in Figure 12-1, vehicles traveling along this proposed right-of-way
would only be able to travel westbound on Avenue of the Finest.  A line of bollards would be
installed along the northern edge of the proposed right-of-way as a means to maintain security
to the Police Plaza area.  Security checkpoints would be moved north on Park Row to allow
vehicles to travel freely onto Park Row from Avenue of the Finest.  

Approximately 160, 120, and 80 vehicles would be diverted to the proposed right-of-way in the
respective AM, midday, and PM peak hours.  To further address the project’s AM peak hour
impact to the westbound left turn movement at Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place, it
is proposed to also transfer 2 seconds of green time from the northbound phase to the westbound
phase during the AM peak hour as part of this alternative.  As shown in Table 12-1,  the AM peak
hour westbound left-turn movement would operate at an approach delay of 42.3 (LOS D) as
compared to 44.3 (LOS D) in the No-Action. To address the midday peak hour impact to the
eastbound approach, transferring  2 seconds of green time from northbound/southbound Pearl
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Table 12-1: Mitigation
2005 Action AM Peak Hour Mitigation AM Mitigation MD 2005 Action PM Peak Hour Mitigation PM

SIGNALIZED Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS Lane V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
INTERSECTION Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Group Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh) Ratio (sec/veh)

Pearl Street (N-S) @ NB-LTR 0.63 24.0 C 0.70 26.0 C 0.74 29.1 C NB-LTR 0.30 18.0 B 0.33 18.4 B 0.35 19.9 B NB-LTR 0.30 17.9 B 0.32 18.2 B 0.37 21.2 C

Robert F Wagner Sr. Place (E-W) SB-TR 0.53 22.1 C 0.38 19.0 B 0.43 21.0 C SB-TR 0.33 18.5 B 0.37 19.0 B 0.44 21.5 C SB-TR 0.37 18.8 B 0.38 19.0 B 0.39 21.8 C

EB-LTR 0.88 55.9 E 0.88 55.9 E 0.88 55.9 E EB-LTR 0.71 43.6 D 0.83 52.9 D * 0.75 44.2 D EB-LTR 1.04 88.7 F 1.04 88.7 F 1.04 88.7 F

WB-L 0.79 44.3 D 1.05 86.1 F * 0.79 42.3 D WB-L 0.74 43.1 D 0.74 43.1 D 0.59 37.9 D WB-L 0.72 41.5 D 0.58 37.2 D 0.61 41.0 D

WB-RT 0.12 31.1 C 0.12 31.1 C 0.48 36.1 D WB-RT 0.05 30.2 C 0.05 30.2 C 0.33 34.4 C WB-RT 0.04 30.0 C 0.04 30.0 C 0.15 34.0 C

WB-R 0.31 16.2 B 0.28 15.7 B 0.26 14.4 B WB-R 0.29 15.9 B 0.29 15.9 B 0.28 14.6 B WB-R 0.19 14.7 B 0.15 14.2 B 0.15 13.6 B

NOTES:
EB-Eastbound, WB-Westbound, NB-Northbound, SB-Southbound
L-Left, T-Through, R-Right, DfL-Analysis considers a Defacto Left Lane on this approach .
V/C Ratio - Volume to Capacity Ratio, SEC/VEH - Seconds per vehicle
LOS - Level of service

* -Denotes Congested Location in the 2005 No-Action Condition
* -Denotes Impacted Location in the 2005 With-Action Condition

Analysis is based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology (HCS 2000 4.1f).

2005 No-Action PM Peak Hour2005 No-Action AM Peak Hour 2005 No-Action Midday Peak Hour 2005 Action Midday Peak Hour
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Street signal phase to the eastbound Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp phase is proposed as part of this
alternative.  With the addition of  green time, the eastbound level of service would operate under
an approach delay of 44.2 (LOS D) as compared to the No-Action delay of 43.6 (LOS D).

The proposed opening of Avenue of the Finest to one-way westbound traffic was reviewed and
evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau.   The result of this evaluation determined that
the opening of Avenue of the Finest to passenger vehicles would not provide sufficient stand-off
distance from NYPD headquarters.  This alternative would not achieve the objectives of NYPD’s
Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower
Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist targets.  Therefore, this alternative
is not feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.

D. COMMUNITY-SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVE #1: RELOCATION 
OF POLICE HEADQUARTERS

This alternative was developed in response to suggestions during the public scoping process to
explore alternative locations for police headquarters.  No specific site has been identified for this
possible relocation, although Randall’s Island or Governor’s Island have been suggested because
their placement in the East River is thought to provide a natural fortress.

This alternative assumes that police headquarters would be relocated from One Police Plaza to
another facility at an undetermined location somewhere in the City.  Concurrently, this alternative
assumes that the existing One Police Plaza building would be reused for other suitable purposes,
such as office or institutional use.  It should be noted that, should such a relocation be
undertaken, it would also likely require discretionary approvals.  Therefore, both the relocation
itself as well as the possible re-use of the existing building would be subject to their own site-
specific environmental reviews in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

One Police Plaza, the New York City Police Department’s current 16-story headquarters
building, was constructed in 1973. Prior to its construction, police headquarters was located at
240 Centre Street (between Grand and Broome Streets).  The current building contains
approximately 1 million square feet of floor area, and serves as the NYPD’s central command.
It contains most of the department’s administrative functions, and serves as the headquarters for
several bureaus/divisions, such as Crime Stoppers, the Criminal Justice Bureau, the Narcotics
Division, Organized Crime Control Bureau and the Vice Enforcement Divison, among others.

As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” One Police Plaza is located
in close proximity to a unique concentration of civic and governmental land uses. Several of these
are located within the security zone itself, namely, the Municipal Building, the United States
Courthouse, containing the U.S. Court of Appeals, the New York County Courthouse, home to
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the New York State Supreme Court, and a second U.S. Courthouse containing the U.S. District
Court, as well as the Metropolitan Correctional Center, which is located on the northwestern
corner of Park Row and Pearl Street. 

One Police Plaza is also in the immediate vicinity of the Civic Center, which is characterized by
a high concentration of government and government-related uses, including several courthouses,
and City and state government office buildings.  These include the City Hall complex, which
includes City Hall Park, City Hall, the Surrogate’s Court/Hall of Records building, and several
additional government office buildings including the Jacob Javits Federal Building and the U.S.
Court of International Trade. 

Given the functions hosted by One Police Plaza, and the close coordination required between the
NYPD and the criminal justice system, it is essential for the police headquarters to be located
within close proximity to the court facilities and detention centers, as well as the seat of
government.  For example, the Criminal Justice Bureau acts as the operational liaison between
the New York City Police Department and other agencies involved in the criminal justice
community, including the five county District Attorney’s Offices, the New York State Office of
Court Administration, the Division of Criminal Justice Services, and the Mayor’s Criminal
Justice Coordinator’s Office.  Given this synergistic relationship, proximity to the court system’s
facilities is very important.  Although other sites in the city could offer similar or better benefits
in terms of floor area or more modern facilities, none can offer a similar or near equal advantage
in terms of proximity to the court system and the City’s administrative heart. 

Although Randall’s Island and Governor’s Island have been suggested as possible locations,
because their placement in the East River is thought to provide a natural fortress, neither of them
represents a suitable location for police headquarters in a major city. Governor’s Island in
particular, which is only accessible by water, lacks the basic transportation infrastructure that
would be essential for linking police headquarters to other court and government facilities in the
City as well as to the general public.  Randall’s Island, while easily accessible from three of the
five boroughs via the Triborough Bridge, is so far removed from the facilities in Lower
Manhattan (approximately more than seven miles away), rendering it not easily accessible,
especially by transit, to the public, the employees who currently work at One Police Plaza, or
other city agencies and government organizations.  Such a location would add substantial time
and cost to the daily interactions that would be required for New York City’s police headquarters
to function properly. 

In addition, the relocation of police headquarters would be an expensive undertaking, that would
require the City to spend large sums of money to acquire an appropriate site (if no suitable City-
owned sites are available), and to construct a new facility and the necessary physical and
operational infrastructures that would be required for such a facility. 

It should also be noted that, should police headquarters be relocated from the area, the current
security measures would not be entirely eliminated. NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau seeks
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to protect government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan, which continue
to be considered potential terrorist targets. Given the presence of a number of other sensitive
facilities within the security zone (such as the Municipal Building, the United States Courthouse,
the New York County Courthouse, the U.S. District Court, and the Metropolitan Correctional
Center), all of which would still remain if police headquarters are relocated, it would be
necessary to maintain some, if not all, of the current security measures in the area.

Conclusion

The Relocation Alternative would fall far short of the objectives of the action.  Moreover, given
the concentration of other government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan
which continue to be considered potential terrorist targets, security measures would have to be
maintained, and as such the adverse impacts resulting from the action may not be entirely avoided
should police headquarters be relocated from One Police Plaza.  As such, this alternative is not
feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the action.

E. COMMUNITY-SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVE #2: CHATHAM 
GREEN ACCESS ALTERNATIVE  

Under this alternative, the existing security checkpoint would be moved south on Park Row to
establish a free-flowing vehicle entrance/exit to the Chatham Green parking lot.  Currently, the
security checkpoint is located just south of the corner of Park Row and Chatham Square. All
vehicles wishing to access the Chatham Green parking lot must pass through this checkpoint,
before entering the parking lot via Park Row.  This procedure allows screening of vehicles before
they enter the security zone, as control of these vehicles within the zone is not feasible.  Vehicles
can currently exit the parking lot via either the same location on Park Row, or Pearl Street
(northbound).

Under this alternative, the current checkpoint on Park Row would be moved approximately 125
feet to the south in an effort to establish an unscreened free-flowing entrance/exit to the Chatham
Green parking lot.  As illustrated in Figure 12-2, a 30-foot-wide two-lane access point to the
parking lot would be provided at the current location on Park Row.  The current parking lot exit
along Pearl Street would be sealed off and a turnaround would be established at the southeast
corner of the parking lot (refer to Figure 12-2), so that all vehicles would have to exit the parking
lot via Park Row.  This would be necessary in order to maintain a buffer zone around One Police
Plaza.  It should be noted that Figure 12-2 shows the Chatham Green Parking Lot Access
Alternative together with some of the urban design mitigation measures described in Chapter 11,
“Mitigation,” such as the narrowing of Park Row and Pearl Street.
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As noted above, in conjunction with the improved access to the Chatham Green parking lot, a
physically secured buffer zone around One Police Plaza would be established to maintain stand-
off to the police headquarters, as illustrated in Figure 12-2.  At the edge of the buffer, a security
perimeter would be constructed around the Chatham Green parking lot.  The security perimeter
would consist of a security wall of approximately 36 to 42 inches in height.  This security
perimeter would also extend along Park Row from Pearl Street to the proposed Chatham Green
parking lot entrance. 

This alternative would result in the elimination of approximately 6 dedicated parking spaces in
the parking lot along Pearl Street.  However, those spaces could be replaced with some minor
modifications to the parking lot’s layout, particularly given the extra space that would be
available to the east of the security perimeter along Park Row. 

Like the action, this alternative would also result in significant adverse traffic, urban design,
transit and pedestrians, and noise impacts.  As such, the mitigation measures for the action
described in Chapter 11 would also be required for this Chatham Green Access Alternative.

This proposed alternative was reviewed and evaluated by NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau and
it was determined that this alternative would not allow sufficient stand-off distance between
NYPD headquarters and the Chatham Green Houses parking lot.  This proposed alternative
would allow all types of vehicles into the parking lot (cars, vans, trucks) and there would be no
feasible way to mitigate against a possible threat with the proposed stand-off distance.  As this
stand-off distance would be substantially reduced to an unsafe level, this alternative would not
reach the objectives of NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau to protect government facilities in the
“civic center” portion of Lower Manhattan that continue to be considered potential terrorist
targets.  This alternative is not feasible, as it would not meet the goals and objectives of the
action.
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS
CHAPTER 13: UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A. INTRODUCTION 

Unavoidable adverse impacts occur when a proposed action would result in significant adverse
impacts for which there are no reasonably practicable mitigation measures, and for which there
are no reasonable alternatives.

As described in previous chapters of this EIS, most of the significant adverse impacts of the
action could be avoided or mitigated by implementing a broad range of measures.  However,
there are significant adverse impacts for which there are no reasonably practical mitigation
measures or reasonable alternatives that would eliminate the impacts and meet the purpose and
need of the action.  These include unavoidable adverse effects on traffic and noise. 

B. TRAFFIC

As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” the action would result in impacts to the westbound
Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-turn movement in the AM peak hour and the eastbound approach
in the midday peak hour.  Measures were therefore evaluated to address these impacts. 
However, signal timing adjustments to return this approach to its No-Action condition would be
impractical as they would result in new or worsened impacts on other approaches and a reduction
in pedestrian crossing times.  Increasing capacity through changes to curbside regulations or
modifications to lane striping was also found to be ineffective, as was widening the approach to
achieve an additional lane.  The action’s impact to westbound Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place left-
turn movement and eastbound at Pearl Street in the AM and midday peak hours, respectively,
would therefore remain unmitigated

C. NOISE

Project-generated increases in noise exceed the impact criterion of 3.0 dBA between two
intersections during the peak AM period: 1) Worth Street at Baxter Street and 2) Worth Street
at Mulberry Street. The projected noise level increases are 3.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA respectively,
at the two intersections under With-Action conditions.  Rerouting the M103, M15, and B51 bus
routes back onto Park Row has been proposed as a mitigation measure.  This would reduce the
level of impact by about 0.4 dBA, with resulting noise level increments of 3.1 dBA at Worth
Street at Baxter Street and 3.7 dBA at Worth Street at Mulberry Street.   While this mitigation
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measures would reduce the impacts along Worth Street slightly, it would not eliminate them.  No
other method of mitigation  is feasible.  Due to the needs for pedestrian access and the distance
between intersections, noise barriers would not be a feasible solution along these roadways.
Project-diverted traffic in the midday and PM peak hours would not cause noise level impacts.
Portions of Chatham Towers and other residential buildings at the intersections of Worth/Baxter
Streets and Worth/Mulberry Streets are affected by these noise increases.  However, the overall
noise levels would decrease with distance from Worth Street.  Other than rerouting of traffic, no
mitigation measures are feasible since the impacts occur outdoors, and noise barriers would not
be considered practical or cost effective at these locations.  Therefore, these impacts would
remain unmitigated. 
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CHAPTER 14: GROWTH-INDUCING ASPECTS

OF THE ACTION

As set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual, growth-inducing aspects of a proposed action
generally refer to “secondary” impacts of a action that trigger further development.  Proposals
that add substantial new land use, new residents, or new employment could induce additional
development of a similar kind or support uses (e.g., stores to serve new residential uses).  Actions
that introduce or greatly expand infrastructure capacity (e.g., sewers, central water supply) might
also induce growth, although this could be an issue only in limited areas of Staten Island and
perhaps Queens, since in most areas of New York City infrastructure is already in place and its
improvement or expansion is usually proposed only to serve existing or expected users. 

As the action has not added a new land use, new residents, or new employment, there are no
growth-inducing aspects associated with the action.  
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CHAPTER 15: IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE

COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Resources, both natural and man-made, have been expended in the construction and operation
of the security plan elements.  These resources include the building materials used during
construction of checkpoint booths; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed during the
construction and operation of these security elements; and human effort to develop, construct and
operate various elements of the security plan.  These are considered irretrievably committed
because their reuse for some other purpose would be highly unlikely.  
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One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS 
CHAPTER 16: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (New Chapter to the EIS) 

    
 
  
 
 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This chapter summarizes and responds to all substantive comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the One Police Plaza security plan made during the public review 
period.  These consist of comments made at the public hearings held by the New York City 
Police Department (NYPD) on September 14, 2006 and October 4, 2006, and written comments 
submitted to the NYPD.  The period of public review remained open until October 24, 2006.   
 
Section II below lists the individuals who commented on the DEIS, and summarizes and 
responds to comments made at the public hearing and received in writing.  Written comments 
received on the DEIS are included in Appendix B to the FEIS.   
 
 
 
II. DEIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
The Notice of Completion for the DEIS was issued on July 28, 2006.  Comments were accepted 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the One Police Plaza Security Plan 
during a period commencing with the NYPD public hearings held at the Department of Health’s 
auditorium on September 14, 2006 and October 4, 2006, and extending through October 24, 
2006.  Written comments received on the DEIS are included in Appendix B. 
 
