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Foreword”

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the proposed Yankee Stadium project
responds to all substantive comments made on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) that was prepared pursuant to the regulations and procedures of the City Environmental
Quality Review (CEQR) and accepted as complete on September 23, 2005 by the New York
City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) as lead agency for the CEQR process. The
DEIS was subject to public review by Bronx Community Board 4 and the Bronx Borough
President, and in a DEIS CEQR hearing before the New York City Planning Commission on
January 11, 2006. The review period ended on January 23, 2006. All substantive oral comments
made at the CEQR hearing and written comments submitted by January 23 are summarized and
responded to in Chapter 25, “Responses to Comments,” which is new in this FEIS. In addition,
changes to background conditions, the proposed project, and the addition of a new alternative
necessitated changes in the EIS, as described below. Where appropriate, the FEIS text has been
revised in response to comments or changes in the project. Unless otherwise specified, these
revisions and changes are indicated by double underlines.

CHANGES TO BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

Subsequent to the issuance of the DEIS, several changes were made to the baseline condition—
“the future without the proposed project” or “No Build condition.” Specifically, the Gateway
Center at Bronx Terminal Market project was modified to limit the area proposed for that
development to the land east of Exterior Street and the Major Deegan Expressway. That change
affected the EIS for the Yankee Stadium project, because it removed all geographic overlap
between the two projects. The revised Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market proposal no
longer includes the development of a public open space, waterfront esplanade, or retail building
west of Exterior Street and the highway. With this change, Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G,
H, and J would not be demolished by the Gateway Center project, and these buildings would
remain standing in the Yankee Stadium project’s No Build condition. However, as stated in the
DEIS, the tenants would still be relocated by the City as part of the overall relocation plan for
the Bronx Terminal Market tenants. In addition, the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market
would abandon the existing 30-inch diameter outfall that discharges into the Harlem River and
replace it with two side-by-side 5- by 4-foot outfalls. Chapter 12, “Infrastructure,” and Chapter
9, “Natural Resources,” have been revised in the FEIS to reflect this change.

As a new No Build project, the City proposes to develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront
public open space on Pier 4, south of the proposed project’s waterfront park. It is anticipated that
this public open space would be maintained by NYCDPR. The City is committed to developing
this off-site public open space by the Gateway Center project’s 2009 Build year. The

* The Foreword is new to the EIS.
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programming of this open space and the actions required for its development are yet to be
determined.

NEW ALTERNATIVE PLAN

The project received a number of comments on the plan for replacing recreational facilities and
adding parkland in conjunction with development of a new Yankee Stadium in Macomb’s Dam
and John Mulally Parks. Specifically, the comments expressed a strong desire for contiguous
park area, a concentration of ballfields close to East 161st Street, and a construction schedule
that would minimize the time that recreational facilities would be unavailable. The comments
also indicated a concern about the visual effect of the cold-weather bubble at the elevated tennis
concession atop proposed Garage C. In response to these comments, an alternative park plan has
been developed and considered in Chapter 22, “Alternatives.” This alternative does not include
any changes to the proposed stadium or parking facilities. This is the preferred park plan and it is
anticipated to be adopted and approved by NYCDPR. As described in the FEIS, the “Alternative
Park Plan” would not have any significant adverse impacts greater or different than those
anticipated for the proposed project.

CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Other substantive changes made between the DEIS and FEIS are as follows:

e The number of existing parking spaces has been revised to reconcile discrepancies cited by
various sources.

e The capacities of the proposed parking garages have been reduced as a result of the
advancement of design for the garages.

e Since the construction noise analysis in the DEIS concluded that there is a potential for
significant adverse noise impacts at one or more locations in the study area, a detailed
construction noise analysis is included in this FEIS in Chapter 19, “Construction Impacts.”

e As part of the proposed project East 157th Street would be reopened to traffic, with a new
intersection at East 153rd Street; this street would provide access to proposed Garage A.
East 157th Street, a mapped street, is currently closed to traffic, and it functions as a
pedestrian plaza, accommodating the flow of fans from Garage 8 to the stadium on game
days. In the DEIS, the project proposed two entries to Garage A: one, near the western end
of the block at the intersection with East 153rd Street, would handle cars coming from and
going to the Major Deegan Expressway; the other, at the eastern end of the block, would
accommodate traffic to and from River Avenue. The pedestrian analysis in the DEIS
assumed that during game days the portion of the street between these two driveways would
be closed to vehicular traffic and function as an auto-free pedestrian way to handle the flows
from Garage 8 and points south across East 157th Street to the new Ruppert Plaza and the
new stadium.

In advancing the design efforts for proposed Parking Garage A, it was determined that
moving the east driveway further to the west, adjacent to the west driveway, would be
advantageous for space management and constructability. While Garage A access patterns
and traffic circulation would remain the same as those described for the previous plan by
maintaining a separation between the two driveways, the game-day pedestrian-only plaza
connecting the northwestern portion of Garage 8 and Ruppert Plaza would be eliminated. To

F-2



Foreword

facilitate game-day pedestrian flow, the existing pedestrian bridge over the Metro-North
Railroad tracks would be extended to connect with the second level of Garage 8 and span
over East 157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza. This existing bridge would have been replaced in
kind as part of the plan presented in the DEIS, but it would now be expanded under the
current plan in the FEIS. Chapter 16, “Transit and Pedestrians,” has been revised to reflect
this change.

An analysis of a comprehensive game-day traffic management plan has been included in
FEIS Chapter 21, “Mitigation.” The game-day traffic management plan would include both
standard traffic capacity improvements described in the DEIS and additional game-day
traffic operations improvements, such as street closures, turn prohibitions, and traffic
diversion strategies using variable message signs (VMS). These aspects of the traffic
management plan were evaluated for their overall effectiveness in improving projected
traffic and pedestrian conditions. These mitigation measures have been approved by the
New York City Department of Transportation, New York State Department of
Transportation, and New York City Police Department (see Appendix D,
“Correspondence”). *
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Executive Summary

A. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION!

The proposed project that is the subject of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EELS)
consists of the following elements: (1) construction of a new Yankee Stadium one block north of
its existing location at East 161st Street and River Avenue in The Bronx (the “proposed
stadium™); (2) construction of four new parking garages containing approximately 4,735 spaces
in the vicinity of the proposed stadium (the “proposed garages™); and (3) development of new
and replacement recreational park facilities for a net increase of approximately 4.63 acres within
the facility of the proposed stadium (referred to, as appropriate, as the “proposed parkland” or
“replacement facilities;” collectively, these elements are the “proposed project”).

The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) proposes to allow for the
development of the proposed stadium by the New York Yankees on portions of Macomb’s Dam
and John Mullaly Parks adjacent to the existing stadium site, across East 161st Street at River
Avenue (see Figures S-1 and S-2). The proposed open-air stadium which would have a capacity for
54,000 spectators (53,000 seats and 1,000 standing spaces), would replace the existing,
approximately 56,928-seat, outdated 82-year-old Yankee Stadium with one that can effectively
accommodate a modern baseball team and provide greatly improved spectator and parking facilities.
Although the interior of the proposed stadium would contain state-of-the art facilities for players
and spectators, the design would evoke both the 1923 and the existing stadiums, incorporating
design elements of both.

Parking for the existing stadium is insufficient, widely scattered, and has spilled over into the
surrounding neighborhood. There are only 6,995% dedicated parking spaces currently available for
Yankee Stadium patrons in surface lots and garages within an approximate %-mile radius of the
existing stadium. The separate Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project is anticipated to
be completed by 2009 and 2014. If built, this project would result in development on areas
currently used for parking by Yankee Stadium patrons, resulting in the loss of 766 spaces and
reducing the net number of spaces available for Yankee Stadium patrons to 6,229.

In response to the proposed stadium’s parking need, the proposed project would develop four new
parking garages containing approximately 4,735 spaces and would add 376 spaces in existing and

expanded surface parking lots. The proposed project would displace approximately 1,030 parking
spaces in existing lots, bringing the total number of spaces available for Yankee Stadium patrons to

Yn response to comments received on the Draft EIS (DEIS), including comments from the community and
the Bronx Borough President, an alternative plan for the parkland program and recreational facilities has
been developed and is examined in the “Alternatives” section of the summary.

2 The number of existing parking spaces changed between the DEIS and FEIS to reconcile discrepancies
cited by various sources. The capacities of the proposed parking garages have been reduced between the
DEIS and FEIS as a result of advancing the design of the garages.
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10,310, for a net increase of 3,315 off-street spaces®. This would support the parking need for the
proposed stadium and reduce the spill-over conditions on local streets that presently exist. Street-
level, non-destination retail would be developed in one of the parking garages for a total of
approximately 12,000 gross square feet (gsf).

As described further below, the proposed project would require the alienation of certain areas of
mapped parkland to allow for its disposition by NYCDPR through leases, for operation of the
proposed stadium and several new parking garages. These areas would, however, remain
mapped parkland. In addition, new areas of mapped parkland would be created to provide
additional new open space and to accommodate park facilities displaced by the new stadium and
garages. Overall, the proposed project would result in a net increase of approximately 4.63 acres
of accessible recreational facilities within the project area.

In particular, the proposed stadium and three of the proposed garages would be built in portions
of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks (both New York City parks). The fourth garage
would be located on City-owned property at East 151st Street between River and Gerard
Avenues, which is not parkland. To replace the recreational facilities displaced by these
structures, the proposed project would include the following elements:

e A number of replacement recreational facilities would be developed atop two of the garages
to be constructed as part of the proposed project within a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park.

o New parkland would be created and recreational facilities would be developed: (1) at the site
of the existing stadium; (2) on existing parking lots along River Avenue and East 157th
Street; and (3) at the site of three warehouse buildings along Exterior Street within the
Bronx Terminal Market.

e An esplanade connecting the new waterfront park to the existing ferry landing, would be
developed on paved areas located along the Harlem River waterfront.

These latter two areas of replacement facilities would create new open space and ballfields along
the Harlem River and would represent an important new community amenity that would serve
the surrounding neighborhood and provide new public waterfront access.

In total, the proposed project would displace recreational facilities on approximately 22.42 acres

(including the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park at the corner of East 157th Street and Ruppert
Place that is currently used for accessory parking for Yankee Stadium—i.e., Lot 14) of existing

parkland. Replacement facilities would be developed on 10.22 acres of existing parkland,
including the approximately 2.89 acres of Macomb’s Dam Park currently used for accessory
parking for Yankee Stadium. The proposed project would also create 15.82 acres of new parkland,
including approximately 5.11 acres of recreational waterfront parkland, and 1.01 acres of new
open spaces (not mapped as parkland). In total, the proposed project would result in the
development of 27.05 acres of replacement facilities. This would be a net increase of 4.63 acres
over existing conditions. (Approximately 15 acres of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks—
the site of the proposed stadium and a parking garage—would remain as mapped parkland. The
underwater land beneath Slips 2 and 4 of the Harlem River, and 0.4 acres south of Pier 1 along the

! The net increase would, in fact, be somewhat lower, because of the loss of more than 800 spaces used by

Yankees fans on Exterior Street, Cromwell Avenue, and between the Bronx Terminal Market site and the
Harlem River that would no longer be available in the future as the Bronx Terminal Market site is

developed.
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Harlem River that is proposed as new surface parking, would be also mapped as new parkland.
However, these mapped parkland areas would contain no public recreational facilities and so are
not counted in the tally of proposed parkland to be created by the proposed project.) The proposed

project would create a unified 17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street, which would be
larger than the total park area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced north of East 161st Street.

The proposed stadium, all four proposed garages, and almost all of the proposed parkland would
be completed by 2009. The full development of the replacement proposed parkland would be
completed by 2010.

Public actions required to permit the proposed project to go forward include disposition of City-owned
property in the form of long-term leases (including lease of existing parking facility); acquisitions by
the City of interests in the proposed Yankee Stadium and garage sites; mapping actions to map new
parks and demap portions of East 161st Street, Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and Jerome
Avenue; administrative actions to demap portions of two streets (East 162nd Street and Ruppert
Place), and a volume of space located above East 151st Street; approval of a concession to operate
tennis courts; a special permit for a public parking garage (not located on parkland) and a special
permit to allow modification of rear yard requirements for that garage; and State and City funding for
the non-stadium portions of the proposed project. Certain State and Federal permits may be required
for activities in connection with construction of the waterfront park. Further, the location of the
proposed stadium is on the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park that was improved with funds from the
Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). As a result, the proposed project would trigger a
parkland conversion under Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF Act that requires federal review and approval
by the Secretary of the Interior (delegated to the National Park Service).

The disposition and acquisitions, parkland mapping, approval of a concession, parking garage
special permit actions, and realignment of boundaries of East 161st Street, Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach, and Jerome Avenue in the vicinity of the proposed stadium site are subject to
the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP), and all of the actions require
environmental review. NYCDPR is the lead agency for the environmental review.

B. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

BACKGROUND

Yankee Stadium was built at its present site in 1923, at East 157th Street, River Avenue, East
161st Street and Ruppert Place in the Bronx Borough of the City of New York. The original
stadium’s design consisted of triple-decked grandstands which extended from behind home plate
and up to the first and third base lines, included a tin frieze that adorned the stadium’s third tier
deck, and had wood seating. In the years 1928, 1937, and 1938, the predominantly lower deck
seating arrangement was expanded to extend the upper decks into the outfield, resulting in the
short right field porch of today.

On August 8, 1972, after years of debate about the future of the aging ballpark, the Yankees
signed a 30-year lease with the City which called for Yankee Stadium to be completely
modernized in time for the 1976 season. After completing the Stadium’s 50th-anniversary
season in 1973, the Yankees moved to Shea Stadium for two seasons while their home was
almost completely demolished and then rebuilt.

The modernization removed the numerous, obstructive steel columns that supported the second
and third decks and blocked views. By “cantilevering” the upper decks and lowering the playing

S-3



Yankee Stadium Project FEIS

field while increasing the slope of the lower stands, sight lines for fans were improved. The
original roof was replaced with a smaller, more modern roof, and the decorative frieze at the
upper deck was removed and a similar architectural element made of concrete was created at the
top of a new 560-foot-long scoreboard which stretched across the rear of the bleachers. Yankee
Stadium’s exterior changed dramatically, too, as three escalator towers were added, one at each
of the Stadium’s three entrances. With 10 additional rows of seats added to the upper deck, the
stadium also appeared larger. The monuments and plaques were removed from center field and
placed behind the left center field wall between the Yankees and visiting team bullpens to create
the existing “Monument Park.” The renovated stadium opened for the 1976 season.