This section lists and responds to comments on the DEIS.  The comments are organized by 
subject area, following the organization of the DEIS document.  Where comments on the same 
subject matter were made by more than one person, a single comment summarizes those 
individual comments.  The organization/individual that made the comment is identified next to 
each comment, using a numerical reference keyed to the list of comments below.  Comments on 
the DEIS were received from the following individuals and organizations: 
 
1. Jim Quent, representing Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver (oral statement and written 

statement submitted 9/14/06) 
2. Council Member Alan Gerson (oral statement at public hearing and written statement 

dated 9/14/06) 
3. Scott Stringer, Manhattan Borough President (oral statement at public hearing and written 

statement submitted 10/24/06) 
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4. Jimmy Yan, representing Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer (oral statement at  
public hearing and written statement submitted 9/14/06) 

5. State Senator Martin Connor (oral statement at public hearing) 
6. Jeannie Chin, Resident and Civic Center Residents Coalition (CCRC) (oral statement at 

public hearing, and written statement submitted 10/24/06) 
7.  John Ost, CCRC (oral statement at public hearing and written statement submitted 

10/22/06) 
8.  Toby Turkel, President, Chatham Towers Co-op (oral statement at public hearing, and 

written statement submitted on 9/14/06)  
9.  Anna Goldstein, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement 

submitted on 9/14/06)  
10.  Dave Cheng, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement submitted 

on 10/10/06) 
11.  Rocky Chin, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement submitted 

on 10/23/06) 
12.  Paul J.Q. Lee on Behalf of Deborah Katz, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
13.  Paul J.Q. Lee on Behalf of Richard and Mae Wong, Oliver Street Block Association (oral 

statement at public hearing) 
14.  Linda McCall, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
15.  Graham Beck, Transportation Alternatives, (oral statement at public hearing, and written 

statement submitted on 9/14/06)  
16.  Albert Hom, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
17. Paul J.Q. Lee, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
18.  Martin Torelli, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
19.  Laura Leigh Davidson, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
20.  Joanne Chernow, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
21.  Cynthia Gardner-Brim, Mariners’ Temple Baptist Church (oral statement at public 

hearing) 
22. Nancy Linday, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
23.  Richard Scorce, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement 

submitted 10/23/06) 
24.  Wai-Mon Chan, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
25.  Marian Lizzio, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
26. Danny Chen, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement submitted 

10/04/06) 
27.  Jan Lee, Resident and Business Owner (oral statement at public hearing) 
28. Rev. Dr. Henrietta Carter, Mariner’s Temple Baptist Church (oral statement at public 

hearing) 
29       Wellington Z. Chen, CPLDC (oral statement at public hearing) 
30. Susan Stetzer, Community Board 3 (oral statement at public hearing, and written 

statement submitted 10/23/06) 
31. Bruce Martin, Mariner’s Temple Baptist Church (oral statement at public hearing) 
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32. Charles Komanoff, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
33. Richard Wong, Mae Wong, Oliver Street Block Association (oral statement at public 

hearing, and written testimony submitted 9/12/06) 
34. Bergo Lee, Representing Peter Chui, President Chatham Green Co-op Board (oral 

statement at public hearing, written statement submitted October 4, 2006) 
35. Arlyne Wishner, SBT (oral statement at public hearing) 
36. Stephanie Pinto, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
37. Cara Lucy, The Mariner’s Temple Baptist Church (oral statement at public hearing) 
38. Anne K. Johnson, Community Board 3, Smith Houses (oral statement at public hearing 

and written statement submitted 10/14/06) 
39. Irving Zuckerman, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
40. Minerva Chin, Resident (oral statement at public hearing and written statement submitted 

10/4/06) 
41. Elizabeth Lee, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
42. Geoffery Lee, Resident (oral statement at public hearing and written statement submitted 

10/04/06) 
43. Maureen Albanese, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
44. Shane Yamane, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
45. Ora Gelberg, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
46. Roy Taub, Dewey Ballantine LLP (oral statement at public hearing, and written statement 

dated 10/24/06) 
47. Benjamin Langford, Resident (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
48. Robert Killi, Resident (written statement dated 09/08/06) 
49. Maria Zatuchney, Resident (written statement dated 09/11/06) 
50. Eugene Falik, (written statement submitted 10/23/06) 
51. Aldo Bandini, Dewey Ballantine LLP, (written statement dated 10/24/06) 
52.  Kenneth Kimmerling, Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund (AALDEF) 

(written statement dated (10/24/06) 
53. Civic Center Residents Coalition (CCRC) (petition and written statement submitted 

10/23/06, signed by 65 people) 
54. Asian Americans for Equality (written statement dated 10/20/06) 
55. Betty Lee Sung & Charles Chia Mous Chung, Residents (written statement dated 

9/15/06) 
56. Mary Ann Jung, Resident (written statement dated 9/14/06) 
57. Fai Cheng, Resident (written statement, unknown date) 
58. Ronald D. Bruce, Resident (written statement dated 10/02/06) 
59. Irving Howard, Resident (written statement dated 9/26/06) 
60. Chuck Lee, Resident (written statement dated 9/15/06) 
61. Lawrence F. Hughes, AICP (written statement dated 9/16/06) 
62. Wayne Wong, Resident (written statement dated 9/10/06) 
63. Vita Sabella, Resident (written statement dated (9/15/06) 
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66. Carol Towbin, Resident (written statement dated 9/17/06) 
67. Mariana James, Resident (written statement dated 9/13/06) 
68. Daniel Levine, Resident (written statement, unknown date) 
69. Raymond Cheung, Resident (written statement dated 9/13/06) 
70. Wai-Mon Chan, Resident (written statement dated 9/14/06) 
71. Theodore J. May, Resident (written statement dated 9/9/06) 
72. Joyce West, Resident (written statement dated 9/9/06) 
73. Roberta Singer, Resident (written statement dated 9/10/06) 
74. Karen Glasser, Resident (written statement dated 9/11/06) 
75. Concerned Residents of St. James Church & School (written statement form letter 

submitted by 81 people dated 10/15/06) 
76. May Lee, President, PS 1 PTA (written statement, date unknown) 
77. Oliver Street Block Association (written statement and petition submitted, date unknown, 

signed by 282 people) 
78. Fay Lee, Resident (written statement dated 10/20/06) 
79. Cindy Ma, Resident (written statement dated 10/21/06) 
80. John Hung, Resident (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
81. Philip Seid, Chinatown Ice Cream Factory (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
82. Tracy Chan, Bayard LC Pharmacy Corp. (written statement, date unknown) 
83. United Health Pharmacy, local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
84. Joe’s Shanghai Restaurant, local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
85. Mr. Tang of Mott Street, local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
86. Happy Time Café, local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
87. New Wonton Garden, local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
88. AX Cell Phone Makeup Inc., local business (written statement dated 10/22/06) 
89. Green Tea Café, local business (written statement dated (10/22/06) 
90. Manhattan Florist & Gifts, Ltd., local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
91. Kevin Chin, Resident (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
92. Thomas Lee, Jr., Resident & business owner (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
93. Jade Garden Arts and Crafts Co., local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
94. Chanoodle, local business, (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
95. Mark’s Wine and Spirits Inc., local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
96.  Damon Leong, Long Life Pharmacy Inc. (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
97. HPT Gift Shop, local business (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
98 . Bradford Kwong, Asia Market Corporation (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
99 . Cwong B. Ly, Resident (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
100. Wong Fashion Outlet Inc, local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
101. New Bo Ky Restaurant Inc, local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
102. Danny Lee, Luck Shing Corp., local business (written statement, unknown date) 
103. Wong Fashion Outlet, local business (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
104. Top Ten Hair Design, local business (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
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105. Michael Lam, Canalberry Pharmacy (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
106. Carol Tsao, Resident (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
107. Robert Yee, New Beef King Corp (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
108 . Victor Theung, Fay Da Bakery (written statement dated 10/3/06) 
109. David Nguyen, Haagen Daz (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
110. Shirley Lou, local business owner (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
111. Kang Chen, Hong Xhun Inc. (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
112. Nancy Seid, Resident (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
113. Sai Hung Lam, Hop Lee Restaurant (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
114. Linda Ng, Ming Fay (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
115. Billy (last name unknown), Golden Labe Corp. (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
116. Bok Lei Po Inc., local business (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
117. Lou Young Inc, local business (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
118. Ying Cheung Wong, local business owner (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
119. Name Unknown, local business (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
120. Winnie Yee, Resident (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
121 Juan Tsao, Resident (written statement dated 9/29/06) 
122. Name Illegible, Resident (written statement dated 10/1/06) 
123. Dorothy Thom, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, written statement dated 

10/17/06) 
124. Eric Ng, President, Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association (written statement, 

date unknown) 
125. Michael Leon, Resident (written statement dated 10/13/06) 
126. Herman Philips, Resident (written statement dated 9/31/06) 
127 Gloria Gallowitz, Resident (written statement dated 9/11/06) 
128. Name Unknown, Resident (written statement dated 9/9/06) 
129. Michael Cham, representing Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver (oral statement and 

written statement submitted 9/14/06) 
130. Cynthia Lee, Resident (oral statement at public hearing) 
131. Marty Rosenblatt, Resident (oral statement at public hearing, written statement, date 

unknown) 
132. Mariners’ Baptist Church, (written statement and petition submitted, date unknown, 

signed by 141 people). 
 
A. Project Description 
 
 
Comment A1:  Re-open Park Row (1,6, 9, 11, 31, 32, 44, 53, 54, 55, 57, 60, 62, 75, 77, 

81, 93-122, 124, 129) 
Response:  As discussed in the DEIS, in the wake of the September 11, 2001 

terrorist attacks, NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau conducted 
security assessments of numerous potential terrorist targets within 
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New York City, including government and law enforcement facilities.  
Experience and research demonstrate that terrorists avoid 
“hardened” targets, which are targets that have been reinforced with 
barriers and other deterrents that make the target less vulnerable and 
accessible to attack.  In assessing the security of One Police Plaza, the 
Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that the “secure zone” created 
around the building immediately following the terrorist attacks 
should be maintained to prevent the possibility of a vehicle bomb 
attack on NYPD Headquarters.  As such, Park Row and the other 
streets located within the security zone will continue to remain closed 
to general vehicular traffic for the foreseeable future.    Authorized 
NYPD and government personnel and emergency vehicles are 
permitted through the checkpoints after displaying valid 
identification.  Residents of Chatham Green seeking vehicular access 
to the Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row are permitted 
through the checkpoint at Park Row at Worth Street after displaying 
valid identification, but are not permitted into the security zone 
through any other checkpoint.   In 2005, three bus routes (M103, M15, 
and B51) that had previously been rerouted around Park Row due to 
the security plan, were restored to their original routes down Park 
Row. 

 
Comment A2:  Closing Park Row is the easy answer to One Police Plaza’s security 

needs, but it is neither the most practical nor the most just solution. (1) 
Response:  Comment noted. See response to Comment A1.   
 
Comment A3:  I recognize and respect the need for strong security measures that enable 

the NYPD to continue its great work keeping New Yorkers safe from 
terrorism and crime.  But we owe it to the people of Lower Manhattan to 
ensure that these security measures do not degrade the quality of life and 
economic vitality of the very community that was most directly affected by 
the 9/11 attacks.  (3, 4) 

Response:  The DEIS took a hard look at the effects of the action and provided a 
detailed analysis of various technical areas; it was found that the 
action has resulted in several significant adverse impacts.  Mitigation 
measures are proposed within the EIS include a major 
reconfiguration of Chatham Square, a redesign of Park Row and the 
return of three bus routes to Park Row. 

 
Comment A4:  It is hard for me and for anyone in this community and for anyone to 

accept that Park Row is the only street, which has to be closed 
permanently beyond bus traffic for security purposes. (2) It’s time to come 
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up with a more feasible plan than this. (20) 
Response:  In addition to Park Row (between approximately Worth Street and 

the Brooklyn Bridge) being closed to general vehicular traffic, Pearl 
Street between Foley Square and St. James Place, Madison/Rose 
Streets, between Frankfort Street and St. James Place, and Avenue of 
the Finest are also closed to general vehicular traffic.  After 
September 11, 2001, the Counter Terrorism Bureau concluded that 
the secure zone created around One Police Plaza immediately 
following the terrorist attacks be maintained to prevent the possibility 
of a vehicle bomb attack on NYPD headquarters and adjacent 
government facilities.  The security zone ensures a safe standoff 
distance from potential terrorist attacks.

 
Comment A5:  With all the modern technology available, there should be no reason why 

we cannot apply this technology and figure out a way, whether it’s 
detection technology, reinforcement of certain walls or sidings, additional 
surveillance.  We could have adequate protection and allow traffic to flow 
through this important street [Park Row]. (2)  

Response:  The Counter Terrorism Bureau has determined that the current 
physical standoff distance is presently necessary in order to protect 
the buildings within the security zone from potential terrorist attacks.  

 
Comment A6:  The DEIS does not take into consideration of other planned projects in the 

area.  (2,7,23, 30, 46, 51, 52) 
Response:  As the security plan (the action) has already been implemented, this 

represents an atypical situation as proposed actions are usually 
assessed prior to being implemented.  As such, as discussed above, the 
With-Action condition would be the security plan currently in place in 
2006 as the action has already been implemented.   According to the 
CEQR Technical Manual, predictions for future growth are made for 
the year that the action would be completed.  As the action is 
currently in place, the action has already been completed and 
therefore the analysis year is 2006.  Under the No-Action condition, 
the security plan is not in place in 2006 and takes into account 
changes in the study area that have occurred since the security plan 
has been in place. 

 
Comment A7:  Provide increased and greater and indeed full pedestrian access to Park 

Row.  (3) 
Response:  With the exception of one corridor, the streets in the security zone are 

fully accessible to pedestrians. The pedestrian corridor running 
between NYPD headquarters to the intersection of Madison Street 
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and Pearl Street was closed to pedestrians as part of the security plan.   
With this route closed, pedestrians must travel along the south side of 
the headquarters building along Avenue of the Finest and Madison 
Street.  This alternate route increases walking distance for pedestrians 
by approximately 240-feet or about one average city block, which does 
not constitute as a significant adverse impact. 

 
Comment A8:   There is a failure to address the totality of the NYPD security program.  

The security zone implemented in 1999 and closure of the municipal 
garage should be considered part of the Action. (6, 30, 46, 51, 52)   

Response:  Certain streets proximate to One Police Plaza were closed in 1999, as 
indicated in an EAS, dated April 2, 1999, prepared by the New York 
City Department of Transportation at the request of the NYPD 
(CEQR No. 99DOT011M).  Following the issuance of the EAS in 1999, 
a negative declaration was issued on May 13, 1999.  These pre-
September 11, 2001 street closures, listed below are not part of the 
action but are considered as part of the No-Action condition in this 
EIS: 
• Madison Street between Avenue of the Finest and Pearl Street 

(full closure) 
• Avenue of the Finest between Madison Street and Park Row 

(full closure except for motor vehicles destined to the 
municipal garage) 

• Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street (partial 
closure - southbound direction only) 

 
As part of another unrelated action, in early 2001, an EAS was 
prepared for the Public Safety Answering Center II (CEQR No. 
01NYP002M), to be located in an existing building at 109-113 Park 
Row.  The EAS analyzed the closure of the 400-space municipal 
garage to the public, and a negative declaration was issued on June 
12, 2001.  The garage was then officially closed to the public on June 
30, 2001.  However, following the events of September 11, 2001, the 
NYPD decided not to go forward with the above-mentioned project 
and the building remained vacant.  The municipal garage was 
rehabilitated and re-opened to NYPD authorized vehicles in April 
2004.  As the closure of the municipal garage occurred prior to the 
post-9/11 security plan, it is also included in this EIS as part of the No-
Action condition.  Therefore, potential combined impacts of the action 
in conjunction with the 1999 closures and the municipal garage 
closure, if any, are revealed by the analyses conducted of the action 
and disclosed in the DEIS.   
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Comment A9:  The refusal of the NYPD to examine all elements of the NYPD security 

plan is an example of illegal segmentation. (6, 30, 46, 51, 52) 
Response:  See response to Comment A8.    As the closures of the 400-space 

municipal garage and the 1999 street closures occurred previous to 
and independent of the post-9/11 security plan, these previous actions 
are not part of the With-Action condition.  

 
Comment A10: The idea of NYPD decentralizing is, in and of itself, an excellent security 

measure.  Many companies now decentralize and encourage 
telecommuting. (7) 

Response:  One Police Plaza is located in close proximity to a unique 
concentration of civic and governmental land uses. Several of these 
are located wholly or partially within the security zone itself, namely, 
the Metropolitan Correction Center and a United States District 
Courthouse, as well as the Municipal Building, the United States 
Courthouse, containing the U.S. Court of Appeals, and the New York 
County Courthouse, home to the New York State Supreme Court. 
Given the functions hosted by One Police Plaza, and the close 
coordination required between the NYPD and the criminal justice 
system, it is essential for all of the functions within police 
headquarters to be located within close proximity to the court 
facilities and detention centers, as well as the seat of government.  As 
such, the decentralization of NYPD headquarters is not a feasible 
option.  

 
Comment A11: Park Row is a major artery for the Chinatown community and it has been 

cut off. (9) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment A12: Street closures of more than five years are not temporary. (9) 
Response:  The security zone will be in effect consistent with the Counter 

Terrorism Bureau’s current threat assessment.   
 
Comment A13: The objective of the DEIS is not to provide greater access through Park 

Row, but to keep the area locked down. (1, 129) 
Response:  The objective of the DEIS is to analyze the effects of the action, 

pursuant to the CEQR Technical Manual, which is the security plan 
that was implemented after September 11, 2001 to restrict 
unauthorized vehicles from the roadways adjacent to the civic 
facilities located near One Police Plaza, including NYPD 
headquarters, the New York State Supreme Court, and the United 
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States Courthouse.   
 
Comment A14:  Although the DEIS is more comprehensive then the previous EAS, the 

NYPD should do additional air quality, traffic, and economic impact 
studies and present their findings to the community before finalizing the 
EIS. (1, 129) 

Response:  The air quality, traffic, and socioeconomic scope of work were 
established in the Final Scope of Work (dated June 26, 2006) for this 
EIS.   However, in response to comments on the DEIS, additional 
surveying and analysis for the socioeconomic analysis has been 
undertaken.   

 
Comment A15: Police headquarters is a terrorist target not from the buses or people 

driving cars who might be a terrorist bomb, the real terror is beneath the 
ground because you have an extensive system of subways that go 
underneath Police Plaza. (133) 

Response:  Comment noted.   The NYPD and Counter Terrorism Bureau 
continuously conduct threat assessments and undertake actions 
accordingly.   

 
Comment A16: Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street is not southbound. It 

runs east-west. It is supposed to be one-way but there is always two-way 
traffic on it. (18, 24) 

Response:  Pearl Street between Park Row and Madison Street runs north-south.  
It is closed to southbound traffic and is considered a one-way 
northbound roadway.   Consideration of violations of traffic 
regulations on this roadway is not within the scope of work for this 
EIS.   