Notwithstanding the renovation, existing stadium operations have become severely constrained.
Accordingly, other options for improving or modernizing stadium operations have been
considered, including reconstruction of a stadium on the existing site and building a new stadium
in a different location. Four candidate locations for a new stadium were previously assessed:
Macomb’s Dam/John Mullaly Parks (similar to the proposed project site), Van Cortlandt Park,
and Pelham Bay Park, all in The Bronx, and the Caemmerer Yard (West-Side rail yard), on
Midtown Manhattan’s West Side. The sites in Van Cortlandt and Pelham Bay Parks were
eliminated for several reasons: mass transit was not available; the highway access system could
not support the traffic from the stadium; and each would disturb 12 acres of high-quality
wetlands, as well as substantially more parkland than currently projected, and without similar
opportunities for replacement. Moreover, the Van Cortlandt Park site has since become
unavailable as it is the location of the Croton Filtration Plant currently under construction by the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection. A stadium over Manhattan’s West-
Side rail yard (Caemmerer Yard) was found to be more feasible because of its central location
and availability of mass transit, but was eliminated from consideration when Yankees
management decided to remain in The Bronx. Reconstruction on the existing site was also
considered, but was determined infeasible because of the physical limitations of the site and the
consequent inability to provide a modern-day baseball facility. In addition, the reconstruction
alternative would have required the use of portions of Macomb’s Dam Park for parking, without
the opportunity to provide replacement recreational facilities on the site of the existing stadium.

The option to move the stadium across East 161st Street from the existing Yankee Stadium
continued to be considered and various concepts developed, including a plan by Borough
President Adolfo, Carrion, Jr., leading up to the current proposal. The Bronx Borough President

issued a Yankee Stadium Neighborhood Development Plan in 2004 supporting the development
of a new stadium across East 161st Street, as well as the creation of more useable parkland in the
area, reuse of the existing Yankee Stadium as a publicly accessible baseball field, and
development of connections to new waterfront parks. The Borough President plan also called for
several other separate components including the development of a hotel conference center,
sports and fitness center, a high school for sports industry careers, and transportation
improvements for subway, regional rail, and waterborne transport.

CURRENT CONDITIONS AT YANKEE STADIUM

PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS

By any measure of a modern ballpark other than seating capacity, the existing Yankee Stadium is too
small and functionally inadequate. Although its seating capacity is sufficient, there is not enough
space to support the fans and players or to offer appropriate food and other services. The stadium sits
on a site of just under 10 acres, compared to the more than 13.0 acres that a state-of-the-art facility
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requires. The average acreage of the sites of the most recently constructed (since 2000) new
stadiums (i.e., Petco Stadium in San Diego, Great American Ball Park in Cincinnati, PNC Park
in Pittsburgh, Minute Maid Park in Houston, and SBC Park in San Francisco) is over 15.5 acres.

Within this constrained area, space for entries and pedestrian walkways is very limited, and many of
the facility’s service and staging functions must take place outside the stadium, in public areas, where
they compete for space with fans and local residents.

The footprint of the stadium, at 8.5 acres, is also too small. To supply the current requirements
for comfortable seating and for circulation, food, shops, restrooms, and other support areas, the
footprint for a modern stadium would have to be at least 12.5 acres. To expand the footprint to
meet this standard on the existing site would mean substantially encroaching on and/or closing
one or more of the streets that surround the stadium. Similarly, the overall building size, at
873,163 gross square feet, is inadequate. Each floor plate must be increased by approximately 45
percent in order to accommodate the seating and service demand of a modern stadium. As it
stands now, Yankee Stadium cannot comfortably handle attendance greater than 35,000; at that
point, the hallways are crowded, long lines form for the food concessions and bathrooms, further
interfering with pedestrian flow, and the kitchens and other support facilities are inadequate to
meet the demand. Many back-of-the-house functional areas simply do not exist. For the stadium
to function properly and provide a comfortable experience for fans, players, and the press, a
nearly 100 percent increase in public concourse and fan amenity areas is required.

Space for the players is equally constrained. Adequate practice space and batting cages are
lacking. One weight room is shared by both the Yankees and visiting teams. The area for the
press is inadequate as well; often, they overflow into seats intended for fans.

The existing stadium has 41 percent of its seats (23,607 seats) in the upper deck. Due to the large
number of seats and constrained footprint, the existing upper deck is the steepest in major league
baseball. And the seats themselves are too small: the existing seating tread widths are 29 to 30
inches accommodating 17-inch-wide chairs, compared to a state-of-the-art facility requiring
widths of 33 to 36 inches to accommodate 19- to 22-inch-wide chairs. Also, because the seating
areas have been altered during renovations, many of the seats are not oriented properly to face
towards second base, making it uncomfortable for fans to watch a game.

PARKING

In 1923, most fans came to games at the then-new Yankee Stadium by public transportation. In
the ensuing years, with the rise of the automobile and the spread of the suburbs, driving to the
game became more and more popular. The number of parking spaces provided has increased
steadily over the years, including in garages built in the 1973 renovation, but has not kept pace
with demand. The current off-street parking space inventory is 6,995. Of these, approximately
3,500 are located within a ¥-mile (a 10-minute walk) of the stadium. These spaces are filled
whenever game attendance reaches approximately 15,000. The remaining spaces are farther
away and, clearly, much less convenient, especially for night games. All spaces are filled when
game attendance reaches approximately 30,000, a level that has been exceeded regularly in
recent years at Yankees home games. Overflow parking is accommodated, when possible, in the
Bronx Terminal Market south of the stadium, and along public streets. The accumulation of
mostly illegal on-street parking impairs traffic flow. Parking conditions at the existing stadium
today are inadequate and contribute to the traffic congestion that accompanies most home games
as fans circulate excessively on local streets in search of the hard-to-find parking spaces.
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ATTENDANCE

The history of attendance at Yankee Stadium shows that, from the first, and with few exceptions,
the Yankees have attracted more patrons than the American League average. For the past
decade, Yankees’ home game attendance has trended upward (see Table S-1). Average game
attendance has exceeded 35,000 every year since 1999. The peak was last year, 2005, with an
average game attendance of 50,499 and a season total of 4,090,440. Given the constraints and
limitations of existing Yankee Stadium, each year that attendance has grown, the problems of
accommodating that demand have become more frequent and more difficult.

Table S-1
Baseball Attendance History at Yankee Stadium
Year Average Game Season Total League Average
1924 13,251 1,007,066 575,324
1930 12,470 960,148 582,809
1940 11,313 859,785 533,825
1950 29,467 2,283,676 1,341,331
1960 20,026 1,552,030 1,143,682
1970 13,185 1,067,996 1,011,227
1976 16,101 1,288,048 1,099,119
1980 31,772 2,537,765 1,597,999
1990 26,963 2,170,485 2,131,090
1995 29,656 1,675,556 1,728,728
1996 23,521 1,705,263 1,811,356
1997 27,789 2,250,877 2,122,721
1998 31,856 2,580,325 2,234,523
1999 36,484 2,955,193 2,298,169
2000 40,662 3,293,659 2,286,874
2001 37,956 3,227,657 2,262,557
2002 40,807 3,264,552 2,346,071
2003 42,736 3,461,644 2,207,891
2004 47,788 3,775,292 2,340,422
2005 50,499 4,090,440 2.360.452
Notes: Games were held in the renovated stadium beginning in 1976.
Sources: www.baseball-almanac.com.

CONCLUSION: PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Yankees currently operate within the constraints of an outmoded ballpark. All aspects of the
existing stadium are inadequate to properly and comfortably accommodate fans, players and the
press with modern seating and services and adequate parking. The Yankees need a new stadium,
preferably nearby and reminiscent of their traditional home. The following goals and objectives
reflect the purpose and need for the proposed project.

PROVIDE A MODERN STADIUM THAT CAN ADEQUATELY SUPPORT BASEBALL AND
STADIUM OPERATIONS, PLAYERS, AND THE MEDIA
e Provide enough land area to accommodate a modern stadium.

e Create a stadium of appropriate size to offer comfortable seating for all fans and ample room
for circulation, food kiosks, and all services supporting fans and the media.

o Create state-of-the-art facilities for the Yankees and visiting teams.
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e Provide adequate parking.
o Create efficient and attractive pedestrian circulation space.