 
Comment A17: The study refers to Park Row as a north-south route, but it was actually a 

major vehicle conduit between the east and west sides of Lower 
Manhattan for the past 20 years. (20) 

Response:  Comment noted.   The DEIS states in Chapter 6, “Neighborhood 
Character” that Park Row was an active through street connecting 
the Financial District to Chinatown and the Civic Center area prior to 
September 11, 2001.  The geographic orientation of the streets makes 
it more logical to describe it as north-south versus, say, Worth Street 
which is east-west oriented.  

       
Comment A18: There is no logic that indicates that Park Row is in need of a security 

hardening process. The claims of the police department that this is 
necessary must be analyzed instead of taken as a given. (20, 50) 
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Response:  See response to Comment A1.   
 
Comment A19: Why does the buffer around police headquarters extend 700 feet to the 

north, but only 300 feet on the Brooklyn Bridge FDR ramp, 500 feet from 
St. James Place, and 300 feet from Park Row south exit of the Brooklyn 
Bridge?  Shouldn’t it be 700 feet in all directions from the center of One 
Police Plaza? (23) 

Response:  In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, NYPD’s 
Counter Terrorism Bureau conducted a security assessment of Police 
Headquarters and the other adjacent civic facilities.  It was 
determined that the current standoff distance in the security zone is 
necessary to protect these facilities from a potential terrorist threat.   

 
Comment A20: Relocate the northern barriers so that they would be south of the Chatham 

Green driveway. (23) 
Response:  As discussed in Chapter 12, “Alternatives,” an analysis of relocating 

the current checkpoint on Park Row approximately 125 feet to the 
south in an effort to establish a free-flowing entrance/exit to the 
Chatham Green parking lot was performed.  However, this proposed 
alternative was reviewed and evaluated by NYPD’s Counter 
Terrorism Bureau and it was determined that this alternative would 
not allow sufficient stand-off distance between NYPD headquarters 
and the Chatham Green parking lot.   

 
Comment A21: The choice of 2006 as a study year ignores the effects of the action over 

the past 5 years. (26) 
Response:  The DEIS analyzes the baseline condition (pre-9/11 street closures), 

the No-Action condition (2006 without the post-9/11 street closures in 
place), and With-Action condition (2006 with the post-9/11 street 
closures in place).  In each chapter of the DEIS, a discussion of pre-
9/11 conditions and post-9/11 conditions within the study area, which 
includes changes in the study area between the baseline condition and 
the action condition, is included. Therefore, the choice of 2006 as the 
analysis year includes discussion of the effects of the action over the 
past 5 years.   

 
Comment A22: Madison Street and Avenue of the Finest were not closed in 1999. Both 

streets were used as approaches to the municipal garage until it was 
closed in 2001. (26) 

Response:  The EAS for the 1999 street closures, dated April 2, 1999 (CEQR# 
99DOT011M), indicated that Madison Street between Avenue of the 
Finest and Pearl Street was fully closed, while Avenue of the Finest 
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between Madison Street and Park Row was closed to traffic with the 
exception of vehicles destined to the municipal parking garage.  This 
information is included within the DEIS.   

 
Comment A23: The DEIS fails to comply with State law in letter and intent. (30) 
Response:  The DEIS was prepared  in accordance with Article 8 of the New 

York State Environmental Conservation Law and the regulations 
promulgated pursuant thereto at 6 NYCRR Part 617 (State 
Environmental Quality Review Act or “SEQRA”), Executive Order 
91 of 1977, as amended, and the Rules of Procedure for City 
Environmental Quality Review, found at Title 62, Chapter 5 of the 
Rules of the City of New York (“CEQR”).  In addition, the EIS is 
being prepared in satisfaction of requirements for community 
reassessment, impact and amelioration (CRIA) pursuant to Local 
Law 24 of 2005.  The CEQR process, which includes public review 
and hearings, will fully satisfy the CRIA requirements including the 
public forum requirement. 

 
Comment A24: I prefer to have Park Row closed. (46) 
Response:  Comment noted.    
 
 
B. Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 
 
No Comments 

 
 
C. Community Facilities 
 
Comment C1:  Ambulance response times for residents who live in and around the 

security zone have gone up. I am concerned that emergency response 
vehicles have to navigate through standstill traffic to reach New York 
Downtown Hospital (1,3,4,6, 9, 55, 60, 66, 68, 73, 90, 124, 129) 

Response:  The subject of ambulance response times were analyzed in detail in 
Chapter 3, “Community Facilities,” of the DEIS.   Response times are 
generally the same throughout the study area when compared to 
Manhattan and Citywide.  As stated in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, 
although response times within the study area have increased slightly 
between 2000 and 2005, the same is true for Manhattan as a whole as 
well as Citywide. As further stated in the DEIS, emergency service 
vehicles dispatched from and destined to New York Downtown 
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hospital, if necessary, are granted access through the security zone at 
the barrier locations after displaying proper identification.   

 
Comment C2:  For the health and safety of those who live and work in Lower Manhattan, 

it is imperative that the effect of the street closures on emergency response 
time is accurately measured and that appropriate mitigations are carried 
out. (3, 4) 

Response:  Data on emergency response times for the study area, Manhattan, and 
Citywide were provided by the FDNY.  Although response times 
within the study area have increased slightly between 2000 and 2005, 
the same is true for Manhattan as a whole as well as Citywide.  As 
such, no impacts to emergency facility access have occurred as a result 
of the street closures and no mitigation is warranted.   In addition, 
although response times in the study area are comparable to response 
times in Manhattan and City wide, the proposed traffic mitigation 
plans described in the DEIS would improve traffic flow in the area 
which may improve EMS response times in the area.  

   
Comment C3:  We have seen and we have had confirmed by experts, including the 

director of the emergency room of our local hospital, New York 
Downtown Hospital, that there is a delay in ambulance response times as 
a direct result of the closure and the way the closure is maintained, and 
this does jeopardize lives of people within the security area and without 
because of the difficulty in transversing, as well as reaching the victims of 
cardiac arrest or other life-threatening situations. (2, 42) 

Response:  Comment noted.   As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, several 
interviews were conducted with New York Downtown Hospital 
emergency department staff. While all interviewees provided 
anecdotal information regarding the effect of the street closures on 
emergency response times, none could provide actual data as 
emergency response times are kept by the FDNY and not by the 
hospital. Although there were differences in the opinions of New York 
Downtown Hospital emergency room and emergency medical service 
staff on whether access to the hospital’s emergency room has been 
affected by the street closures, FDNY response times, which are 
detailed and quantitative, indicate that response to emergencies in the 
study area have not been affected by the street closures.   

    
Comment C4:  The DEIS does not explain why the increase for the study area is more 

than twice the increase for the rest of the city. Further research must be 
conducted.  Interviewing emergency medical technicians could provide 
invaluable insight as to why there has been an increase in response times. 
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(3) 
Response:  A more important indicator to examine whether response times in the 

study area have been affected by the street closures is to compare 
response times before and after the security zone was in place.  
Between 2000 and 2005, response times increased by 13 seconds, 22 
seconds, and 21 seconds in the study area, Manhattan, and Citywide, 
respectively.  As stated above, response times are generally the same 
throughout the study area when compared to Manhattan and the 
Citywide. Therefore, the increases and decreases in response times 
cannot only be directly attributed to the street closures, but can be 
attributed to various factors that can affect response times. 

 
Comment C5:  The DEIS concludes that the increase in emergency response time is not 

due to the street closures in the security zone and therefore no mitigation 
is offered.  This conclusion has not been adequately justified. (3, 46, 51, 
52) A potential mitigation worthy of study is to have EMS units posted 
inside of the barricades 24 hours a day. (3) 

Response:  See response to Comment C2 and C4. 
 
Comment C6:  Despite EIS claims to the contrary, FDNY vehicles do not traverse the 

secure zone.  Likewise, ambulances from NY Downtown Hospital do not 
enter the secure zone.  (7) 

Response:  Comment noted.  While FDNY vehicles and ambulance destined to 
NY Downtown Hospital are permitted through the security zone, an 
ambulance or FDNY vehicle may re-route around the security zone at 
the discretion of the operator. 

    
Comment C7:  Data on ambulance response times pre- and post-9/11 should be included. 

(6, 11, 46, 51, 52) Anecdotal information/data should be provided from 
Downtown Hospital’s staff. (6) 

Response:  Ambulance response times pre- and post-9/11 were included in the 
DEIS for the quarter-mile study area, Manhattan, and Citywide.  This 
data was provided by the New York City Fire Department.  Anecdotal 
information from New York Downtown Hospital’s staff is also 
included in the DEIS in Chapter 3, “Community Facilities” (see 
response to Comment C3) 

 
Comment C8:  The average emergency vehicle response time stated in the DEIS is 4 

minutes. But it takes longer than four minutes for ambulances to arrive to 
an emergency. (29) 

Response:  Comment noted.  The average emergency response times stated in the 
DEIS provided by the FDNY, range between 4:29 and 5:02 between 
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the years 2000-2005 for the study area.  As these times reflect average 
response times, it may sometimes take more or less time to respond to 
a specific emergency in the study area.  

 
Comment C9:  The emergency response times in the DEIS are based on off-hour 

statistics. (68) 
Response:  The emergency response times listed in the DEIS are averages times 

of responses to emergencies that occur at all hours of the day and 
night, weekdays and weekends, and therefore represents conditions in 
the field.   

 
Comment C10: There is a mesh wire fence that encircles a fire hydrant in front of Murray 

Bergtraum HS which cannot be accessed. (6) 
Response:  Comment noted. As discussed in the DEIS, the FDNY stated that they 

are able to respond and operate within the security zone.   
 
 
D. Socioeconomic Conditions 

 
Comment D1:  I am gravely concerned that businesses are closing their doors because 

they have lost customers due to increased traffic and decreased 
accessibility. (1,6, 44, 129) 

Response:  As discussed in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” the observed 
vacancy rate within the Chinatown Historic District was 
approximately 1.7% and the overall study area had an observed 
vacancy rate of approximately 8% based on field surveys conducted 
in 2005.  As discussed further in Chapter 4, the vacancy rate for the 
overall study area appears to be lower than the vacancy rate in the 
Downtown area below Canal Street (23.3% vacancy rate), while the 
vacancy rate in Historic Chinatown is significantly lower.  The low 
vacancy rate in the Historic Chinatown District and the study area as 
a whole indicates a low number of vacant storefronts/buildings.  

 
Comment D2:  The methodology for the selection of businesses and business areas 

surveyed is not adequately explained and to the extent that it is explained, 
it does not comport or conform to normal scientific statistical sampling 
methodologies. (2, 10, 27) 

Response:  As explained in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, in order to assess whether 
proximity to the security zone has a direct correlation to business 
patterns, field surveys were conducted within the Historic Chinatown 
sub-area and other portions of Chinatown north of Canal Street and 
east of the Bowery/Catherine Street. A random sample of 
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approximately 20 businesses in each of those three geographic areas 
was selected, and an attempt was made to divide the surveys equally 
between restaurants and retail businesses (gifts, jewelry, clothing, 
supermarket, etc.) in each area. 

 
The business surveys included questions regarding business 
conditions in 2005 compared to the previous year (2004), whether the 
security zone has affected the business, and if so, in what way. Other 
questions related to business category, number of employees, and 
duration of time each business has been at the current location. 
Comments and suggestions for improving business conditions were 
also noted. 
 
However, as a response to comments, a new survey has been 
conducted and the methodology and results of the survey have been 
included in the FEIS in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions” and 
in Appendix A.  

 
Comment D3:  Need to recognize the impact of the closure of Park Row in curtailing 

business, visitation and tourism. (2, 46, 51, 52) 
Response:  The socioeconomic chapter includes a detailed analysis of indirect 

business displacement and tourism, which concluded that the action 
has not resulted in indirect business displacement or in impacts to the 
tourism industry.   

 
Comment D4:  There are several flaws in the execution of the [socioeconomic] 

assessment.  Many Chinatown small business owners and workers speak 
Chinese as their first or only language.  The DEIS states that a translator 
was present when necessary for the surveys, but there is no detail 
provided on precisely how the surveys/interviews were conducted.  The 
DEIS does not indicate any degree of cultural sensitivity outside the need 
to have a translator “present when necessary.”  There is no information 
provided as to exactly which businesses were surveyed.  The DEIS only 
covers generally the types of questions asked, but does not include a copy 
of the survey instrument, nor all the collected responses. (3, 11, 27, 46, 51, 
52) 

Response:  As a response to comments, an expanded survey was conducted.   All 
of the surveyors for the new survey spoke both English and Chinese.  
A description of the methodology for the survey is discussed in detail 
in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions” and a copy of the survey is 
included in Appendix A.    
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Comment D5:  The DEIS relies heavily upon vacancy rates and rents to gauge the 
economic vitality of the study area.  These are important measures, but 
they must be assessed in conjunction with other data such as turnover 
rates and the types of tenants the succeeded the previous tenants. (3) 

Response:  As per the CEQR Technical Manual, and discussed in Chapter 4 of the 
DEIS, field observations were made during peak business times to 
determine level of activity, condition of buildings, and presence or 
absence of vacant properties – all of which can be indicators of 
economic conditions. The retail corridors throughout the Historic 
Chinatown sub-area and the study area are very active, with a low 
observed vacancy rate.  Field observations also indicate that the 
majority of businesses within the study area are neighborhood 
services such as personal care, travel services, and cleaning and 
tailoring; shopping goods such as apparel, jewelry, and gift stores; 
and eating and drinking places.  As illustrated in Table 4-12 of 
Chapter 4, the Historic Chinatown sub-area represents the retail 
heart of the study area with 80% of the study area’s eating and 
drinking places, 78% of its neighborhood services, and 68% of its 
food stores.   This data indicates that these types businesses (eating 
and drinking places, retail, food stores, neighborhood services), which 
have always been predominate within the study area, continue to be 
the predominate businesses.   

 
Comment D6:  The [business] survey results support the conclusion that the street 

closings directly impacted nearby businesses and warrant mitigation. One 
possible mitigation could be hosting a forum or a series of forums for 
small business owners in the area that inform them of various financial 
resources available to them a how they can apply to those programs. (3) 

Response:  The results of the business survey are, at most, inconclusive.  While 
registering individual beliefs, the survey results show that respondents 
in the study area are almost evenly split regarding that the barriers 
have had on local businesses.  While most respondents in Historic 
Chinatown attributed the barriers to a decline in business than in 
other neighboring areas, businesses east of the Bowery, which also 
borders the barriers, largely indicated that the barriers have not had 
an impact.  The survey results are also not supported by objective 
economic measures identified in the CEQR Technical Manual such as 
property values and vacancy rates.  The security zone has not 
significantly adversely affected the viability of the Chinatown retail 
and restaurant sectors, which continue to be a major draw for both 
residents and tourists. As such, no mitigation is required.   
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Comment D7:  The DEIS uses a generic research model to determine economic health 
and does not consider indicators of detrimental impact on the character 
and local sustainability of the community.  There must be collaboration 
with local organizations in order to obtain a more accurate assessment of 
business activity. (3, 27) 

Response:  The DEIS followed the guidelines within the CEQR Technical Manual 
in preparing the socioeconomic analysis.      

 
Comment D8:  The Asian American Federation of New York conducted surveys from it’s 

two reports on the economic impacts of 9/11 on Chinatown.  The data 
from those reports could be utilized for the EIS and the methodology for 
the survey research could be adopted and tailored to the needs of this 
study. (3) 

Response:  The data presented in these reports do not directly relate to the 
socioeconomic analysis conducted in the EIS. In addition, these 
reports analyzed the overall effect of 9/11 on the Chinatown 
community, whereas the EIS analysis tries to isolate the effects of the 
security plan on Chinatown from the overall effects of 9/11. However, 
these reports were utilized in the socioeconomic analysis in the 
discussions of the garment and tourism industry.  Also, see response 
to Comment D4.  

 
Comment D9:  The economic effects of 9/11 are still being felt in the study area. The 

DEIS uses that fact to conclude that any decline in economic activity is 
most likely due to the 9/11 aftermath and not the street closures.  (3) 

Response:  See response to Comment D6.  
 
Comment D10: The closure of Park Row and barricading One Police Plaza have not only 

brought great inconvenience to residences and businesses, but there has 
been an economic loss, and proper survey of the Chinatown community 
would indicate that there has been a lot of lost business. (5,9) 

Response:  See response to Comment D4. 
 
Comment D11: Since the closure of Park Row, my extended family prefers not to come to 

Chinatown to dine and have family get-togethers. (9) The street closures 
have an effect on people who want to shop and dine in the area. (6, 7, 130) 

Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment D12: An overwhelming majority of the merchants disagree with the DEIS 

report’s conclusion that the Park Row closure has had little impact on the 
local business community. (10) 

Response:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment D6.   
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Comment D13: These apartments [Chatham Green and Chatham Towers] are susceptible 

to changes in property values dues to market forces. (10, 33) Chatham 
Green is not a Mitchell-Lama housing development. (12,14,18,19, 
23,24,25,26, 34, 46, 51, 52, 57,66, 68,71) 

Response:  The EIS has been revised to clearly state that Chatham Green and 
Chatham Towers are are susceptible to changes in property values.  

 
Comment D14: The claim that the street closures do not have effect on the City’s tourism 

industry has little bearing on the local problems addressed by this DEIS. 
This is an example of inappropriate use of data made by the investigators 
to support NYPD’s claims. (10) 

Response:  The DEIS presents an overview of the City’s overall tourism industry 
in addition to a detailed analysis of how the action has affected 
Chinatown’s tourism industry, specifically.  The comparison of the 
tourism industry in Chinatown and the City shows that the effects of 
9/11 were felt throughout the entire tourism industry and these 
negative effects seemed to have lessened with time in both Chinatown 
and the City as a whole.   