LOCATE AND DESIGN THE PROPOSED STADIUM TO CLOSELY REFLECT THE
TRADITIONAL HOME AND STYLE OF THE NEW YORK YANKEES

o Keep the Yankees in The Bronx, preferably near their traditional home.

o Design a modern stadium with an exterior style that is reminiscent of the original Yankee
Stadium.

e Recreate Monument Park in the proposed stadium.

e Reuse the site of the existing stadium—for baseball and other public recreational uses and
for other uses benefiting the neighborhood.

e Incorporate elements of the existing stadium into the new recreational space to be built on
the existing stadium site.

MINIMIZE ADVERSE IMPACTS AND IMPROVE CONDITIONS IN THE SURROUNDING
NEIGHBORHOOD

e Provide adequate off-street public parking and areas for pedestrian circulation.
¢ Replace displaced recreational facilities with equal or better facilities within the area.
e Reduce any adverse impacts of the proposed project to the extent practicable.

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

OVERVIEW

The New York Yankees are an important asset to The Bronx, New York City, and New York
State. The plan for building a new stadium, long in the making, reflects the need to maintain and
enhance facilities for the team in its traditional Bronx location, to ensure its continuing
contribution.

The proposed project would develop a new stadium one block directly north of its current site,
across East 161st Street at River Avenue (see Figures S-3 and S-4). The proposed stadium would
be built on land currently in recreational use (portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly
Parks) and on one block of East 162nd Street, which would be closed and mapped as parkland.
Ample space would be provided on site to accommodate all functions related to the team and
game-day operations, including off-street loading, adequate areas for fans to congregate at
entrances, which would be arranged along three sides of the building, and sufficient space for
circulation within. State-of-the-art seating and amenities for fans and the media would be
combined with modern facilities for the players, to make game going a comfortable and exciting
experience for all.

The proposed project would also add to and better consolidate the off-street parking inventory in
the area, by constructing four new parking garages, thus reducing the overflow of parkers
scattered throughout the neighborhood in both legal and illegal parking spots. Three of the
garages would occupy existing parkland in portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks.
A garage with frontage on River Avenue at East 151st Street would offer retail space at street
level, as well. The proposed garages, along with existing parking facilities in the area, are
anticipated to be leased to private operators.
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The recreational facilities to be displaced by the construction of the proposed stadium and
garages would be replaced as part of the proposed project—with similar or improved facilities
for active recreation (e.g., softball, baseball, tennis, basketball, handball) and for passive
enjoyment of the park (e.g., seating, plantings, paths, food concessions, etc.). New parkland and
public open space would be created along the Harlem River waterfront, providing new public
waterfront access, as well (see Figure S-5). The site of the existing Yankee Stadium would be a
major feature of the recreation plan, providing Heritage Field on the site of the existing Yankee
Stadium playing field. Ruppert Place would also be demapped and reconfigured as part of the
parkland provided south of the new stadium. Fuller descriptions of the project’s elements, the
proposed stadium, proposed garages, traffic and pedestrian circulation, and proposed parkland,
and recreational facilities, are provided below.

PROPOSED STADIUM

SITE

The proposed stadium would be developed in portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly
Parks, and would require that East 162nd Street be closed and mapped as parkland between
River and Jerome Avenues. The Home Plate Entry would be located at Jerome and East 161st
Street, the First Base Entry on East 161st Street, the Third Base Entry on Jerome Avenue, and

the Bleachers’ Entry on River Avenue.

The proposed stadium’s playing field would be positioned in an orientation similar to the
existing stadium. The fan experience would be greatly enhanced by appropriate sidewalk widths,
which allow enough space for queuing and a pedestrian-friendly environment. An efficient
security screening system would be incorporated into the entry process.

The intent of the overall site development is to foster Yankees games as exciting events while
reducing neighborhood congestion. In addition to providing adequate space around the stadium
for fans, service vehicles would park off-street in a secured service drive between the north side
of the proposed stadium and proposed parking Garage B, and River and Jerome Avenues. This
would resolve some of the pedestrian and vehicular conflicts that currently occur at the existing
stadium and would allow for security procedures in connection with servicing the stadium.

DESIGN

The proposed new home for the New York Yankees combines tradition and technology, in a
structure of steel, concrete, glass, and stone. It is intended to be a facility for the future, with the
soul of the past. The ballpark’s fagade would be highlighted by arched porticos, inspired by the
facade of the 1923 stadium (see Figure S-6).

The new playing field would have the same geometry and orientation as the existing field. But
the facility would also display a progressive vision. The design of the playing field and stands
within the limestone and granite walls would adhere to the most modern standards of design.
The interior structure would be of steel and concrete. The seating would be comfortable, with
unobstructed views of the field.

The height of the proposed stadium, at its tallest point—the top of the canopy—would be on
average approximately 138 feet above grade (since the grade changes around the site, all figures
are approximate). (Field light towers would extend above this canopy.) This structure would be
visible above the facade, which itself would range from 70 feet to 95 feet above the sidewalk
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elevation at the main entrance. The upper deck of the stadium’s interior seating bowl would be
set back from the exterior facade by approximately 50 feet.

The stadium would also include an approximately 60,000-square-foot plaza along East 161st
Street that would facilitate pedestrian movement into the stadium on game days and would be a
public amenity at other times. This area would be open for public use on a year-round basis.

PROGRAM

The proposed stadium has been designed to provide ample and comfortable facilities for all
those who use them: spectators, players, team management, the press, and a host of people who
run the stadium, provide its services, and are responsible for its security and smooth operations.
The program includes a wide variety of components, as discussed below. The total built floor
area for the proposed stadium would comprise approximately 1.3 million square feet.

Monument Park would be recreated, and monuments and other features from the existing
stadium would be moved to a new center field location outside the field wall. The area would be
accessible to tour groups on non-game days and controlled public access would be provided on
game days.

The main team store selling Yankees merchandise would be at two levels in a prominent
location, allowing entry from within the stadium. Two smaller satellite stores selling Yankees
merchandise would be located away from each other and from the main retail store to allow for
better access to retail outlets for fans throughout the stadium.

An approximately 300-seat restaurant located at street level would provide year-round operation
with direct entry from outside the stadium, as well as access to the stadium concourse.

PROPOSED GARAGES AND TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS

The transportation components of the proposed project have been designed to ease access to the
proposed stadium. Truck and bus loading and operation of service vehicles have been removed
from public streets, entry areas have been designed with enough capacity to handle crowds
entering and leaving the proposed stadium, a basic plan to manage traffic and pedestrian flows at
game time has been developed, and parking capacity has been expanded to reduce overflow
parking on local streets and help reduce the walk from parking facilities to the stadium, as
discussed below. The existing ferry landing and service would be maintained at its current
location and capacity.

LOADING AND ENTRY AREAS

The proposed stadium would have several loading docks for food service deliveries, team and
other deliveries, and trash storage and pickup. They would be located at the northern edge of the
proposed stadium in a dedicated area in the vicinity of former East 162nd Street, which would be
used as a secured service driveway. Access to the secured driveway would be from River and
Jerome Avenues. Team parking for private cars and buses would be located within the building
and would have a designated access off River Avenue. In addition, the proposed stadium would
provide space in the loading area for 10 large mobile media trucks with hookups.

Ticket windows and pedestrian entries to the proposed stadium would be on three sides: East
161st Street, River Avenue, and Jerome Avenue. This arrangement would help distribute
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spectators entering and leaving the proposed stadium and thus take full advantage of its
perimeter in providing access capacity.

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

At the present time, the New York City Police Department (NYPD) operates a transportation
management plan during game days at Yankee Stadium. This includes certain street closings,
use of Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAs) and other options to control the peak traffic
conditions. It is anticipated that a comparable management plan would be implemented for the
proposed stadium.