 
Comment D15: The question is not whether the 9/11 attacks affected the decline of the 

tourist activities, but how to separate the impact of the Park Row closure 
from other contributing factors to the recovery of the 9/11 attacks.  The 
report made no attempt to separate the effect of these contributing factors. 
(10) 

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  The DEIS does attempt to isolate the 
effects of the street closures from the overall effect of 9/11.  As stated 
in Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” in order to isolate the 
effects of the action, from the overall effects of the 9/11 attacks, the 
study area patterns were compared to all of Lower Manhattan as well 
as another geographic area to the west of Broadway (Tribeca), all of 
which were affected by the events of September 11, 2001.  This 
comparative analysis identified whether there were any trends that 
are applicable to the study area that are not evident in Lower 
Manhattan as a whole and/or in a sampled area to the west of the 
study area (Tribeca).  The DEIS concluded that study area patterns 
are consistent with trends throughout Lower Manhattan and that 
there is no evidence that the limit in accessibility has resulted in any 
secondary business displacement.   

   
Comment D16: A careful reading of Chapter 4 reveals that the presented data are either 

not directly relevant to the issue discussed or totally inadequate to justify 



 One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                    Chapter 16: Response to Comments           
 
 
 

 16-20 

these conclusions. (10) 
Response:  Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” was prepared following the 

guidelines presented in the CEQR Technical Manual.  Per CEQR 
guidelines, the chapter included a detailed analysis of indirect 
residential displacement, indirect business displacement, and adverse 
effects on specific industries (in this case, tourism).  The 
methodological approach developed for the analysis (see Chapter 4 
for detailed methodology) did provide a relevant and meaningful 
analysis, while adhering to the CEQR guidelines. The conclusions 
found in the DEIS were supported by extensive relevant and 
reputable data sources such as the U.S. Census, The New York City 
Department of Finance, and the New York State Department of 
Labor, for example (see Chapter 4 for detailed sources). 

 
Comment D17: There is no indication that the consultant consulted with any of the several 

scholars that have conducted studies about Chinatown. (11) 
Response:  The socioeconomic analysis utilized relevant studies, articles, and data 

sources such as Chinatown One Year After September 11th: An 
Economic Impact Study by the Asian American Federation of New 
York and the U.S. Census for example (see Chapter 4 for complete 
data sources).   In addition, field survey and business interviews were 
conducted.  The findings and conclusions of this detailed analysis were 
documented in the EIS. 

 
Comment D18: The DEIS took an incomplete “snap-shot” of Chinatown businesses, 

which does not tell the story of how the closure of Park Row has impacted 
the Chinatown business community. (11) 

Response:  The socioeconomic analysis examined employment, business, and 
commercial real estate trends between 2000 and 2005 within the study 
area, which includes Chinatown. By looking at trends from the past 5 
years, this provides a picture of how the street closures have affected 
businesses within the area.   

  
Comment D19: Churches were not considered in this survey. (21) 
Response:   As churches are not businesses, they are not considered in the 

socioeconomic analysis. 
 
Comment D20: Property values at Chatham Green have gone down since the streets have 

been closed. (25, 26, 57,71) 
Response:   As discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, although specific data on 

average and median sales prices for Chatham Green co-ops, which is 
located within the security zone, are not available, recent real estate 
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listings in the New York Times and on real estate firms’ websites 
indicate that asking prices for Chatham Green co-op apartments are 
comparable to the average and median sale price in the Financial 
District for the 3rd Quarter 2005.  Therefore, as the sales values of the 
Chatham Green co-ops are comparable to other co-op sales values 
within Lower Manhattan, it appears that the street closures have not 
affected property values at Chatham Green.  

 
Comment D21: No interviews were conducted with residents or businesses inside the 

security zone. (26) 
Response:  Interviewing residents is not part of a CEQR socioeconomic analysis 

and therefore not within the scope of work for this socioeconomic 
analysis.  Businesses were surveyed as part of the DEIS, and since it 
was issued additional interviews with businesses in the study area 
have been conducted including businesses within the security zone. 

 
Comment D22: The conclusion of no measurable impact on businesses does not match up 

with actual experiences. (26) 
Response:  Comment noted.   However, the data presented in the socioeconomic 

analysis supports the conclusion the action has not resulted in any 
significant adverse impacts to indirect residential displacement, 
indirect business displacement, and tourism.   

 
Comment D23: The sample size for the survey was too small. (6, 27, 46, 51, 52) 
Response:  As presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, a random sample of 

approximately 20 businesses from three geographic areas (Historic 
Chinatown, Chinatown north of Canal Street east of the 
Bowery/Catherine Street) to determine whether the security zone has 
affected business in those areas.  As a response to comments, an 
additional survey was conducted between the DEIS and FEIS with 
approximately 300 businesses surveyed in those three geographic 
areas.   

 
Comment D24: There was no commentary expressing the anger, frustration of anyone 

who was interviewed. (27) 
Response:  The questions asked were very specific and the interviewer recorded 

the responses.  Emotional commentaries, if any, were not considered 
as the state of mind of the interviewee is not relevant to the analysis. 

 
Comment D25: The closer you get to Park Row and Mott Street, the more times a 

storefront has changed hands in the last 5 years. (27) The street closures 
have had a negative impact on Mott Street. (132) 
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Response:  See response to Comment D5.  As discussed in the EIS, the median 
rate of property values increased on Mott Street (between Worth 
Street and Canal Street) between tax years 2001/02 and 2005/06, with 
the median rate of increase actually highest in the section of Mott 
Street closest to the security zone (between Worth and Mosco Streets).  
Therefore, with increased property values, the findings do not support 
that there has been a negative impact on Mott Street.  

 
Comment D26: The street closures have affected the economic vitality of our 

neighborhood and have negatively impacted businesses. (6, 45, 56, 60, 81-
90, 93-122,124, 125) The street closures have dampened Chinatown’s 
economic recovery effort (130). 

Response:  Although the action has limited traffic accessibility to some parts of 
the study area, there is no evidence that this limit in accessibility has 
resulted in any secondary business displacement, and as such, no 
significant adverse impacts have occurred.   

 
Comment D27: The section of the socioeconomic analysis in the DEIS that deals with 

property values on Mott Street did not use any actual data to arrive at 
conclusions but instead provided some estimates of property values over a 
period of time. No sales figures were provided which would have shown 
the true measure of what property values would have been. (131) 

Response:  The property value analysis on Mott Street that was included in the 
DEIS utilized the New York City Department of Finance’s 5-year 
Market Value History Reports for Tax Years 2001/02 through 
2005/06 for each tax lot fronting on Mott Street.    

 
Comment D28: The conclusions in the DEIS about property values on Mott Street is 

contrary to what has actually happened. A walk down Mott Street and 
discussions with storeowners would have painted a different picture. (131) 

Response:  See response to Comment D25. 
 
Comment D29: New York City Department of Finance assessment information and year-

to-year changes are measured by percentage changes to arrive at data 
and not median calculations in any measure. This fact was missing in the 
DEIS. (131) 

Response:  The DEIS reports the Department of Finance data for year-to-year 
changes in percentages for property values along Mott Street.  
However, in order to provide a more accurate basis for assessment, 
the median rate of property value increase was calculated for each 
portion of Mott Street analyzed.  The median is more appropriate as a 
measure of central tendency in this case because, unlike the average, it 
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is not sensitive to abnormally high or low values.   
 
Comment D31: The following tables should have been included in the Mott Street property 

value analysis in the DEIS (see tables prepared by commenter in 
Appendix B): 

• Comparing tax assessments of Mott Street with Manhattan for 
fiscal years 2005-2006 

• Comparing Mott Street tax assessment changes by sections of Mott 
Street for fiscal years 2005-2006 

• Comparing Mott Street tax assessments arranged by median 
numbers by sections of Mott Street for fiscal years 2005-2006 

• Table showing tax assessments for all of Mott Street by section and 
side of Mott Street. (131) 

Response:  The DEIS does include a comparison of property values on Mott 
Street between tax years 2001/02 to 2005/06.  A comparison of 
property values pre-street closures to post-closures provides a better 
indicator for evaluating whether the security plan has had an adverse 
impact on property values than comparing property values and tax 
assessments between 2005 and 2006.  Also, see response to Comment 
D25. 

  
 

E. Urban Design and Visual Resources 
 
Comment E1:  The DEIS readily acknowledges that the features of the security zone have 

had significant adverse impacts on urban design.  (3) 
Response:  Comment noted.   See response to Comment E2. 
 
Comment E2:  The closure of the public walkways and extensive security features and 

fences makes the area is aesthetically unpleasant. (6, 7, 40)  
Response:  The security plan has altered the urban design of the security zone 

area, yielding a significant adverse impact.  Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” 
provides a description of measures to be developed to mitigate the 
urban design impacts.  These recommendations are intended to 
address the closure of Park Row by making it more aesthetically 
pleasing and pedestrian and bicycle friendly.   
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F. Neighborhood Character 
 
Comment F1:  The residents of Chatham Green and Chatham Towers will forever feel as 

though they live in a lock-down barricaded zone, making simple tasks and 
arduous and complicated procedure. (1, 40, 41, 43, 50, 129) 

Response:  Although Chatham Towers is partially located within the security 
zone, vehicular and pedestrian access is not restricted into this 
building.  At Chatham Green, also partially located in the security 
zone, vehicle access is controlled for residents destined to the parking 
lot.  Pedestrian access is not restricted for pedestrians destined to 
Chatham Green.    

    
Comment F2:  Chinatown and other neighborhoods of Lower Manhattan should not be 

forced to bear an undue burden nor do they want their communities turned 
into fortresses. (11) 

Response:  As stated in the DEIS, the terrorist attacks on the World Trade 
Center on September 11, 2001 resulted in greater security measures 
being implemented all over the City, particularly in Lower Manhattan 
due to the large number of government offices and financial 
institutions located there.  Security devices such as, delta barriers, 
French barriers, bollards, and concrete planters, although typically 
not aesthetically pleasing, have become part of the landscape of the 
City after September 11, 2001.   The street closures are necessary 
security measures and will continue to stay in place, while the threat 
remains.  

 
Comment F3:  The closure of Park Row is trampling upon the Chinatown community. 

(32) 
Response:  Although the action has resulted in increases in traffic and noise 

around the perimeter of the security zone, this has not altered the 
defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area, and in 
particular Chinatown, which has always been heavily trafficked.   
However, as discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” the urban design 
impacts that have occurred as a result of the action has affected 
neighborhood character (within the security zone) will be mitigated to 
enhance the streetscape and make the area more aesthetically 
pleasing.   

 
Comment F4:  The NYPD has created a police state in the neighborhood that is very off-

putting to residents and visitors. (45) 
Response:  Comment noted. See response to Comments F2 and F3. 
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Comment F5:  The surrounding neighborhood was bustling with activity now it looks like 
a parking lot for NYPD and court officials. (6) 

Response:  As stated in the DEIS, after conducting a detailed Neighborhood 
Character analysis, the action was found not to have altered the 
defining neighborhood characteristics of the study area surrounding 
the security zone.  Also, see response to Comments to F3 and G13. 

 
Comment F6:  Chatham Green seems to have been closed off from the rest of the 

community. (67) 
Response:  The DEIS recognizes that the action has created a disconnect between 

the security zone area (where Chatham Green is located) and the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Despite this negative alteration, the 
security features are considered necessary to protect potential 
terrorist targets and these features will remain in place as long as a 
potential terrorist threat exists.   

 
 
G. Traffic and Parking 

 
Comment G1:  The most obvious impact of the closure of Park Row has been bottleneck 

traffic on the streets surrounding Park Row causing delays.  (1,21,55, 56, 
60, 62, 63, 67, 79, 92, 126, 127, 128, 129) 

Response:  A detailed analysis of traffic has found that the action has resulted in 
significant adverse impacts at 4 locations (see Chapter 7, “Traffic and 
Parking” for list of impacted intersections).   Full mitigation is 
proposed for all impacted locations; however, one impacted location 
(Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place and Pearl Street) will remain 
unmitigated.   

 
Comment G2:  The NYPD needs to maintain and expand its commitment of prevent the 

parking abuse in the surrounding community and that includes the use of 
Park Row as a parking lot for civilian vehicles by either uniformed or 
civilian employees of the police department. (2,8, 53, 54) 

Response:  Currently, there is no parking permitted on Park Row for anyone, 
including City employees.   In addition, as stated in the DEIS, while 
illegal parking by both government employees and civilians is 
prevalent in the study area, the security plan has not resulted in this 
condition. 

 
Comment G3:  There needs to be a plan including the full reopening of the Police Plaza 

garage and full utilization of the federal garage on Hester Street, which is 
currently underutilized. (2) 
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Response:  The 400-space garage located at 109-133 Park Row is currently open 
to NYPD authorized vehicles and is fully utilized.  The EIS has been 
updated to clearly state this.  The federal parking garage is not under 
City control, and therefore the City cannot take any steps to insure 
that it is more fully utilized.  

 
Comment G4:  The security zone did not create the traffic congestion and parking 

shortage, but it has exacerbated those problems. (3, 74)  
Response:  Comment noted.    

 
Comment G5:  The DEIS partially relies upon traffic data from the 2004 One Police 

Plaza Security Plan EAS.  This is inappropriate considering that New 
York State Supreme Court judgment against the NYPD specifically 
mentioned the need to re-examine the traffic and parking analysis in the 
2004 EAS. (3) 

Response:  The traffic analysis in the EIS relies on multiple sources to construct a 
baseline pre-9/11 condition.  The 2004 One Police Plaza Security Plan 
EAS was utilized for pre-9/11 traffic volumes at some study area 
intersections in addition to the 1993 Foley Square FEIS, the 2004 
World Trade Center Memorial and Redevelopment Plan GEIS and 
additional source material provided by NYCDOT to construct a 
baseline traffic network.  In addition, traffic data was collected in the 
field in 2005 that was utilized for With-Action traffic analysis. 

 
Comment G6:  In order to provide the fairest assessment for the community, conservative 

traffic data should be used for the baseline and no-action conditions. 
Additionally, there should be extensive and thorough fieldwork conducted 
to determine the current conditions, and less reliance on the traffic 
modeling software. (3) 

Response:   Extensive fieldwork was conducted within the traffic study area. 
Traffic counts were conducted in 2005 at 28 intersections in addition 
to vehicle classification counts, parking surveys, physical inventories 
of intersections, and speed runs to record existing conditions.  It was 
found that several significant adverse traffic impacts have resulted as 
a result of the action.  Traffic simulation was utilized to provide a 
visual representation of how the street closures have affected 
congestion and traffic queuing within the immediate vicinity of the 
security zone and to help test mitigation measures.  

   
Comment G7:  The DEIS does not divulge whether or not the municipal garage is being 

fully utilized [by NYPD-authorized vehicles]. (3, 50, 74) 
Response:  See response to Comment G3. 
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Comment G8:  Under-reporting of vehicles calls into question the air/noise pollution 

data.  (6,30) 
Response:  No-Action and With-Action traffic volumes in the EIS have not been 

under-reported.  With-Action traffic volumes are based on actual field 
counts and therefore provide an actual measure of traffic in the study 
area.  The air quality and noise analyses which also include actual 
field measurements, are accurate and reflect the effects of the street 
closures.  

 
Comment G9:  The Park Row exit ramp from the Brooklyn Bridge that was closed 

formerly processed 500 to 700 vehicles an hour onto Park Row north.  Its 
closure in 2001 diverted them somewhere. Nowhere in the DEIS is this 
discussed. (6, 11, 30) 

Response:  All vehicles that formerly traveled on streets within the security zone, 
including the now closed Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp, were diverted 
elsewhere within the immediate surrounding network to streets such 
as Pearl Street/St. James Place, Centre Street and Worth Street.  This 
is shown in the With-Action traffic volume diagrams.   In addition, 
the baseline traffic volumes description in Chapter 7, “Traffic and 
Parking,” includes a discussion of vehicles that formerly entered the 
security zone from Park Row, Pearl Street, and the Brooklyn Bridge 
Manhattan bound exit ramp to Park Row.  

 
Comment G10: Conditions beyond 2006 are totally ignored in the DEIS.  No mention of 

the redevelopment of Lower Manhattan and Downtown Brooklyn.  (6, 30, 
35, 46, 51, 52, 56) The EIS must examine conditions at least 10 to 20 
years into the future, not simply the present year. (11, 30) 

Response:  See response to Comment A6. 
    
Comment G11: With Park Row closed, narrow Worth Street has been transformed into 

one of Downtown’s few cross-town streets. (6) The closure of Park Row 
has resulted in a high volume of traffic on Worth Street. (9) Park Row was 
an essential connector for Lower Manhattan neighborhoods. (54) 

Response:  Based on field counts conducted for this EIS, traffic volumes have 
increased substantially along Worth Street partially as a result of the 
street closures, which have resulted in traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Worth Street at Chatham Square.  Proposed mitigation 
for this impact, which include the reconfiguration of Chatham Square 
is required to fully mitigate these impact.  

   
Comment G12: Back-ups are caused by NYPD taking out a lane in each direction on the 
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Brooklyn Bridge that results in noise, air pollution and traffic congestion. 
(7) 

Response:  Comment noted.  The NYPD actions on the Brooklyn Bridge, on 
Broadway south of Vesey Street, and at other locations are on-going 
security measures that are independent of the security zone analyzed 
in this EIS. 

 
Comment G13: All the parking that once existed for the residents and visitors of 

Chinatown prior to 9/11 has become almost nonexistent.  Parking has 
been usurped by not only court personnel, but by private cars bearing 
police placards. (6, 9, 40, 42, 44, 69, 130)  

Response:  As stated in the DEIS, out of the approximately 1,217 illegally parked 
cars observed within the study area, approximately 1,120 of those 
vehicles displayed City placards.  However, while illegal parking by 
both City employees and civilians is prevalent in the study area, the 
security plan has not caused this condition. 

 
Comment G14: Illegal parking and the lack of legal parking has had a negative impact on 

Chinatown retail and wholesale businesses. (11) 
Response:  While illegal and lack of legal parking is a recognized problem in 

Chinatown and elsewhere in Manhattan, the security plan has not 
caused this condition. See response to Comment G13.  

 
Comment G15: The closing of the 400 space municipal garage has severely reduced 

parking opportunities in the area. (7,38) 
Response:  The closure of the municipal garage was a separate action and not 

part of this action.  See response to Comment A8. 
 
Comment G16: Because of the street closures, traffic is much heavier on St. James Place. 

(12, 75) However, the DEIS shows that St. James Place at Madison Street 
has a satisfactory level of service. We do not want additional lanes of 
traffic and no parking on St. James Place. (75) 

Response:  The DEIS showed that traffic volumes have increased along St. James 
Place/Pearl Street partially as a result of the street closures, which 
have resulted in traffic impacts at the intersections of Pearl 
Street/Robert F. Wagner Place, Pearl Street/Frankfort Street, and 
Chatham Square.   However, the HCS analysis showed a satisfactory 
level of service at the intersection of St. James Place and Madison 
Street. Proposed mitigation for these impacts, which include the 
reconfiguration of Chatham Square in addition to signal timing 
adjustments, and lane striping adjustments fully mitigate these 
impacts at Pearl Street/ Frankfort Street and Chatham Square.  
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However, the impacted intersection of Pearl Street/Robert F. Wagner 
Sr. Place will remain unmitigated.  Nowhere in the DEIS is it stated 
that St. James Place is proposed to be widened and have no parking 
lanes.  

 
Comment G17: There is no rationale for reversing the traffic direction on Oliver Street 

provided in the DEIS. It will invite trucks and buses into the street from 
Chatham Square. Access to the church and school on this street will be 
hampered by this. (13, 28, 31, 38, 46, 51, 52, 75, 77) If the traffic is 
reversed parking will be a problem and very unsafe. It does not take into 
consideration children or seniors. (28, 75, 76) 

Response:   Comment noted.   The reversal of Oliver Street is no longer being 
proposed.  See response to Comment K16. 

 
Comment G18: Cars and trucks are constantly looking for parking which slows traffic and 

adds to the congestion in the area. (15, 123) 
Response:  Curbside space in this portion of Manhattan is fully utilized.  

However, this is not a consequence of the security zone.   
 
Comment G19: During rush hours Water Street is a huge traffic jam and not a feasible 

alternative to Park Row. (20) 
Response:  The traffic and parking analysis of the EIS shows that Water Street 

traffic has increased as a result of the action.  Significant adverse 
impacts were identified at Pearl Street at Frankfort Street and Robert 
F. Wagner Sr. Place.    

 
Comment G20:  The inventory of available parking garage parking spaces presented in 

the DEIS seems to include parking lots that are no longer available. (26) 
Response:  The off-street parking survey was conducted in early 2006 as a 

snapshot of parking conditions in the study area.  A new survey was 
conducted in early 2007 and the updated parking survey results have 
been included in the FEIS. 

 
Comment G21: The traffic study area is very limited and does not include the Brooklyn 

Bridge. (30, 46, 51, 52) 
Response:   The study area analyzed intersections that includes vehicles directly 

entering/exiting the Brooklyn Bridge.   In addition, see response to 
Comments G12 and G40. 

 
Comment G22: The DEIS shows With-Action volumes at sites close to the security zone 

30-40% lower than in 1993. The difference indicates the magnitude of the 
impact of the closures. 30,000 to 40,000 vehicles a day are no longer 
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moving through the security zone. (30) 
Response:  As noted in the DEIS, actual field counts were conducted to measure 

the With-Action conditions.  As also discussed, in the EIS, there have 
been several changes in the network in the No-Action conditions that 
affect the circulation in the study area.  These include street closures 
at Foley Square, the 1999 security plan, Vesey Street between 9A and 
Church Street, Duane Street east of Broadway, and at the New York 
Stock Exchange.  In addition, the loss of millions of square feet of 
office space in Lower Manhattan has also resulted in a decrease of 
vehicles moving through the area.  These No-Action changes have 
caused a decrease in traffic in the study area.  

 
Comment G23: The DEIS underestimates the 2000 traffic volume within the limited study 

area by 21% to 22%.  It is improper to use 2000 as the baseline traffic 
year for traffic because it is an artifice that provides a shaky foundation 
upon which the DEIS is built. The analysis ignores volumes reported in 
the 1993 Foley Square EIS and the official annual bridge and tunnel 
counts. (30) 

Response:  The DEIS used various sources in addition to the 1993 Foley Square 
EIS to construct the 2000 baseline traffic network.  The baseline 
traffic network is utilized as a reference in the discussion of pre-9/11 
traffic conditions in the study area. Determining significant adverse 
traffic impacts was based on comparing No-Action conditions to 
With-Action conditions. In addition, see response to Comment G22. 

 
Comment G24: The NYPD has occupied many of the permissible public street spaces on 

St. James Place and in the rest of the area. They park at metered spots for 
longer than permitted and do not put money in the meter. This is not 
mentioned in the EIS. (34, 42, 74, 94) 

Response:  Chapter 7, “Traffic and Parking,” provides in depth documentation 
of parking conditions within the study area. See response to Comment 
G13.  

 
Comment G25: Traffic along Canal Street on the weekend should be examined. (30) 
Response:  An analysis of weekend traffic along Canal Street is not within the 

scope of work for this EIS.   Weekday peak period conditions that 
were analyzed are adequate.  Due to the distance between Park Row 
and Canal Street, the EIS did not identify measurable traffic flow 
changes along Canal Street resulting from the action.  

 
Comment G26: The EIS must provide a worst-case condition for baseline conditions. (30) 
Response:  In compliance with the CEQR Technical Manual, the EIS compares 
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No-Action condition with the With-Action condition to assess impacts.  
It should be noted, however, that the FEIS does provide additional 
documentation of the historical data available prior to 2001. 

 
Comment G27: Clarify this statement in the DEIS: “…as long as the increase in delay is 

10 seconds or more.”(30) 
Response:  The text in Chapter 7, “Traffic and Parking,” of the DEIS has been 

revised to more clearly indicate that CEQR impact criteria was 
utilized in the traffic analysis.  Using the impact criteria in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, if a No-Action LOS A, B or C condition 
deteriorates to unacceptable mid-LOS D, or a LOS E or F in the 
With-Action condition, then a significant traffic impact has occurred. 
The CEQR Technical Manual further states that for a No-Action LOS 
A, B or C, which declines to mid-LOS D or worse under the With-
Action condition, mitigation back to mid-LOS D is required. 

 
Comment G28: The DEIS does not discuss the benefits of opening the municipal garage to 

NYPD vehicles. (30) 
Response:  See response to Comment G3.   
 
Comment G29: The Synchro traffic model the consultant created needs to be released for 

review. It was requested through the FOIL process, but the request has not 
been answered yet. (30) 

Response:  The Synchro traffic model was provided on 2/15/07.   
 
Comment G30: LOS calculation sheets were not included with the on-line DEIS (30) Data 

sheets were not provided with the DEIS to permit checking No-Action 
traffic volume assumptions. (30) 

Response:  LOS calculation sheets are not typically provided with the published 
DEIS. The sheets are considered back-up data for the traffic analysis 
and when requested by NYC DOT are submitted to NYC DOT for 
review and comment.  The back-up data is also available for public 
review and can be accessed through the Freedom of Information Law 
process.   

 
Comment G31: The With-Action AM peak period traffic diagram shows more than a 1,000 

vehicles in the westbound right turn lane at the intersection of Canal 
Street at the Bowery. This is not shown in the LOS summary. (30) Traffic 
did not get diverted to Canal Street and the Bowery as a result of the 
street closures as it shown in the DEIS. (30) 

Response:  At the intersection of Canal Street at the Bowery, the westbound right 
turn lane is controlled by a separate signal as it is a channelized right 
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turn lane.   A footnote has been added to Table 7-6 of the FEIS to 
further clarify this. 

    
Comment G32: The CEQR Technical Manual’s approach for determining traffic impacts 

is not appropriate for this traffic analysis. A traffic simulation model 
would be more appropriate in this situation. (30) 

Response:  The guidance provided in the CEQR Technical Manual does not 
address this situation.  The particular methodology that was used in 
this analysis was reviewed by NYC DOT and approved for use in 
connection with this project.  While simulation is not a substitute for 
this type of traffic analysis, it does provide an effective tool to test 
improvements such as those proposed for Chatham Square.  

 
Comment G33: The DEIS must disclose the effect of Park Row and other closures that 

reduced travel within Chinatown by increasing traffic elsewhere in Lower 
Manhattan.  The displacement of tens of thousands of vehicles daily must 
be analyzed under CEQR. (30, 46, 51, 52) The shifting demand in regard 
to traffic as it relates to Chinatown discussed in the DEIS is not explained 
clearly. (30) 

Response:  The DEIS discloses the change in traffic patterns and identifies 
several significant adverse traffic, transit, and pedestrian impacts as a 
result of the number of vehicles being diverted by the action as 
discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation.” 

 
Comment G34: By using CEQR traffic methods, the DEIS fails to disclose actual 

unacceptable delays that are characteristic of Chinatown corridors. (30) 
Response:  See response to Comment G32. 
 
Comment G35: The DEIS fails to account for the actual effect of the street closures on 

traffic. (46, 51, 52) 
Response:  This statement is not correct. While action conditions are rarely 

measured in the field, for this action, the transportation effects of the 
security plan have been accurately documented with detailed data 
collection and are presented in the DEIS.   

 
Comment G36: The DEIS fails to monitor and measure the traffic congestion on St. James 

Place. (46, 51, 52) 
Response:  The DEIS included an analysis of six intersections along St. James 

Place/Pearl Street between Chatham Square and Fulton Street.  The 
DEIS disclosed significant adverse traffic impacts at two of the six 
intersections: at Peal Street and Robert F. Wagner Place and Pearl 
Street at Frankfort Street.  While the impact at Pearl Street and 
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Frankfort Street would be fully mitigated, the impact at Robert F. 
Wagner Sr. Place and Pearl Street will remain unmitigated.  

 
Comment G37: The DEIS says that there is a parking lot at 130 Duane Street with 126 

spaces, yet this is outside the study area.  In addition, this parking lot does 
not exist. (46, 51, 52) 

Response:  Typically for off-street parking surveys, off-street parking facilities 
located within the study area or in close proximity to the study area 
are included.  A recent off-street parking survey was conducted to 
update the list of off-street parking facilities included in the DEIS.  It 
was found that the parking garage at 130 Duane Street does not exist; 
possibly closing between the time the first survey and second survey 
were performed.  The FEIS has been updated to reflect this new 
information. 

 
Comment G38: The DEIS does not explain why the earlier study (PSAC II EAS) found that 

the loss of the municipal garage would cause an impact and yet the 
current study finds no shortage of parking. (46, 51, 52) 

Response:  Please see response to Comment A8.  The Public Safety Answering 
Center II EAS (CEQR#01NYP002M) stated that the closure of the 
municipal garage to all vehicles (both civilian and NYPD) would 
create a maximum shortfall of 88 parking spaces in the area. 
However, the EAS also acknowledged that the CEQR Technical 
Manual provides that for proposed actions within the Manhattan 
CBD (area south of 61st Street), the inability of the proposed action or 
surrounding area to accommodate projected future parking demands 
would generally be considered a parking shortfall, but would not be 
deemed a significant adverse impact. 

 
Comment G39: The DEIS failed to include news articles regarding illegal parking in 

Chinatown. (42) 
Response:  News articles are typically not included in EIS traffic and parking 

analysis.  Detailed field data collection of parking conditions, 
including supply and demand, are provided in the EIS. 

 
Comment G40: The entire area south of Canal Street, including the primary replacement 

routes of South Street and Water Street, should have been included in the 
study. (20) 

Response:  The study area for the traffic analysis includes major corridors with 
readily identifiable diverted traffic from the closure of Park Row and 
other streets within the security area.   The portion of Water Street 
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between Dover Street/Frankfort Street and John Street is in fact 
included in the traffic study area.   

  
 

H. Transit and Pedestrians 
 
Comment H1:  Worth Street has five lanes of traffic converging on two narrow west-

bound lanes and makes it a congested area, particularly hazardous for 
children, seniors and disabled to navigate. There is not a single crosswalk 
from Park Row to Centre Street. (6, 8, 9, 22, 44, 62) It is difficult to cross 
the street in the area surrounding the security zone. (6, 21, 38, 56,67, 71, 
74) 

Response:  The segment of Worth Street noted above has more than doubled its 
traffic volume due to the action.  NYC DOT has stringent 
requirements for “warrants” for mid-block traffic signals.  The DEIS 
did not identify this segment as a high-accident location caused by the 
action.   

 
Comment H2:  Those who live on the eastern side of police headquarters lost the use of a 

wide stairway and were relegated to a steep and narrow staircase that lies 
by the side of police headquarters. This staircase can only accommodate 
one person walking in each direction.  The alternative is to use the 
staircase or navigate an extra two blocks around it.  (8) 

Response:  As disclosed in the EIS, for security purposes, this staircase 
connecting Madison Street to the pedestrian corridor along police 
headquarter is currently closed and will remain closed as part of this 
action.   With the exception of this one corridor, the streets in the 
security zone are fully accessible to pedestrians. With this route 
closed, pedestrians must travel along the south side of the 
headquarters building along Avenue of the Finest and Madison 
Street.  As discussed in Chapter 8, “Transit and Pedestrians,” this 
alternate route increases walking distance for pedestrians by 
approximately 240-feet or about one average city block. 

 
Comment H3:  Between Pearl Street and St. James Place there are no shelters at the bus 

stops. (12) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment H4:  In the vicinity of the barriers, the sidewalks and roadway are broken up 

and bumpy. (12) 
Response:  Comment noted.  As discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation,” as part of 

the mitigation for urban design and traffic impacts, improvements to 
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Park Row and Chatham Square will be made.  Some of the 
recommendations relating to streetscape improvements include the 
following:
• Reduce most of Park Row’s right-of-way to two lanes, one in 

each direction. 
• Realign the northern end of Park Row to conform to the 

Chatham Square reconfiguration.

• Install a landscaped esplanade along Park Row, including 
attractive paving, trees, shrubs, planters, etc. 

• Install improved street fixtures, including benches, lighting, 
and barriers.  Attractive trash receptacles may be placed at 
appropriate locations away from security sensitive areas. 

• Improve pedestrian wayfinding signage along Park Row and 
other routes through the area. 

 
Comment H5:  The closure of Park Row will block us without a pedestrian walkway to the 

new transit hub. (17) 
Response:  Park Row is currently open to pedestrian traffic.   The planned World 

Trade Center Transit Hub and the planned Fulton Street Transit 
Center, will both be located approximately half a mile from Park Row 
and Worth Street.  With the exception of one corridor along NYPD 
headquarters, pedestrian access in the security zone is not restricted.  

 
Comment H6:  It is much less convenient to get to Chinatown from Battery Park City due 

to the rerouting of the M9 bus. (20) 
Response:  As detailed in the DEIS, the current rerouting of the M9 bus to its 

new route is somewhat independent of the With-Action condition as 
Vesey Street, which is adjacent to the World Trade Center, has been 
closed. As a result, the M9 has stayed on its post-9/11 route even 
though the M103, M15, and B51 have returned to Park Row.  

 
Comment H7:  There are now bicycles all over the sidewalks because the streets are too 

dangerous for them.  Bicycles have access to all sorts of areas. That is a 
security concern. (22) 

Response:  Comment noted.   
 
Comment H8:  The cement blocks on Park Row make it difficult to walk down the street. 

(24, 57) 
Response:  The cement barriers on the sidewalk along Park Row and other 

deterrents that make the target less vulnerable and accessible to 
attack are necessary security features.  Also, see response to Comment 



 One Police Plaza Security Plan EIS                                                                    Chapter 16: Response to Comments           
 
 
 

 16-36 

H4. 
    
Comment H9:  No plan was presented to re-establish pedestrian access up to Police 

Plaza from Madison Street. (26) 
Response:  See response to Comment H2. 
 
Comment H10: The DEIS needs to secure more recent bus ridership characteristics. (30) 
Response:  The most recent bus ridership data available is from 2005 and the 

FEIS has been updated accordingly.  
 
Comment H11: It is not clear if bus route lengths discussed in the DEIS are for the entire 

route. (30) 
Response:  The bus route lengths discussed in the DEIS are for the entire route 

length, round trip.  This has been clarified in the FEIS.  
 
Comment H12: The cost in wasted time and lost productivity due to bus delays should be 

analyzed. (30) 
Response:  This type of analysis is not within the scope of work for the EIS.  As 

noted in the FEIS, New York City Transit bus routes that had been 
rerouted around Park Row (with the exception of the M9) are now 
operating on Park Row as part of the mitigation plan. 

   
Comment H13: Delays in bus travel time as a result of having to pass through the barriers 

on Park Row should be discussed. (30) 
Response:  The EIS has been updated to provide a discussion of the minimal 

delays encountered by buses as they enter the security zone.  
 
Comment H14: Chinatown bus services located in the area should be described and their 

routes and ridership reported in the EIS. (30) 
Response:  NYCT bus routes and other express bus routes that travel through 

Chinatown are discussed in Chapter 8, “Transit and Pedestrians,” 
which also includes a discussion of ridership statistics.  A separate 
analysis of Chinatown private bus services located in the study area is 
not within the scope of work for the EIS. 

 
Comment H16: The community needs more detail about numbers and types of pedestrian 

accidents covering more years. (30) 
Response:  The pedestrian accident analysis presented in the DEIS provides 

pedestrian high accident locations pre-street closures (year 2000) and 
post-street closures (2002-2005).  The pedestrian accident tables in the 
DEIS presented the number of accidents at intersections within the 
study area.  The years 2000-2005 provide an adequate representation 
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of how the street closures have affected pedestrian/vehicle conflicts at 
intersections in the study area.  By comparing these years and data, it 
was determined that a high accident pedestrian location appears to 
have been created at Worth Street and Broadway as result of the 
security zone.   