Some traffic and pedestrian improvements have been included as part of the proposed project
where the need for such improvements is readily apparent to maintain the safe and efficient
vehicular and pedestrian flows. These improvements include:

e Ruppert Place between East 161st Street and East 157th Street would be converted to
passive parkland use as part of the proposed project’s parkland replacement. It would be
demapped as a street and function as a north-south pedestrian-way on game days directly
across from the proposed main stadium entrances along East 161st Street. 1t would also
create an important link between adjacent parklands.

e The pedestrian plazas currently connecting Parking Garage 8 (located between East 157th
Street, East 153rd Street, and River Avenue) with the existing stadium is part of a mapped
street (East 157th Street) that is closed to vehicular traffic. As part of the proposed project,
this plaza would be eliminated and East 157th Street would reconnect to the street network.
With Ruppert Place closed to vehicular traffic but with a major entrance to proposed Parking
Garage A opened immediately west of it, a new intersection consisting of East 157th Street,
East 153rd Street, and the Parking Garage A driveway would be created. Just east of this
new intersection and along the reopened stretch of East 157th Street, another driveway to
proposed Parking Garage A is also proposed.

e The existing covered pedestrian bridge over the Metro-North Railroad tracks would be
improved and made ADA compliant. To facilitate game-day pedestrian flow, the proposed
project would extend this bridge to connect to the second level of Parking Garage 8 and span
over East 157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza. This pedestrian bridge would provide a
connection to the existing waterfront parking lots, new parkland, and ferry landing.

e An at-grade, controlled crossing of East 161st Street at Ruppert Plaza would be created. The
existing T-intersection would be reconfigured for a wide, mid-block crosswalk with signals
controlling East 161st Street traffic. Since Ruppert Plaza would no longer accommodate
vehicular traffic under the proposed project, this crossing would make possible a continuous
pedestrian-way between the existing Garage 8 and points south and the proposed stadium.

e A game-day pedestrian crossing area would be maintained at Babe Ruth Plaza along East
161st Street immediately west of the subway entrance pillars in the roadway medians. TEAS
would be stationed along its perimeters to ensure safety and separation of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic. This crossing would only be available during game days.

e An improved crossing would be provided at the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
intersections with the East 161st Street service roads. Specifically, a new signal would be
provided at the eastbound service road intersection, and a new south crosswalk, a widened
north crosswalk and a widened continuous east crosswalk would be incorporated.
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e Under the traffic management plan for the existing stadium, River Avenue between East
153rd and East 161st Streets is either partially or fully closed during certain periods on game
days. The transportation analyses assume that this stretch of roadway could remain open at

all times with the proposed project. The comprehensive game-day traffic management plan

developed for the proposed project would close River Avenue, post-game only, from the
north side of East 161st Street to East 162nd Street.

e As necessary, TEAs would be deployed as they are today to facilitate vehicular and
pedestrian traffic flow at the above and other strategic locations.

PUBLIC PARKING

Four new public parking garages would be developed on existing surface parking lots and
parkland surrounding the proposed stadium and existing Yankee Stadium Lots 13A and 13B
located along the Harlem River would be repaired, restriped, and extended south to replace the
spaces lost to create the esplanade (see Figure S-7). Parking would be available at existing lots
and garages (except for the two existing lots located at East 157th Street and River Avenue that
would become new parkland) and the four proposed new garages (see Figure S-8), all of which
are anticipated to be leased to private operators. In total, approximately 10,310 parking spaces

would be available for stadium patrons. The City and Yankees are committed to making parking
available to the public on a year-round basis to the extent possible. Stadium garages would be

made available to the public during the off-season and on non-game days during the baseball
season. Pedestrian circulation to the proposed stadium would originate from garage access

points, from the existing ferry landing, and from the existing subway station at East 161st Street
and River Avenue. The subway station is serviced by the B, D, and 4 subway lines.

Two of the proposed parking garages, Parking Garages A and C, would be connected at one
level below-grade and designed to function as one efficient garage complex with separate access
points. Parking spaces may shift from one garage to the other during detailed design, but access
and egress points would remain the same, as described below. Both Parking Garages A and C
would be set back 12 feet from the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach viaduct.

Parking Garage A would be a two-level garage located partially below-grade between East 157th
and East 161st Streets and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the site of the existing
stadium. The garage would accommodate approximately 1,700 spaces; new recreational
facilities that could be accessed from street-grade would be located above the structure. Two-
way vehicular access would be available at two locations along at East 157th Street and at one
location on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. Parking Garage A would be located in the
southern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park, which currently contains recreational facilities and
surface parking associated with the existing Yankee Stadium. Right-in, right-out only
movements would be available at the garage’s Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach access
location. Elevators and stairs would direct pedestrian access onto Ruppert Plaza in several
locations along its length and onto the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach intersection with East
161st Street.

Parking Garage C would be a four-level garage located west of East 161st Street between
Jerome Avenue, Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan Expressway.
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach is an elevated roadway and approximately 16 feet higher in
elevation than East 161st Street to its northeast, and 10 feet higher than Jerome Avenue to its
northwest. The proposed site of Parking Garage C is currently located in a portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park and contains a surface parking lot with access from East 161st Street. Macomb’s Dam
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Bridge Approach is elevated above the existing parking lot. The proposed garage would
accommaodate approximately 1,120 spaces. Two-way access would be available from the street
level (Level 1) of the garage at East 161st Street. Curb cuts would be provided at two locations
along the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach to access Level 3 and Level 4 (the top level) of the
garage. Similar to the Garage A driveway, only right-in, right-out movement would be permitted
at these locations. New public tennis facilities would cover the entire garage roof. However, the
tennis facilities would appear to be two levels above the street along Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach. Pedestrian access for Garage C would be provided to the new roof-top recreational
facilities, adjacent to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach intersection with East 161st Street.

Parking Garage B would contain five levels above-grade (including one level of roof parking)
and one level below grade. The garage would be located south of East 164th Street at the
northern end of the proposed stadium and north of the service road, and would accommodate
approximately 966 spaces. Two-way vehicular access would be available at Jerome Avenue and
River Avenue. Garage B would be located in the southern portion of John Mullaly Park, which
currently contains tennis and handball courts.

Parking Garage D would be a five-level above-grade garage (including one level of roof
parking) located south of the proposed stadium at East 151st Street between River and Gerard
Avenues. The garage would accommodate approximately 949 spaces. Two-way access would be
available at River and Gerard Avenues. Parking Garage D would extend over East 151st Street
at the third, fourth, and roof levels.

Existing Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and 13B are located west of Exterior Street between
the Bronx Terminal Market and the Macombs Dam Bridge. The proposed project would repave
and restripe these existing lots and create new surface parking, as a southern extension to
existing Yankee Stadium Lot 13A. This new southern parking extension would be located on
property that contains paved areas and an abandoned power house building associated with
Bronx Terminal Market (Building J), which would be demolished. These surface parking
changes would replace the spaces lost to create the new esplanade.