    
Comment H17: The diversion of traffic will increase vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in the 

area and traffic accidents grow in number in proportion to VMT. This is 
ignored in the DEIS. (30) 

Response:  The DEIS provides a detailed evaluation of potential high accident 
locations and discloses a significant adverse impact.   

 
Comment H18: The DEIS ignores the effect of the street closures have had on disabled 

persons.  The security plan measures do not comply with the American 
with Disabilities Act. (46, 51, 52, 56,78) 

Response:  The closure of Park Row has created essentially a pedestrian mall, 
and reduced pedestrian/vehicle conflicts.  Vehicle access to Chatham 
Green and Chatham Towers is maintained for handicapped vehicle 
drop-off/pick-up. 

 
Comment H19: The bus stops for the M15, M9, M22, B51, and M103 are constantly 

shifting. (55) 
Response:  Comment noted.  The M103, M15, and B51 bus routes have now 

returned to their original routes along Park Row resulting in a shift in 
bus stops from their “temporary” route. 

 
Comment H20: The DEIS does not consider the NYCDOT express bus service in the 

transit analysis, particularly the BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus routes. 
(61) 

Response:  A discussion of the rerouting of the BM1, BM2, BM3, and BM4 bus 
routes has been included in the FEIS.   

 
Comment H21: The barriers to foot traffic have increased the time it takes to get to 

Chinatown. (54) 
Response:  As discussed in the DEIS, with the exception of one corridor, the 

streets that are closed to vehicular traffic as a result of the security 
plan are open to pedestrian activity.  The pedestrian corridor running 
between Police Headquarters to the intersection of Madison Street 
and Pearl Street was closed as part of the security plan.  This corridor 
connects the plaza in front of Police Headquarters to the intersection 
of Madison and Pearl Streets. The distance through this corridor 
from the edge of the plaza to the intersection is approximately 540'.  
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There is a staircase along this corridor and, it is therefore not a 
handicapped accessible route.  With this route closed, pedestrians 
must travel along the south side of the headquarters building along 
Avenue of the Finest and Madison Street.  The distance for this 
alternate route from the edge of the plaza to the intersection of 
Madison and Pearl Streets is approximately 780'.  There is a staircase 
along this route as well. The increase in walking distance for 
pedestrians equals 240' or about one average city block and an 
approximate walking time of an additional 60-90 seconds. 

 
Comment H22: There is no M22 bus stop going west at South Bridge Towers. (67) 
Response:  The M22 bus route was not analyzed in the EIS as it was not affected 

by the action.  
 
Comment H23: It takes longer to walk to the subway at the Municipal Building. (55) 
Response:  As discussed in Chapter 8, the pedestrian corridor running between 

Police Headquarters to the intersection of Madison Street and Pearl 
Street was the only pedestrian corridor closed as part of the security 
plan.  With this route closed, pedestrians must travel along the south 
side of the headquarters building along Avenue of the Finest and 
Madison Street.  This increase in walking distance is approximately 
240’ or an average city block.  While this pedestrian detour does 
represent an increase in walking distance, the increase is not 
considered a significant adverse impact.   

 
 
I. Air Quality 
 
Comment I1:  The amount of toxins in the air from trucks and cars idling in traffic as 

they make their way down Worth Street or St. James Place has increased. 
(1, 24, 56, 125, 129) The air quality in the area has gone down. (3, 25, 
66,126, 128) 

Response:  The DEIS identified significant adverse air quality impacts at Worth 
Street and Foley Square and Worth Street at Chatham Square.  As 
discussed in Chapter 11, “Mitigation” of the DEIS, the rerouting of 
the M103, M15, and B51 from their “temporary” route along Worth 
Street back to Park Row has mitigated these air quality impacts.  
However, with revisions to the air quality analysis for the FEIS based 
on revised standards for fine particulates, slight changes in the traffic 
network, and updated information on modeled pollutant 
concentrations, the With-Action condition has not result in significant 
adverse air quality impacts. 
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Comment I2:  The heavy traffic makes me concerned about the levels of pollution 

surrounding Columbus Park. (9)  
Response:  Vehicular pollutant concentrations are highest at intersections due to 

vehicles idling at traffic signals. If no air quality impacts are projected 
for the worst-case intersections, then none are likely at other 
locations. Since no air quality impacts are anticipated for the modeled 
intersections, none are likely for Columbus Park. 

 
Comment I3:  The DEIS fails to give quantitative measurements as to the level of 

vehicular exhaust as well as its impact on young children. (33) I am 
gravely concerned about the increased levels of asthma in our community, 
which has high rates among our children. (1, 38, 75, 129) 

Response:  The CAL3QHC and CAL33HCR models provide quantitative values 
for worst-case concentrations of carbon monoxide, PM10, and PM2.5. 
The action routes traffic formerly on Park Row to St. James Place 
and Worth Street. Therefore, the regional emissions of pollutants are 
the same for both No-Action and With-Action conditions.  

  
Comment I4:  More can be done to improve air quality than rerouting three buses. (3) 
Response:   The DEIS disclosed that significant adverse air quality impacts have 

resulted from the action. The rerouting of the three bus routes back 
onto Park Row has mitigated this impact. Also, see response to 
Comment I1.  No additional air quality improvement measures are 
required as part of the action. 

 
Comment I5:  The carbon monoxide and particulate matter analysis should be 

performed for 2026. (30, 46, 51, 52) The DEIS fails to consider the 20-
year time frame required by the National Ambient Air Standards 
(“NAAQS”) in making it’s determination. (51,52) 

Response:      The analysis of air quality is typically done for the year of analysis, or 
build year, which has been defined as 2006. The action resulted in 
diverted traffic due to the security plan and therefore has not 
generated additional traffic. Highway improvement projects often 
project traffic and air quality 20 years into the future because the 
improvements to the highway's capacity result in induced traffic. That 
is, drivers are attracted to the highway due to the improved traffic 
flow. For this action, the traffic has been diverted to other streets. 
This does not constitute an incentive for drivers to use these streets 
that would result in induced traffic over the next 20 years. Therefore, 
a 20-year future analysis year is not carried out for these types of 
projects. In addition, pollutant emissions decrease with future years 
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due to changes in technology and the fleet mix. Therefore, the worst 
case for this action is considered to be the analysis year, when the 
diverted traffic volume would be added and when the vehicular 
emission factors would be higher than in the future.  Therefore, no 
analysis of air quality in 2026 is necessary to demonstrate that no 
impacts would occur.  

 
Comment I6:  Table 9-2 appears to be mislabeled as providing intersection volumes for 

2005. (30) 
Response:  The table has been revised in the FEIS. 
 
Comment I7:  The results of the vehicle classifications are not included in the DEIS. (46, 

51, 52) The percentage of SUV’s accounted for in this analysis seems very 
low. (30) 

Response:  The vehicle classification counts were conducted as part of the traffic 
data collection.  The vehicle classification count sheets are considered 
back-up data for the traffic analysis and air quality analysis and when 
requested by NYC DOT and/or NYC DEP are submitted to NYC 
DOT and/or NYC DEP for review and comment.  The back-up data is 
also available for public review and can be accessed through the 
Freedom of Information Law process.   

 
Comment I8:  It is not clear what “free-flowing” links are being described in the air 

quality analysis. (30) 
Response:  The EIS has been revised to clearly state that for the intersection air 

quality analyses, free-flowing links are the roadway segments that 
extend 1,000 feet from each leg of a modeled intersection. 

 
Comment I9:  Background concentrations were not measured at ground level and 

therefore not representative of what people actually breathe. (30) 
Response:  The background concentrations were provided by NYCDEP, and are 

considered to be representative of the air quality experienced by a 
person who is six feet tall. 

 
Comment I10:  The DEIS introduces 1991 meteorological data for Foley Square/Worth 

Street analysis. The analysis year is 2006. Please clarify.  (30) 
Response:  This was the most recent data available in a format suitable for 

running CAL3QHCR. The CAL3QHCR model uses five years of 
meteorological data. A five-year period is considered to provide a 
good range of potential meteorological conditions, and no significant 
differences would be likely with a different set of years. 
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Comment I11:  The air quality analysis is missing so much information that the analysis 

cannot be fully reviewed for accuracy and completeness.  (30) 
Response:  The mobile air quality analysis was prepared pursuant to the CEQR 

Technical Manual and utilized the traffic data provided in Chapter 7, 
“Traffic & Parking.”  Also, see response to Comment I7.   

 
Comment I12:  There is no indication of what the air quality impacts would be if the 

closed Brooklyn Bridge off ramp were to open. (46, 51, 52) 
Response:  The DEIS analyzed the action, which does not include the opening of 

the Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp that is currently closed.  Therefore, an 
analysis of such air quality impacts would not be warranted and is not 
included within the EIS. 

 
J. Noise 
 
Comment J1:  Most offensive [noise] is the loud banging mechanical barriers erected on 

Park Row last fall located just a few yards from the residents’ windows.  It 
is loudest when an articulated bus rolls over them.  (8, 25, 44) 

Response:  As discussed in Chapter 10, “Noise,” the mechanical raising and 
lowering of hydraulically operated barriers is a source of noise.  The 
barriers are raised and lowered sporadically through the 24-hour 
period, depending upon the frequency of vehicles entering the security 
zone area. The FEIS has been updated to reflect this. 

 
Comment J2:  The noise pollution has been terrible as a result of the street closures. (25, 

58, 66, 71, 72, 73, 126, 128) 
Response:  The DEIS discloses a significant adverse noise impact Worth Street 

and Baxter Street and Worth Street and Mulberry Street in the AM 
peak hour.  Although, the rerouting of the M103, M15, and B51 buses 
back to Park Row from Worth Street have lessened these impacts 
slightly, it did not eliminate them.  No other method of mitigation is 
feasible, and therefore, these impacts will remain unmitigated.  

 
Comment J3:  Noise monitoring was not conducted during normal rush hour. (26) 
Response:  As discussed in the DEIS, based on the screening analysis presented in 

Table 10-3 of Chapter 10, noise monitoring was recommended for 
Worth Street and St. James Place during the AM peak period.  As 
shown in Table 10-4 of Chapter 10, noise monitoring was conducted 
between 8:02-8:22 AM and 8:49-9:09 AM, which is considered the 
AM rush hour.   
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Comment J4:  Three noise measurements should have been taken and two of the three 
should have been within 2 dBA of each other. (30, 46, 51, 52) 

Response:  Noise measurements were carried out according to the guidelines in 
the CEQR Technical Manual, which does not specify the number of 
measurements or a required range between them. 

 
Comment J5:  No details of precisely where noise measurements were taken. (30) 
Response:  As shown in Table 10-4 of Chapter 10 of the DEIS, noise monitoring 

was conducted at Madison Street and St. James Place and Worth 
Street at Baxter Street.   A graphic showing the noise monitoring 
locations has be added to the FEIS. 

 
Comment J6:  No details are provided about the vehicle classification. (30) 
Response:  As shown in Table 10-5 of Chapter 10 of the DEIS, a vehicle 

classification count was conducted during the same period of the noise 
monitoring at the selected intersections. Table 10-5 shows the number 
and type of vehicles observed during that period.  

 
Comment J7:  There are no details about the diversion of buses by time of day due to the 

closing of Park Row.  (30) 
Response:  A discussion of bus diversion by time of day has been added to the 

EIS.  As shown in Chapter 10, “Noise,” the traffic has been diverted to 
other traffic links, especially St. James Place and Worth Street. The 
diverted traffic on these two streets would include 18 additional buses 
during the peak AM period, 10 during the peak Midday period, and 
15 during the peak PM period.  

 
Comment J8:  Table 10-3 in the Noise chapter implies huge traffic impacts due to project 

traffic diversion. (10) 
Response:  Based on guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual, the noise level 

impact threshold is an increase of 3 dBA. Table 10-3 shows that noise 
levels at most intersections would be the same, lower, or slightly 
higher. Only two intersections are projected to experience impacts, 
and these would occur only during the peak AM period. Mitigation 
measures have been proposed to reduce these potential impacts. See 
response to Comment J2. 

 
Comment J9:  There is no indication of what the noise impacts would be if the closed 

Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp were to open. The DEIS fails to consider the 
return of commercial traffic to the Brooklyn Bridge (46, 51, 52) 

Response:  The DEIS analyzed the action, which does not include the opening of 
the Brooklyn Bridge off-ramp that is currently closed.  Therefore, an 
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analysis of such noise impacts would not be warranted and is not 
included within the EIS.  Also, see response to Comment G12. 

 
K. Mitigation 
 
Comment K1:  The post-9/11 security plan for One Police Plaza, and in particular the 

closing of Park Row, has had a serious negative impact on the residential 
and commercial communities of Lower Manhattan.  (3) The DEIS fails to 
adequately identify and provide solutions for problems created by the 
closure of Park Row. (1, 3) It is impossible to design appropriate 
mitigation strategies if the impact of the security measures and the needs 
of the community are not thoroughly and accurately studied. It necessary 
to undertake significant mitigations, beyond signal changes and lane 
striping. (3) 

Response:  The DEIS disclosed significant adverse urban design, traffic, transit 
and pedestrian, air quality, and noise impacts.  Mitigation measures 
beyond signal changes and lane striping are proposed within the EIS, 
including a major reconfiguration of Chatham Square, a redesign of 
Park Row and the return of three bus routes to Park Row. 

 
Comment K2:  Mitigation [for urban design] is a good start, but more research must be 

conducted to determine the best way to balance safety and aesthetics. (3) 
Response:  Comment noted.   As the design advances in coordination with the 

community, different alternative strategies will be put forward by the 
designer. 

    
Comment K3:  The DEIS relies solely upon the LMDC report to provide possible 

mitigations and it primarily focuses on Park Row.  However, Pearl Street, 
Madison Street and Avenue of the Finest should be addressed as well. (3) 

Response:  Comment noted.  Currently, the City is focusing the redesign of Park 
Row in conjunction with the reconfiguration of Chatham Square.  
This plan would mitigate the significant adverse urban design impact.   

 
Comment K4:  One proposed mitigation - way-finding signs - should be erected only after 

there has been sufficient community input on the issue.  The size, location, 
content and language of such signs will be of critical importance.  Trees 
should be planted in a way that will provide shade to seating areas and 
not obscure signage.  The proposed seat furniture should be arranged in 
an inviting manner and the lighting should be environmentally responsible 
and provide a sense of security.  All of the urban design mitigation should 
be executed with environmental sustainability in mind.  (3) 

Response:  Comment noted.  Also see response to Comment K2. 
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Comment K5:  The DEIS states that more specific mitigation measures will be researched 

before the FEIS is completed and those mitigation measures should 
include a thorough analysis of the possibility of opening the closed streets 
or at least creatively rerouting traffic. (3) 

Response:  See response to Comment K2.  See response to Comment A1 
regarding opening the closed streets.   

 
Comment K6:  The proposed mitigation would achieve air quality that is just barely good 

enough to sidestep any further required mitigation.  Surely more can be 
done to improve air quality than merely rerouting three buses. (3) 

Response:  The DEIS determined that Worth Street was significantly impacted 
due mainly to the temporarily relocated buses.  As such, the return of 
the buses to Park Row has mitigated the air quality impact. Also, see 
response to Comment I1. 

 
Comment K7:  The DEIS does not explain how the air quality on Park Row has been 

affected by placing three buses back onto it.  (3) 
Response:  Under No-Action conditions, Park Row carried autos, trucks, and 

buses.  The removal of the autos and trucks (with buses remaining) 
due to the action, has substantially improved air quality.  Such a 
substantial reduction in volume at a “receptor” is not typically 
analyzed for potential impacts.  

  
Comment K8:  Forty parking spaces for city employees translates into 40 spaces of the 

NYPD.  (11) Restoring parking to government employees behind the 
barricades is not mitigation.  (28) 

Response:   Comment noted.  This portion of the proposed mitigation is no longer 
being proposed and has been deleted from the EIS.   

 
Comment K9:  Widening St. James Place and reducing the sidewalk would increase the 

volume of vehicles and therefore encourage more traffic, pollution, and 
noise. (26, 58, 57, 66, 68, 123) 

Response:  The widening of St. James Place is not being proposed as part of any 
mitigation plan in the EIS.  Nowhere in the EIS is it stated that St. 
James Place is proposed to be widened.   

 
Comment K10: The DEIS makes insufficient mitigation recommendations to deal with 

increased traffic and completely skirts the central issue of enforcing 
illegal permit parking by government workers. The DEIS must include a 
plan to mitigate the abuse of permit parking placards enforcing existing 
parking laws. (15, 42) 
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Response:  See response to Comment G13.  As illegal parking within the study 
area is not the result of the action, no mitigation is proposed as part of 
this project. 

 
Comment K11: The DEIS should offer mitigations to all the adversely affected 

intersections, not just three of the five. (15) 
Response:  The DEIS analyzed mitigation measures at all traffic-impacted 

intersections.  All intersections have been mitigated with the exception 
of Pearl Street and Robert F. Wagner Sr. Place.  Mitigation measures 
analyzed for this impacted intersection resulted in new or worsened 
impacts on other approaches at this intersection and a reduction in 
crossing pedestrian crossing times.  As such, this impact will remain 
unmitigated.   

 
Comment K12: The mitigation in the report are not mitigating me back to a life I once had 

living in the area of Park Row. (17) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment K13: No local residents or small businesses were consulted about real 

mitigations that might offset the effects of the street closures. (26) 
Response:  The mitigation measures presented in the DEIS were developed to 

directly address the impacts to various technical areas.  These 
comments on the DEIS provided the opportunity to respond to the 
proposed mitigation.  As shown in response to Comment K8 and K16 
such comments are carefully reviewed. 