PROPOSED PARKLAND AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

EXISTING FACILITIES

The proposed project would occupy the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park north and south of East
161st Street and east of Jerome Avenue (21.42 acres), plus the southern portion of John Mullaly
Park between East 162nd and East 164th Streets (3.9 acres) (see Figures S-9 and S-10). Table
S-2 describes the existing recreational facilities in the parks that would be eliminated by the
proposed project. These areas contain a substantial number of active recreational facilities,
including 16 tennis courts and 8 handball courts in John Mullaly Park; and two baseball fields
with 90-foot infields, one little league baseball field with a 60-foot infield, a softball field, a
soccer field surrounding by a 400-meter track and bleachers, 24 handball courts, and two
basketball courts in Macomb’s Dam Park. There are two ballfields, each on the portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park located north and south of East 161st Street, which have overlapping
outfields. When games are held at the same time on adjacent fields, the outfield must be shared
by each ballfield, hindering their use. The track in this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park was
resurfaced in 2004 and is in good condition. However, the baseball field (90-foot infield) is in
fair to poor condition and in need of renovation—the center field is barren dirt. Besides the
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Table S-2
Recreational Facilities Proposed to be Displaced
Ref. No. Recreational Facility No. of Facilities
1 Tennis Courts: all 16 courts are open air in summer and 14 are covered 16
in winter
2 Little League Baseball Field: 90-foot infield, overlapping outfield* 1
3 Running Track with Soccer Field and Spectator Stands* 1
4 Softball Field: 60-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
5 Little League Field: 90-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
6 Little League Baseball Field: 60-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
7 Basketball Courts 2
8 Handball Courts: Macomb’s Dam Park (24 courts), John Mullaly Park (8 32
courts)
Note: * Facilities rehabilitated with LWCF grant funding.
Source: NYCDPR.

specified facilities, Macomb’s Dam Park contains a NYCDPR District Office building, which
also provides public restrooms and open areas, which are used for pick-up football games, ball
tossing, etc. Surveys of all recreational facilities in 2001 and 2004 found them to be well-used.
Although most of the land is occupied with active recreational uses, the parks also contain a
number of mature trees of various species.

Several of the facilities in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park bounded by East 161st Street to
the south, Jerome Avenue to the west, East 162nd Street to the north, and River Avenue to the
east, were improved and rehabilitated with funds from the LWCF. As a result, this portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park is subject to the provisions of Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act. Section 6(f)
requires that property improved or developed with LWCF assistance shall not be converted to
any use other than public outdoor recreation use without the approval of the Secretary of the
Interior (delegated to the Director of the National Park Service [NPS]). Therefore, NPS approval
is required for the conversion of this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park for the proposed stadium.

REPLACEMENT FACILITIES

A total of 27.05 acres of replacement recreational facilities, including new parkland, would be
provided as part of the proposed project. As described below, these facilities would all be
located within existing and new parkland and public open space (see Figures S-11 and S-12).
The replacement acreage includes: 15.82 acres of new mapped parkland, 2.89 acres on currently
mapped parkland that contains an existing surface parking lot, 7.33 acres on existing parkland,
and 1.01 acres of new open space (not mapped as parkland). The proposed project would create

a unified 17.36-acre park south of East 161st Street, which would be larger than the total park
area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced north of East 161st Street. For purposes of the Federal

LWCEF conversion, the proposed Section 6(f) replacement parks would be developed on the
existing stadium site, Ruppert Plaza, and along the Harlem River waterfront. As currently
contemplated, NYCDPR would replace directly most of the existing facilities to be displaced by
the proposed project. NYCDPR, in consultation with the local community may choose to vary
the new facilities to provide replacements that are not exactly the same as those displaced, but
are equal or greater in use and value. To this end, NYCDPR would undertake a broad
community outreach program before deciding on a final plan for the new parkland and
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recreational facilities. The anticipated new facilities, which may be modified, are presently
anticipated to include the following elements:

The proposed project would retain the playing field, dugouts, and locker rooms under the
field seats of the existing stadium and adapt it to a public baseball field called “Heritage
Field.” It is anticipated that some of the field seats in the existing stadium would be retained
for the replacement ball field (no more than 3,000 seats), while most of the existing stadium
would be demolished. Also on the site of the existing Yankee Stadium would be areas of
landscaped, passive recreational open space. In total, this area would comprise 8.9 acres of
new parkland. A portion of the existing Yankee Stadium site, approximately 0.75 acres
along East 157th Street, would not be mapped as parkland. This area would be reserved for

future development that could accommodate other elements of the Borough President’s plan

for the neighborhood as they develop. This area would contain passive open space until such
future plans are implemented. This acreage (0.75 acres) is not included in the 8.9 acres of

replacement parkland and recreational facilities on the existing stadium site.

A full-size, artificial turf soccer field would be located south of East 161st Street between
Jerome Avenue and the existing stadium site in the southern portion of Macomb’s Dam
Park. A 400-meter athletic track would encircle the soccer field. A grandstand would
overlook these two facilities. A comfort station with restrooms could be located beneath the
grandstand. Adjacent to the track to its south would be an artificial turf little league field and
nine handball courts, and to its west would be two basketball courts (one with stands) and
two tennis courts. A tot-lot, with climbing and play equipment, drinking fountain, and
benches would be located at the corner of Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East 161st
Street. These facilities would be built atop a new subterranean garage (Parking Garage A)
and would be accessible_via a short set of stairs and ADA-compliant ramps from the new
pedestrian-only Ruppert Plaza, described below, and accessible at-grade from the
surrounding streets. In total, they would comprise 7.33 acres.

Between Heritage Field and the soccer field and athletic track would be a passive park with
an allee of trees on re-aligned Ruppert Place. Renamed “Ruppert Plaza,” it would comprise
1.13 acres of new parkland. Ruppert Plaza would function as the main thoroughfare from the
existing parking facilities, as well as proposed Parking Garage A, to the proposed stadium
and would create an important link to adjacent parkland and new recreational facilities.
Passive park/civic space is proposed east of River Avenue on either side of East 157th Street
and would contain benches and unique paving landscapes. The northern park parcel would
contain sculptured play elements. Together these parks would act as a gateway to Heritage
Field. These facilities would constitute 0.68 acres of new parkland.

Fourteen tennis courts would be built in Macomb’s Dam Park atop Parking Garage C, south
of East 161st Street, west of Jerome Avenue and north of a ramp from the Major Deegan
Expressway. Adjacent to the tennis courts would be a pavilion building with restrooms and
other amenities serving the tennis court program. The total area would be 2.89 acres.

One little league baseball field and one softball field (both artificial turf) would be located
along the waterfront, approximately ¥2-mile from the existing facilities, and would reclaim a
currently degraded pier. New passive recreational open space and a pedestrian esplanade
would surround these waterfront ballfields. A comfort station with restrooms would be
constructed to the south of the ballfield. These ballfields and open space would be located on
property currently associated with the Bronx Terminal Market. Currently, the site contains

paved areas for parking, an abandoned power house (Bronx Terminal Market Building J),
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and two low-scale, partially occupied warehouse buildings (Bronx Terminal Market
Buildings G and H) that would be demolished. The fields would add 5.11 acres to the
inventory of new parkland.

¢ In addition to the replacement recreational facilities, the proposed project would also create
a new 0.71-acre esplanade that would extend from the northern end of the waterfront park,
wrap around the waterfront to the existing ferry landing, and extend east to the pedestrian
connection at Exterior Street beneath the Major Deegan Expressway. Although it would not
be mapped as parkland, the esplanade would provide an important corridor between the
recreational facilities of the Harlem River waterfront and the new recreational facilities in
the eastern portion of the project area. In total, the proposed project would create more than
5.82 acres of new public open space along the Harlem River waterfront. The proposed
waterfront park and esplanade would provide waterfront access and recreational
opportunities that are currently not available in the surrounding community. The new park
and esplanade would establish physical and visual public access to the Harlem River
waterfront and result in waterfront uses that would attract the public and enliven a waterfront
area that is currently composed of degraded piers.

¢ In addition to the active facilities cited above, public passive open space would surround
Parking Garage B along East 164th Street (0.3 acres).

RETAIL DEVELOPMENT

Parking Garage D would be developed with a non-destination retail component of approximately
12,000 gsf along the street level of the garage.