 
Comment K14: The reversal of Oliver Street is not going to gain anything. (33) 
Response:  See response to Comment K16.   
 
Comment K15: If you are worried about traffic mitigation, just open up Park Row. (33) 
Response:  For security purposes, Park Row is currently closed to unauthorized 

vehicular traffic and will remain closed as part of this action.   See 
response to Comment A1. 

 
Comment K16: We the community oppose the reversal of Oliver Street. (33, 132) It is not 

mitigation. (26) 
Response:  The reversal of the traffic direction along Oliver Street is no longer 

being proposed as part of the mitigation measure of reconfiguring 
Chatham Square. The FEIS has been updated to reflect this change.  

 
Comment K17: It is a brilliant move as mitigation to align St. James Place with the 

Bowery from a purely traffic point of view, but it is a disaster when you 
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look at it when you consider the effect of widening it and adding 
additional vehicles on St. James Place and on the school located there. 
(36, 57) 

Response:  It is proposed to align the Bowery and St. James Place, as stated in the 
DEIS, however, it is not proposed to widen St. James Place.   

 
Comment K18: By creating a major truck route down St. James Place, property values at 

Chatham Green will decrease. (36) 
Response:  St. James Place is not being proposed as a truck route.  Mitigation 

measures for Chatham Square include aligning St. James Place with 
the Bowery.  

 
Comment K19: The DEIS does not discuss other alternatives (such as that proposed by 

LMDC) for Chatham Square nor does it report the community’s reaction 
to another complete redesign. (30) Residents, business owners, employees 
and local organizations should be contacted to determine exactly how 
these street closures and barriers have affected their quality of life and 
what mitigations would be appropriate. (3) 

Response:  As stated in the DEIS, and in coordination with NYCDOT, the 
mitigation for the traffic impacts at Chatham Square incorporates 
some of the recommendations from LMDC’s Chinatown Access and 
Circulation Study for the reconfiguration for Chatham Square. The 
community was able to comment on the entire DEIS, including the 
reconfiguration of Chatham Square, during the public comment 
period.    The totality of the comments are presented in Comments 
K1-K26. 

 
Comment K20: If the traffic analysis were done to reflect the huge growth in traffic 

anticipated over the next two decades, a great deal more mitigation would 
be needed. (30) 

Response:  See response to Comment A6. 
 
Comment K21:  Mitigation proposed in the DEIS is not appropriate for our community.  

Measures that would benefit the community would be appropriate 
mitigation. (26) 

Response:  The mitigation measures identified in the DEIS were developed to 
reduce or eliminate a significant impact.  See responses to Comments 
K2 and K13.    

 
Comment K22: The mitigation to adjust the traffic light by one second at Chatham Square 

is not acceptable. (6) 
Response:  The DEIS includes a proposed reconfiguration of Chatham Square to 
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mitigate the significant adverse traffic impacts at this location.  
Adjusting the signal timing by one second is not proposed mitigation 
for the traffic impact at Chatham Square. 

 
Comment K23: Consideration of traffic officers needs to be accounted for in the suggested 

mitigation and alternative proposals. (46, 51, 52) 
Response:  The provision of NYPD traffic control officers are coordinated with 

each precinct.  However, if the physical makeup of an artery is 
inadequate to handle vehicle flow, then physical or operational 
(signal) changes are needed.  These can be supplemented by on-site 
control as determined by each precinct.   

 
Comment K24: The opening of Park Row to buses has had a negative effect on the 

location of bus stop locations. It has become inconvenient to walk to the 
bus stop. (63) 

Response:  The NYCTA determines the location of bus stops.  Putting the M103, 
M15, and B51 buses back on their original route improves travel time 
and also improves traffic.    

 
Comment K25: The Park Row closures have not had any adverse impacts. (48) 
Response:  The DEIS discloses several impacts in the technical areas.  The EIS 

includes proposed mitigation for these impacts as required by CEQR.  
 
    
 

L. Alternatives 
 
Comment L1:  If we were today to put our police headquarters somewhere, we’d never 

put it in downtown Manhattan.  We have to go back to the drawing boards 
and start right now planning for the new police headquarters in a 
hardened site in a place that’s not near residents and businesses and 
that’s not in Lower Manhattan where it’s a prime target. Let’s move it and 
find another use for that building that doesn’t require this [security]. (5) 

Response:  As discussed in Chapter 12, “Alternatives,”  One Police Plaza is 
located in close proximity to a unique concentration of civic and 
governmental land uses. Several of these are located wholly or 
partially within the security zone itself, namely, the Metropolitan 
Correction Center and a United States District Courthouse, as well as 
the Municipal Building, the United States Courthouse, containing the 
U.S. Court of Appeals, and the New York County Courthouse, home 
to the New York State Supreme Court. Given the functions hosted by 
One Police Plaza, and the close coordination required between the 
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NYPD and the criminal justice system, it is essential for the police 
headquarters to be located within close proximity to the court 
facilities and detention centers, as well as the seat of government. 
 
Although other sites in the city could offer similar or better benefits in 
terms of floor area or more modern facilities, none can offer a similar 
or near equal advantage in terms of proximity to the court system and 
the City’s administrative heart.  

 
It should also be noted that, should police headquarters be relocated 
from the area, the current security measures would not be entirely 
eliminated. NYPD’s Counter Terrorism Bureau seeks to protect 
government facilities in the “civic center” portion of Lower 
Manhattan, which continue to be considered potential terrorist 
targets. Given the presence of a number of other sensitive facilities 
within the security zone (such as the Municipal Building, the United 
States Courthouse, the New York County Courthouse, the U.S. 
District Court, and the Metropolitan Correctional Center), all of 
which would still remain and it would be necessary to maintain some, 
if not all, of the current security measures in the area. 

 
Comment L2:  Police Headquarters claims that it must have a buffer zone that no other 

terrorist target in the city has. Move Police Headquarters to a site where 
they can have all the buffer distance and parking they want. (6, 11, 20, 
131) 

Response:  See response to Comment L1.  Please note that police headquarters is 
not unique in having a security buffer surrounding the building.  The 
New York Stock Exchange, for example, also requires a security 
buffer zone in which roads have been closed to unauthorized 
vehicular traffic.   

 
Comment L3:  Thinking about moving computers, telephones, file cabinets etc., to a 

decentralized location could not (when compared to the cost of all this 
“super security”) be that expensive. (7) 

Response:  Comment noted.   The relocation of police headquarters would be an 
expensive undertaking, that would require the City to spend large 
sums of money to acquire an appropriate site (if no suitable City-
owned sites are available), and to construct a new facility and the 
necessary physical and operational infrastructures that would be 
required for such a facility.   Also, see response to Comment L1. 

 
Comment L4:  If it is necessary to keep a safe perimeter around Police Plaza, it is time to 
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move police headquarters somewhere else, perhaps Governors Island or 
Randall’s Island. (9, 25) 

Response:  See response to Comment L1.  As discussed in Chapter 12, 
“Alternatives,” although Randall’s Island and Governor’s Island have 
been suggested as possible locations, because their placement in the 
East River is thought to provide a natural security barrier, neither of 
them represents a suitable location for police headquarters in a major 
city. Governor’s Island in particular, which is only accessible by 
water, lacks the basic transportation infrastructure that would be 
essential for linking police headquarters to other court and 
government facilities in the City as well as to the general public.  
Randall’s Island, while easily accessible from three of the five 
boroughs via the Triborough Bridge, is so far removed from the 
facilities in Lower Manhattan (approximately more than seven miles 
away), rendering it not easily accessible, especially by transit, to the 
public, the employees who currently work at One Police Plaza, or 
other city agencies and government organizations.  Such a location 
would add substantial time and cost to the daily interactions that 
would be required for New York City’s police headquarters to 
function properly.  

 
Comment L5:  On the alternative of relocating police headquarters, the report reiterated 

all the claims made by the NYPD, without any critical analysis on whether 
those claims are appropriate to the situation. (10)   The Mayor should 
commission an independent study to examine whether police headquarters 
should be located in Lower Manhattan or relocated, and hold public 
hearings to discuss findings of that study. (11, 53) 

Response:  An analysis of relocating police headquarters was provided in 
Chapter 12 of the DEIS.  It was found that the relocation of police 
headquarters would not be feasible.  According to the NYPD, there 
are no plans to relocate police headquarters from its current location.  
Regardless of where police headquarters is located, however, security 
measures would still be required for the Federal facilities in the 
immediate vicinity of Park Row.  

    
Comment L6:  On the alternative for the Chatham Green parking lot, a third party, such 

as a counter terrorism bureau from a federal agency, make an 
independent assessment whether the long standoff distance is justified in 
light of the severe impacts it has on the neighborhood. (10) 

Response:  The NYPD Counter Terrorism Bureau reviewed the Chatham Green 
Access Alternative and determined that that this alternative would 
not allow sufficient standoff distance between NYPD headquarters 
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and the Chatham Green Houses parking lot, which would become 
accessible to trucks.  In addition, this alternative would also result in 
significant adverse traffic, urban design, transit and pedestrians, and 
noise impacts.  As such, the mitigation measures for the action 
described would also be required for this Chatham Green Access 
Alternative. 

 
Comment L7:  By refusing to fund the move of the police headquarters, the government is 

making Chinatown bear the cost of their inactions.  If funding is a real 
issue, the NYPD should have applied for funds from the state and federal 
governments as part of the war on terrorism. (10) The protective measures 
needed after the relocation of the NYPD would not be anywhere as drastic 
to Chinatown and would not require the closure of Park Row. (10) 

Response:  Comment noted.  However, funding for the relocation is not the only 
concern for this alternative.  Please see response to Comment L1, L4, 
and L5. 

 
Comment L8:  There is no detailed explanation of why Community Suggested Alternative 

Plan #2 is not feasible. This alternative would have permanently closed 
our exit onto Pearl Street and increased the buffer space from 80 to 100 
feet. (23) 

Response:  See response to Comment L6. 
 
Comment L9:  Relocate police headquarters. (23, 28, 39, 41, 42, 45, 54, 56, 71, 73, 125, 

127, 128) OEM and FDNY moved operations out of Lower Manhattan to 
the waterfront in Brooklyn. There is no reason why the NYPD cannot do 
the same. (23)  

Response:  See response to Comments L1 and L4. 
 
Comment L10:  An actual analysis of the best location for police headquarters was not 

performed in the DEIS. (26) 
Response:  See response to Comment L5. 
 
Comment L11:  The DEIS did not take a “hard look” at alternatives to the action. (46, 51, 

52) 
Response:  According to the CEQR Technical Manual, alternatives considered 

should reduce or eliminate impacts of an action while substantively 
meeting the goals and objectives of the action.  The range of 
alternatives to be considered, which include a No-Action Alternative, 
is determined by the nature of the specific action, its potential 
impacts, the objectives and capabilities of the project sponsor, and 
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feasibility. Based on this criteria, in addition to the No-Action 
Alternative, three other alternatives were considered in the DEIS.   

 
   However, the proposed four alternatives analyzed in the DEIS were 

found to be infeasible as none of them met the goals and objectives of 
the action which is to protect government facilities in the “civic 
center” portion of Lower Manhattan that continue to be considered 
potential terrorist targets. 

 
Comment L13:  Do not move police headquarters. (46-48) 
Response:  Comment noted.  According to the NYPD, there are no plans to 

relocate police headquarters from its current location.  
 
 

M. Miscellaneous  
 
Comment M1:  We want an environmental impact statement that speaks to the community, 

the people that live there and work there. (5, 131) 
Response:  Comment noted.  The DEIS included a detailed analysis of various 

technical areas, while also taking into account the communities 
concerns as much as possible. 

 
Comment M2:  The DEIS is an insult to our intelligence and common sense. It 

demonstrates no understanding of the cumulative effect of changes that 
have transformed our communities with street closures that encompass a 
larger area than the WTC site. (6) 

Response:  Comment noted.   See response to Comment M1. 
 
Comment M3:  Insurance companies view Chatham Towers as a high-risk area. Our 

insurance has gone up 600 percent. (8,9) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment M4:  The DEIS made use of data to support conclusions favorable to the NYPD. 

(10,11) 
Response:  The objective of the DEIS is to analyze the effects of the action, 

pursuant to the CEQR Technical Manual.  The DEIS utilized data to 
determine whether the action has resulted in significant adverse 
impacts - which it has - in several technical areas including urban 
design, traffic, transit, pedestrians, and noise. These impacts are 
disclosed and mitigation measures identified in the DEIS. 

 
Comment M5:  The barriers on Park Row close to Worth Street and St. James Place never 
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seem to work right. (12, 55) 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment M6:  It is difficult to get a taxi or get picked up by a car service from Chatham 

Green. (14, 19, 55, 72) Car service ridership statistics pre- and post-9/11 
in the neighborhood should be included in the EIS. (6) 

Response:  An analysis of car service and taxi ridership is not within the scope of 
work for this EIS.  Although vehicular access is controlled into the 
Chatham Green parking lot along Park Row, there are no vehicular 
restrictions on taxis or any other vehicles along St. James Place, 
where Chatham Green also has frontage.  

 
Comment M7:  Police headquarters has 40,000 gallons of diesel fuel under the building. 

(131). Eliminate the fuel tank that sits 100 feet form Chatham Green 
property. (6, 23) 

Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment M8:  The sirens that go off when there are traffic jams at Confucius Plaza are 

very disruptive. (16) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment M9:  Nothing has changed since the streets have been closed. (17) 
Response:  The DEIS discloses significant adverse urban design, traffic, transit 

and pedestrian, air quality, and noise impacts.  Mitigation measures 
that are proposed within the EIS include a major reconfiguration of 
Chatham Square, a redesign of Park Row and the return of three bus 
routes to Park Row. 

 
Comment M10: The report is way too limited in its assumptions about who uses 

Chinatown and how they use it. (20) 
Response:  The DEIS took a hard look and analyzed numerous technical areas to 

determine whether the action had resulted in significant adverse 
impacts.  See response to M9. 

 
Comment M11: This report makes no mention of how many people in the police 

department actually need to make physical contact with the justice system 
over any period of time. (20) 

Response:  Given the functions hosted by One Police Plaza, and the close 
coordination required between the NYPD and the criminal justice 
system, it is essential for the police headquarters to be located within 
close proximity to the court facilities and detention centers, as well as 
the seat of government.  For example, the Criminal Justice Bureau 
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acts as the operational liaison between the New York City Police 
Department and other agencies involved in the criminal justice 
community, including the five county District Attorney’s Offices, the 
New York State Office of Court Administration, the Division of 
Criminal Justice Services, and the Mayor’s Criminal Justice 
Coordinator’s Office.  Given this synergistic relationship, proximity to 
the court system’s facilities is critical.  No statistics on how many or 
how frequently members of the NYPD have to appear at the above 
mentioned facilities are available.   

 
Comment M12: There should be a daily protocol for the police officers on duty around the 

security zone to make people’s lives a little easier. (18) 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment M13: Even if Park Row re-opened, Chinatown would still be in bad shape. (29) 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment M14: It is upsetting that the Mariner’s Temple Baptist Church and school would 

be on a street that would now have trucks weighing tons going down it and 
it seems like we are being ignored. (37) 

Response:  See response to Comment K18.   
 
Comment M15: The following should be incorporated to improve the conditions in 

Chinatown: 
• Pedestrian access to Park Row 
• An ambulance posted within the Park Row area that will provide 

immediate service to Downtown Hospital, or a shifting of the 
present barricade 

• Establishment of a free shuttle from the Seaport to Chinatown so 
that residents can be linked to the Downtown Alliance Shuttle. 

• A new drop-off area for sight-seeing buses for easy access to 
Chinatown shops and restaurants 

• A commitment from NYPD to utilize their nearly 1,000 parking 
spaces in 1 Police Plaza and to end the blatant police parking 
abuses. 

• A trolley line on Fulton Street to better connect Chinatown with 
the rest of Lower Manhattan. 

Response:  Pedestrian access is not restricted on Park Row.  Ambulance 
operations are determined by the FDNY and New York Downtown 
Hospital.  Any service changes or additions to the Downtown Alliance 
Shuttle would be decided on and created by the Downtown Alliance.  
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As discussed in the DEIS, Chinatown currently has one tour bus 
drop-off location.  As the action has not resulted in any impacts to 
Chinatown’s tourism, no mitigation plan is proposed as such.  The 
400-space (not 1,000 space) former municipal garage is fully utilized 
by the NYPD.    The M1, M6, M9, and M15 buses provide service 
from Chinatown to Lower Manhattan. 

 
Comment M16: Many cars have been damaged and drivers injured by the delta barriers. 

(125) 
Response:  Comment noted. Claims for damage to vehicles resulting from the 

delta barriers can be filed through the New York City Office of the 
Comptroller.  Automobile property damage claim forms can be 
accessed through their website at www.comptroller.nyc.gov. 

 
Comment M17: It is difficult to receive deliveries at Chatham Green. The police officers 

do not let them through.  (66) 
Response:   Trucks represent a severe threat and therefore require extensive 

screening procedures before they can be permitted into Chatham 
Green. 

 
Comment M23: I was affected economically after September 11, 2001. (59) 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment M24: Developments under construction in the South Street Seaport area has 

increased construction vehicles, construction workers, noise, and 
congestion to the surrounding area. (6) 

Response:  Comment noted.  Consideration of construction of new developments 
in the South Street Seaport area is not within the scope of work for 
this EIS.  

 
Comment M25:  Mayor Bloomberg should do something about the street closures because 

we are losing businesses and making residents want to leave. (43) 
Response:  Comment noted. 
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Objective: 

The primary objective of this study was to conduct interviews with owners of businesses 

in the downtown/Chinatown area of New York City in order to provide a socioeconomic analysis 

for an environmental impact statement. An important goal of the project was to ask the target 

respondents about their views on the Security Zone set up at 1 Police Plaza. Another focus was 

to evaluate whether or not business had stayed the same, gone up, or gone down in the past year 

[2005-2006]. 

 

Project Methodology: 

 In order to achieve the above objectives, we employed a face-to-face interview 

methodology. For a three week period, we had a team of 4-6 bi-lingual interviewers [Mandarin 

and Cantonese] span out across Chinatown business districts and speak with owners and 

managers of the stores within those areas. Stores were segmented by type and by the district they 

fell into. A total of N=306 interviews were completed. Please find below, the questionnaire 

administered to elicit the required feedback: 
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Chinatown Business Survey 
  
 
Date:____________________                                       Business District: ___________________ 
Surveyor:________________                                                 
 
Good morning/afternoon. We are conducting a survey of businesses in Chinatown as part of a study of the effects of 
the street closures at Park Row. In coordination with the Chinese Chamber of Commerce, your business has been 
selected to participate in this survey. We would appreciate it if you could answer a few quick questions. 
 
1. Business Surveyed:__________________ 
 Name_____________________________                                                        
 Address___________________________                                                        
 Type of Business____________________                                                        
 Person Surveyed                                                                Title_________________                                             
 
2.  How long has this business been at this location? __________ years                                                    
 
3. Approximately how many people are employed here?  
 Full time                                   Part 

time________________                                   
 
4. Has business been improving, declining, or staying the same this year (2006) compared to last year (2005)? 
 No change              
 Minimal change______                
 Declined by more than 10%?                 by less than 10% _________                  

Improved by more than 10%?                 by less than 10% _________                  
 
5. Do you intend to relocate within 

the next:    
 
 0-3 years?                        3-6 years?                        6+ years?____________                         
 
6. Has the security zone around 1 Police Plaza affected your business?                                    
 If yes, in what way?___________________________________________________                                                                 
                                                                                                                                                  
 
7. Do you have any suggestions for improving your business conditions? 
_____________________________________________________________________________                                                           
 

8. Any other suggestions you’d like to make? 
_____________________________________________________________________________                                                             
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Results: 

Table 1 - Business District* COUNT PERCENTAGE 
North of Canal Street 128 41.8 % 
Historic Chinatown 74 24.2 % 
East of Bowery 100 32.7 % 
Security Zone 4 1.3 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

* Please see attached map for areas designated as North of Canal Street, Historic Chinatown, East of Bowery and Security Zone. 

 
A sample of N=300+ businesses and an even spread across the different districts suggests that our 
findings based on these interviews are statistically representative of the general Chinatown area. 
 

Table 2 - Type of Business COUNT PERCENTAGE 
Retail [clothes, sports goods, etc.] 94 30.7 % 
Restaurants 57 18.6 % 
Food Stores 25 8.2 % 
Herbal/Plant Store 14 4.6 % 
Aquarium 1 0.3 % 
Jewelers 12 3.9 % 
Hair Salon 29 9.5 % 
Bank 0 0.0 % 
Small office [Doctor, Lawyer, etc.] 5 1.6 % 
Other 69 22.5 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

 
 
Table 2 above shows that we achieved a reasonable spread across various business types, as well. 

A note should be made that despite the high percentage of interviews completed with restaurant 

Owners & Managers, a large majority of the restaurants were reluctant to provide time to be 

interviewed. Later tables seek to verify whether we witnessed any patterns between the type of 

business interviewed and their relative financial success during the past year. 

 
Table 3 - No. of years at this location COUNT 

Less than a year 10 
1-5 years 114 
6-10 years 80 
11-15 years 50 
16-20 years 9 
More than 20 years 43 
Total 306 
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Below is a graphical representation of the previous table. A majority of businesses [64%] in 

Chinatown remained at their respective locations for somewhere between 1 and 10 years. A third 

of businesses interviewed have existed there for 10+ years. 

Figure 1 

No. of years at their location

3%

26%

16%

3%
14%

38%

Less than a year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
More than 20 years

 
 
  
 

Table 4 - Employed Full time COUNT PERCENTAGE 
1 25 8.2 % 
2 66 21.6 % 
3 51 16.6 % 
4 28 9.2 % 
5 21 6.9 % 
6 to 10 70 23% 
11 to 20 35 11.4 % 
21 to 40 6 1.9 % 
More than 40 4 1.3 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

 

Table 5 - Employed Part time COUNT PERCENTAGE 
None 216 70.6 % 
1 33 10.8 % 
2 22 7.2 % 
3 10 3.3 % 
4 6 2.0 % 
5 6 2.0 % 
6 to 20 12 4.0 % 
21 to 40 1 0.3 % 
More than 40 0 0.0 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 
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Tables 4 and 5 illustrate the employment figures as shared by the owners and managers 

of the stores that were interviewed. It should be noted that these figures may not be completely 

accurate as many store owners were hesitant to talk about the number of people working at the 

store. To work around this, interviews sometimes prompted a response from the interviewee, e.g. 

“Are there approximately 5 full time employees, 10 employees, etc. 

 
Table 6 - Security Zone effect COUNT PERCENTAGE 

Yes 147 48.0 % 
No 159 52.0 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

 

Table 6 suggests the view that the Security Zone set up at 1 Police Plaza has adversely 

affected business in the Chinatown area is almost an even split between those interviewed for 

this study.  

Table 7 - Business since last year COUNT PERCENTAGE 
No change 129 42.2 % 
Minimal change 18 5.9 % 
Declined by more than 10% 111 36.3 % 
Declined by less than 10% 37 12.1 % 
Improved by more than 10% 9 2.9 % 
Improved by less than 10% 2 0.7 % 
Total 306 100.0 % 

 

 Additionally, Table 7 suggests that respondents were also equally split as to whether 

business had gone down in the past year or simply stayed the same. These “even rifts” in 

business outlook necessitate cross-tabulation of our results to identify any existing factors that 

affect the type of response given by those interviewed. 

 

 



 6

 A cross-tabulation to verify whether those respondents who felt the Security Zone has 

had an affect also felt that business had gone down in the past year, resulted in Table 8 and the 

corresponding graph below [Figure 2]. The evidence suggests that these perceptions are 

consistent with each other. 

 Security Zone Affect 
 Table 8 - Business since last year Yes No 
No change 13 116 
Minimal change 7 11 
Declined by more than 10% 94 17 
Declined by less than 10% 28 9 
Improved by more than 10% 5 4 
Improved by less than 10% 0 2 
Total 147 159 

 

Figure 2 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Yes No

Has the Security Zone 
affected business?

Security Zone effect on Business since last year

Improved by less than
10%
Improved by more than
10%
Declined by less than
10%
Declined by more than
10%
Minimal change

No change

 

 One possibility was that these responses depended on which geographical district 

businesses were located in.  

 Business Districts 

 Table 9 - Business since last year 
North of 

Canal Street 
Historic 

Chinatown
East of 
Bowery 

Security 
Zone 

No change 45 22 61 1
Minimal change 12 5 1 0
Declined by more than 10% 47 32 30 2
Declined by less than 10% 17 12 8 0
Improved by more than 10% 5 3 0 1
Improved by less than 10% 2 0 0 0
Total 128 74 100 4
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 Business Districts 

 Table 10 - Security Zone effect 
North of 

Canal Street 
Historic 

Chinatown
East of 
Bowery 

Security 
Zone 

Yes 67 45 32 3
No 61 29 68 1
Total 128 74 100 4

 

Tables 9 and 10 above suggest that businesses in the North of Canal Street district were 

once again, split regarding their views on the affect of the Security Zone and the change in 

business prospects since last year. Respondents in the Historic Chinatown area tended to oppose 

the Security Zone set up and those in the East of Bowery district were not as affected by the 

Security Zone. However, we believe a weak correlation exists between location and the affects of 

the Security Zone or changes in business since last year. 

 

Table 11 - Business 
since last year Retail Restaurants 

Food 
Stores 

Herbal/ Plant 
Store Hair Salon Other 

No change 34 36.2 % 25 43.9 % 16 64.0 % 2 14.3 % 13 44.8 % 33 47.8 % 
Minimal change 6 6.4 % 4 7.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 3.4 % 6 8.7 % 
Declined by more than 10% 40 42.6 % 17 29.8 % 6 24.0 % 8 57.1 % 9 31.0 % 23 33.3 % 
Declined by less than 10% 9 9.6 % 8 14.0 % 3 12.0 % 3 21.4 % 5 17.2 % 6 8.7 % 
Improved by more than 10% 4 4.3 % 2 3.5 % 0 0.0 % 1 7.1 % 1 3.4 % 1 1.4 % 
Improved by less than 10% 1 1.1 % 1 1.8 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 
Total 94 100.0 % 57 100.0 % 25 100.0 % 14 100.0 % 29 100.0 % 69 100.0 % 

 
 

 
 
 Business Type 

Table 12 - Business 
location expectation Retail Restaurants 

Food 
Stores 

Herbal/Plant 
Store Hair Salon Other 

0-3 years 19 20.2 % 10 17.5 % 3 12.0 % 5 35.7 % 8 27.6 % 12 17.4 % 
3-6 years 16 17.0 % 13 22.8 % 7 28.0 % 0 0.0 % 5 17.2 % 20 29.0 % 
6+ years 59 62.8 % 34 59.6 % 15 60.0 % 9 64.3 % 16 55.2 % 37 53.6 % 
Total 94 100.0 % 57 100.0 % 25 100.0 % 14 100.0 % 29 100.0 % 69 100.0 % 
 
 
 Business Type 
Table 13 - Security 
Zone effect Retail Restaurants 

Food 
Stores 

Herbal/Plant 
Store Hair Salon Other 

Yes 43 45.7 % 31 54.4 % 9 36.0 % 11 78.6 % 16 55.2 % 29 42.0 % 
No 51 54.3 % 26 45.6 % 16 64.0 % 3 21.4 % 13 44.8 % 40 58.0 % 
Total 94 100.0 % 57 100.0 % 25 100.0 % 14 100.0 % 29 100.0 % 69 100.0 % 
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Tables 11, 12 and 13 illustrate responses cross-tabulated against various business types 

[we have omitted business types that did not have statistically significant samples]. Other than 

retail stores, all other business types generally did not find drastic affects on business due to the 

Security Zone at 1 Police Plaza. Moreover, these businesses did not find reason to leave their 

current location of business within the near future.  

Our quantitative findings suggest there is a weak relationship at best, between where 

businesses are located or the type of business interviewed and their respective views of the 

Security Zone or how business has changed over the past year. However, feedback from our 

interviewing team suggested that those who did feel that the Security Zone was affecting their 

business prospects were very vocal and felt strongly about their opinions. Below are some 

examples of feedback that respondents provided when asked how the Security Zone had affected 

their businesses. 

Retail: 

“Parking is too hard to find, so less customers.” 

“Rent goes up, business goes down every year. People go the WTC, come here at lunch, no more events. Weekdays are dead.” 

“Less customer, parking and tourist bus parking is a problem.” 

“Less people. Traffic is inconvenient. Area is quieter. Traffic blockage affects customers' choice to come to area.” 

“Difficult to get parking and people get tickets a lot.” 

“No tourist buses can park.” 

“Hard to get downtown, bad for deliveries.” 

“Less security, a lot of shoplifting.” 

“Sunday parking spots are taken up by residents.” 

“People from New Jersey and Brooklyn have difficulty coming here.” 

“No loading areas.” 

“Fewer sales, no tourists. Makes travel time more than 45 minutes.” 
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Restaurants: 

“Caused loss in business by blocking roadways, making it hard for consumers to access area. Caused low profit and numerous 

changes in staff and management.” 

“Less business and clients down by Park Row Area.” 

“Many Chinese used to park often in that area on the weekends. Old customers do not come due to inconvenience.” 

“No buses pass by, less customers.” 

“People can't come conveniently.” 

“No parking at Park Row creates parking violations to customers.” 

“No parking for customers (municipal parking.) New Jersey customers go to Queens now.” 

“Fewer customers. Not enough parking spaces.” 

“Fewer tourists, less customers. North of Canal has much fewer customers since traffic is directed to areas around Grand Street. 

Those businesses around there will grow whereas, around here, it's dead.” 

 

 Jewelers: 

“Chinatown is dead now. No parking, people don't come here, tourists don't come, not even from CT and NJ.” 

“Traffic restriction resulted in lass business.” 

“Traffic restriction decreases business and it has affected commute time.” 

“No parking, customers suffer from parking tickets.” 

 

Across business types, the main complaint from respondents was against the new traffic 

regulations that had been imposed since the set up of the Security Zone. There was a general 

consensus [even among those who did not feel that business had been strongly affected] that less 

parking space and traffic congestion made it difficult and less attractive to enter the Chinatown 

area.  

Respondents were also asked what could be done to improve the situation. Below is a list 

of some of the suggestions provided by respondents separated by business district: 
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North of Canal Street: 

“Not allowing trucks parking there.” 

“Bring factories back.” 

“Lower the rent!” 

“Stop the counterfeiting. More public events and more booths for tourists.” 

“Better parking, better use of traffic, more traffic officers.” 

“Improve parking; reopen public parking in park row.” 

“Less littering by tourists, lower rents, less counterfeiting.” 

“More promotions, maybe.” 

“More promotions attract more people.” 

“Clean up Chinatown.” 

“More parking in this area.” 

“More parking.” 

“Decrease real estate percentage.” 

“Build a big parking like, like Flushing.” 

“The whole problem is the area. People have to be drawn down here, not just one person. A joint promotion will help.” 

“Attract more people here.” 

“More festivities in Chinatown to bring back customers.” 

“Better traffic and more parking.” 

“Improve tourist attractions in lower Manhattan.” 

“Control gridlock traffic patterns on Canal and Bowery intersection.” 

“Stop filming around the area. Losing money.” 

“More focus on Chinatown businesses above Canal Street.” 

“Less traffic, more tourists.” 

“Increase funding for struggling businesses.” 

“Spread the word about businesses in Chinatown.” 

“Open up road blocks allowing big buses access.” 

“Biggest problem is parking. Compared to Flushing, which has more space that allow for more customers.” 

“No reason to close to Park Row. Don't know why they did it.” 

“Open up sidewalk finish construction.” 
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“Open up the sidewalk.” 

“More parking and no tickets.” 

“Parking lot or temp parking.” 

“More funding for stores that are hit hard.” 

“Let tourist buses park on Mott.” 

“No pushcarts, no building hotels next door.” 

“Keep streets clean.” 

“Ease restrictions in the security zone.” 

“Don't close Park Row.” 

“More parking and get rid of the peddlers.” 

“No, but it's up to the government.” 

“Cleaner. No honking around Bowery.” 

“Better security as in less crime around area.” 

“Streets should be cleaner.” 

“Opening Park Row would lead to more tourists.” 

“Lower rents because restaurants are closing.” 

“More people should come by, we depend on tourists.” 

“Municpal funding to improve aesthetics.” 

“Make more promotions and cleaner streets.” 

 

Historic Chinatown: 

“More parking.” 

Change street to park at certain time 

“Open back up the streets.” 

“More parking, less construction.” 

“More business promotion for Chinatown.” 

“Open parking again, more parking.” 

“Open them back. They’ve taken over a municipal parking lot, so they do not need that space now.” 

“Less parking space after 9/11.” 

“Do not restrict zones.” 
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““Inconvenient for residents. Too many meetings, no change. 

“Attract more people to come. Metered parking should be cheaper. Should not allow truck parking in the area.” 

“Release the security zone and improve the traffic.” 

“Open Park Row.” 

“Opening Park Row will create hundreds of parking spaces.” 

“Less cop cars, more parking.” 

“Less tax, more promotion.” 

“Follow street signs according to parking. More parking meters.” 

“We need a parking lot like in Queens.” 

“Make Chinatown more commercial-friendly.” 

“If Park Row is open, it will make the area better.” 

“Better security and government support.” 

“Best for community to open Park Row. Don't let terrorism be a reason.” 

“Open Park Row. Tourists have no place to park therefore they do not come here.” 

 

East of Bowery: 

“Open park row to allow direct access to our store.” 

“Eliminate the 4 other salons on the block.” 

“More exposure and advertising for living in Chinatown to attract new tenants.” 

“Open up park row so people can do laundry here.” 

“Allow park row to open up for roadway to the school easier and less hectic.” 

“Release the security zone and more promotion.” 

“1. more parking spaces 2. more promotion 3. release the security zone” 

“More parking, less cops giving tickets.” 

“Cheaper rent.” 

“Less ticketing.” 

“Better timing on meters.” 

“More parking space and improve parking in the area.” 

“Improve security around area.” 

“Cheaper rent and taxes.” 
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“A lot of crime in area, shop theft; want more police in area.” 

“More parking spaces for loading/delivery.” 

“Attract more customers. More police to secure the area. More parking spaces.” 

“More parking spaces. Attract more customers.” 

“Just release the security zone.” 

“More promotion about Chinatown. More parking spaces.” 

“Attract more tourists to the area.” 

“More parking spaces. Provide allowances for investing businesses.” 

“More attractions/activities to promote Chinatown.” 

“Attract more customers. More parking spaces for loading.” 

“More customers. More activities.” 

“More parking spaces. More attractions in Chinatown to bring more business.” 

“More promotion of East of Bowery area and tour bus stops here.” 

“Increase the number of customers.” 

 

 A review of the above responses supports our quantitative data. The majority of 

businesses in the North of Canal Street area seem to be more concerned with removing traffic 

congestion, increasing parking spaces and reducing the number of parking tickets handed out. In 

addition to similar complaints, the East of Bowery area focuses much more on increased 

promotion of Chinatown and related activities [festivities] and lowering rent than on the traffic 

problem. This illustrates a clear division in opinions across business district. 

  



APPENDIX B

Written Comments Received on the DEIS
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