PEDESTRIAN AND STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

The proposed project would also make improvements along River Avenue and in the area of the
existing pedestrian bridge over the Metro-North Railroad tracks. The existing pedestrian bridge
would be improved and made ADA compliant. It would also be extended to connect to the

second level of Parking Garage 8 and span over East 157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza to
facilitate game-day pedestrian flow. This pedestrian bridge would provide a connection to the

waterfront parking lots, new parkland, and ferry landing. New urban design elements, such as
unique paving, signage, and pedestrian lighting would be implemented at the western end of the

pedestrian bridge. These new elements would direct pedestrians between the parking areas west
of the Major Deegan Expressway and the existing bridge. In addition, Ruppert Place would be
closed and mapped as passive parkland, and used as a pedestrian-way leading to the proposed
stadium. Streetscape improvements would be made along River Avenue between proposed
Parking Garage D and East 164th Street. Sidewalks currently in poor condition would be
replaced, existing trees would be retained and supplemented with new trees, and pedestrian
lighting would be improved. Streetscape improvements would also be made around the stadium
on River and Jerome Avenues and on East 161st Street, where large pedestrian gathering areas
would include decorative paving, landscaping, and other amenities such as seating areas and
sculpture.

D. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

If approved, the proposed stadium is expected to be completed by spring 2009 for opening day
of the New York Yankees’ 2009 season. The Yankees would continue to play at the existing
stadium while the proposed stadium is under construction. All four proposed garages are also
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Table S-3
Estimated Schedule for Parkland and Parking Garage Completion
Description Estimated Completion Date
Parkland along Waterfront and Recreational Facilities 2007
Parkland along River Avenue and East 157th Street 2007
Parking Garage C 2008
Parking Garage D 2008
Tennis Courts Over Garage C 2008
Parking Garage A 2009
Parking Garage B 2009
Recreational Facilities Over Garage A 2009
Heritage Field 2010
Source: NYCDPR.

expected to be completed by 2009. It is expected that all proposed parkland development would
occur by 2009, except for Heritage Field on the site of the existing stadium (see Table S-3).!

E. PUBLIC APPROVALS

The project will require approvals from the City, State, and Federal agencies. Several of these
are discretionary actions requiring review under CEQR and SEQRA. Others are ministerial and
do not require environmental review; nonetheless, they are subject to review under each relevant
agency’s public mandate, as discussed below.

New York State legislation enacted in June 2005% authorizes the alienation of certain areas of
currently mapped parkland—portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks—to allow for
its disposition by the City, through leases, for operation of the proposed stadium and several
parking garages. The legislation also allows for stadium-related facilities, including parking
facilities on existing and new parkland. Following that disposition, however, these areas would
remain mapped parkland. The legislation allows the State to dispose of and the City to acquire
two parcels of waterfront property owned by the State. The legislation also allows for the
demapping of East 162nd Street and Ruppert Place as an administrative action by the Mayor and
authorizes the disposition and use of a volume of air space over East 151st Street.

New York City—ULURP Actions

The following actions will require approval through ULURP under City Charter Section 197(c).
Approval, as necessary, would also be required pursuant to the City Charter Section 384(b)(4

for the approval of the business terms associated with the parking garages.

1

Since publication of the DEIS, NYCDPR and the Yankees have been working to develop a revised
construction schedule that would allow for interim and permanent replacement recreational facilities to be
available sooner. This new schedule is reflected in the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in Chapter 22
“Alternatives,” of this FEIS. As applied to the proposed project, a similar construction schedule would
result in additional interim recreational facilities and some permanent replacement facilities becoming
available sooner. This new construction schedule would not result in any significant adverse impacts not
already identified for the construction schedule analyzed in “Construction Impacts.”

Z Chapter 238 of the 2005 Laws of New York.
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Disposition of City-Owned Property:

e Stadium/Stadium Site (Long-Term Lease).

e Parking Facilities/Parking Facilities Sites (Long-Term Lease).
Acquisition:

e Acquisition of property by the City to enable it to acquire leasehold and subleasehold
interest in the new Yankee Stadium, and to assure clear title.

Amendments to City Map:
e Map as parkland: former East 162nd Street as part of John Mullaly Park.
e Map as parkland: Ruppert Place as part of Macomb’s Dam Park.

e Map as parkland: proposed waterfront ballfields and open space on former Bronx Terminal
Market property.

e Map as parkland: proposed passive recreational facilities at River Avenue and 157th Street.
e Map as parkland: existing Yankee Stadium, and adjacent City-owned property.

e Demap the portion of Jerome Avenue between the north side of East 161st Street and the
south side of East 164th Street and the portion of East 161st Street between the east side
Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the west side of River
Avenue. The areas to be demapped would vary in width from approximately 10-20 feet,
totaling approximately 0.3 acres. This area would be mapped as parkland and incorporated
into the footprint of the proposed Yankee Stadium site.

Concessions:
o Approval of a major concession to operate a tennis facility.
Special Permit:

e A special permit pursuant to Zoning Resolution Section 74-512 to allow construction and
operation of a public parking garage not located in parkland (Parking Garage D), to allow
the parking garage to contain rooftop parking, and to permit the portion of the garage located
above the adjusted base plane and below a height of 23 feet above curb level to be exempt
from the definition of floor area.

e A special permit pursuant to Zoning Resolution Section 74-54 to allow for modification of
rear yard requirements for Garage D.

New York State
o State funding of parking facilities within the proposed project.

o Tidal Wetlands permit from New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC).

e Possible Protection of Waters permit and water quality certification from NYSDEC.
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ADDITIONAL CITY AND STATE ACTIONS

As described above, New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes the alienation
of certain areas of currently mapped parkland, to allow for its disposition by the City, through
leases, for operation of the proposed stadium and several parking garages, and the demapping of
East 162nd Street and Ruppert Place as an administrative action. The State legislation also
requires that the City dedicate the existing stadium site as parkland and acquire additional
parklands and/or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes which are equal to or greater
than the fair market value of the parkland being alienated.

New York City

e Administrative action to amend the City map to demap East 162nd Street, Ruppert Place,
and a volume above East 151st Street as City streets.

e Possible New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) permits for
de-watering activities associated with construction.

e Review and approval of the Art Commission of the City of New York for the design of
landscaping and buildings/structures constructed on or over City Property.

e Coastal Zone consistency determination from the New York City Planning Commission.

e City funding and construction of the proposed park improvements.

New York State

e Authorization under the NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES)
General Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction activities. A SPDES
permit for operations is not required, because all wastewater would be discharged through
the NYCDEP permitted sewer system.

e Coastal Zone consistency determination from the New York State Department of State.

FEDERAL ACTIONS

Under the LWCF, 16 U.S.C. § 460I-4 et seq., the National Park Service (NPS) provides
matching grants to states, and through states to local governments, for the acquisition and
development of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. Section 6(f) of the LWCF requires
that no property acquired or developed with LWCF assistance can be converted to other than
public outdoor recreation use without the approval of the NPS and the substitution of other
recreational properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness
and location. Because prior improvements to a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park within the
project area were funded under the LWCF, the NPS is required to approve of the proposed
conversion of that portion of Macomb’s Dam Park to non-public recreational uses and the
substitution of replacement facilities pursuant to Section 6(f). Consistent with the State’s role
under the LWCF, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) must first provide the NPS with its recommendation concerning the proposed Section
6(f) conversion.

The proposed project also requires authorization under Nationwide Permits from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) for in- or above-water construction activities.
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In addition, as described below, the OPRHP recently determined that several buildings in the
project area are eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. The
buildings determined eligible for listing on the Registers are the Bronx Terminal Market
Buildings G, H, and J.

Because elements of the proposed project will involve discrete discretionary actions by Federal
agencies (i.e., the NPS and the USACOE), there will be a review of those elements under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as implemented by
Federal regulations appearing at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulation, as well as any applicable
executive orders (e.g., Executive Order 12898 [relating to environmental justice] and Executive
Orders 11988 and 11990 [relating to the protection of floodplains and wetlands]).

F. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed reconfiguration of the locations of the parking, open space and stadium facilities
and the net increase in overall open space would be consistent with land uses in the area under
existing conditions and in the future without the proposed project. The proposed project would
be consistent with zoning and other public policies affecting the project area and surrounding
area. Overall, the proposed project would have no significant adverse impacts on land use,
zoning, or public policy.

SOCIOECONOMICS CONDITIONS

The analysis concludes that the proposed project would not cause significant adverse impacts to
the socioeconomic character of the project’s study area. The proposed project would not directly
displace any residential population, and it would not directly displace any businesses or
institutional uses. The proposed project would not foster a change in residential market
conditions that would lead to indirect residential displacement, nor would it significantly alter
existing economic patterns in the study area. The proposed project would not significantly affect
business conditions in any specific industry or category of business in The Bronx or the City as a
whole. In addition, the proposed project would result in considerable economic and fiscal
benefits to New York City and New York State during both the construction and operating
periods.

OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

The Federal Land & Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF), 16 U.S.C. 88 4601-4 to 460I-11 is
commonly referred to as Section 6(f), as the provision was originally contained in Section
6(f)(3) of the LWCF, Public Law 88-578 of 1962, before codification. This statute regulates the
future use of parklands or open spaces that have been improved with funds received through the
LWCF, and is applicable in this case because LWCF funds were used for the improvement of
portions of Macomb’s Dam Park.

The United States Department of the Interior (DOI), through the National Park Service (NPS),
provides funding under the LWCF for State and local efforts to plan, acquire, or develop land to
advance outdoor recreational activities. The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) serves as the New York State agency that administers LWCF
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funds received from DOI. Using LWCF funds, however, creates certain limitations on future
changes to LWCF-funded projects. Once LWCF funds are utilized for a particular recreation
project, conversion of that park facility for any non-recreational purpose is prohibited unless
alternatives are assessed and steps are taken to identify, evaluate, and supply replacement
parkland. NPS must grant prior approval of the conversion and replacement parkland.

In particular, under the LWCF, a conversion of parkland may be approved if NPS finds that: (1)
all practical alternatives to the proposed conversion have been evaluated; (2) the fair market
value of the park property to be converted has been established and the property proposed for
substitution is of at least equal fair market value, as established by an approved appraisal in
accordance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition, excluding the
value of structures or facilities that will not serve recreational purposes; (3) the proposed
replacement property is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location as the converted
property; and (4) the proposed conversion and substitution are in accordance with the applicable
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). The LWCF regulations further
require that the project comply with applicable Federal statutes, regulatory requirements, and
policies, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NPS must approve the
conversion and consider the environmental evaluations in its review.

The location of the proposed stadium is on a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park north of East 161st
Street and east of Jerome Avenue that was improved with LWCF funds in the early 1980s. For
purposes of the Federal LWCF conversion, the proposed Section 6(f) replacement parks would be
developed on the existing stadium site, Ruppert Place, and along the Harlem River waterfront.

New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes the alienation of certain areas of
currently mapped parkland to allow for its disposition by the City, through leases, for operation
of the proposed stadium and three of the proposed parking garages. Following that disposition,
however, these areas would remain mapped parkland. The State legislation also requires that the
City dedicate the existing Yankee Stadium site as parkland and acquire additional parklands
and/or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes which are equal to or greater than the fair
market value of the parkland being alienated.

As the recreational facilities that would be displaced by the proposed project would be replaced
with similar and new recreational facilities, the proposed project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to open space. Furthermore, as there would be a net increase in the
area’s open space, and older, and in some cases worn facilities, would be replaced with new,
modern facilities, as well as new waterfront access, there would be a positive impact on the
project area in terms of open space. The proposed project would also comply with the
requirements of Section 6(f) and the State authorizing legislation.

SHADOWS

The proposed project would cast incremental shadows on portions of Macomb’s Dam Park
throughout the year. The triangular portion of the park bounded by East 161st Street, Jerome
Avenue, and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, which contains walkways and a large rock
outcropping surrounded by trees, would be in the shadows of the proposed stadium for most of
the morning throughout the year. Additional shadows would be cast on Macomb’s Dam Park in
the afternoon from fall through spring by Parking Garage C. The proposed project would also
cast shadows on the proposed open space located in Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Plaza

atop new subterranean garage (Parking Garage A) and the proposed open space entrance plaza to
Heritage Field (to be mapped as parkland as part of Macomb’s Dam Park). John Mullaly Park
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would also receive shadows from the proposed project. Incremental shadows from proposed
Parking Garage B along East 164th Street would fall on the southern portion of the park in the
afternoon for about three hours during the early spring and early fall months. During the winter
months, proposed Parking Garage B as well as the proposed stadium would cast incremental
shadows on the southern portion of John Mullaly Park throughout the entire analysis period. The
portion of John Mullaly Park affected by shadows contains a skate park, a recreation center, a
playground, and a passive park area.

No significant adverse impacts are expected to occur to any open spaces as the duration and
coverage of shadows are not long enough or large enough to affect vegetation or park usage.
Portions of the parks that would be in shadow contain mostly active recreation uses, which are
less affected by shadow than passive uses. In addition, several other portions of these parks are
available for recreational use during the times the incremental shadows from the proposed
project would occur. New parklands would not experience significant shadows.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new park with ballfields, esplanade,
and surface parking on the west side of Exterior Street at the Bronx Terminal Market in the area
of Buildings G, H, and J (State/National Historic Register-eligible). The analysis concludes that
the proposed project could result in significant adverse impacts on Buildings G, H, and J of the
Bronx Terminal Market. The proposed project would undertake mitigation measures in
consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to mitigate any
significant adverse effects on architectural resources. The mitigation measures would include
Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-level photographic documentation with an

accompanying narrative, and interpretive design elements, such as a fence and plagues/historic
markers. The mitigation measures would be set forth in an MOA to be entered into among
NYCDPR, the National Park Service (NPS), and SHPO. The Draft MOA, the terms of which
have been developed in consultation with SHPO and NPS and which is anticipated to be entered
into among the parties, is included in Appendix G.!

The analysis also found that the proposed stadium could result in adverse impacts to the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach span between the Major Deegan Expressway and East 161st
Street through the development of Parking Garages A and C. However, these impacts are not
expected to be significantly adverse. As currently planned, these garages would be set back
approximately 12 feet to the east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, essentially
eliminating the visibility of this section of the landmarked structure within the project area.
However, the most prominent features of the Macombs Dam Bridge roadway system—the
Macombs Dam Bridge Pratt truss spanning the Harlem River and the camelback truss spanning
the Metro-North Railroad right-of-way—would remain unaltered by proposed Parking Garages
A and C. Changes to the approach structure itself include a widening at East 161st Street to
provide a wider east crosswalk and constructing vehicular and pedestrian access between the
approach and Parking Garages A and C. To avoid adverse impacts to these portions of the

1

As set forth in the Foreword, because the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in “Alternatives,” is the preferred
park plan that is anticipated to be adopted and approved by NYCDPR, the Draft MOA applies to that
alternative program. Bronx Terminal Market Building J, rather than being demolished by the proposed
project, would be retained and adaptively reused in connection with the tennis facilities to be located at the
waterfront park under this alternative.
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Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach resulting from the widening of the east crosswalk at East
161st Street, these new elements would be designed in consultation with SHPO, pursuant to the

MOA as well as the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC).

Within the study area, it is not expected that the proposed project would have significant adverse
impacts to any architectural resources. Where there is potential for a construction-related impact,
a Construction Protection Plan would be developed in consultation with SHPO pursuant to the
MOA, as well as LPC, and implemented prior to construction to protect resources within 90 feet
of proposed construction activities, including architectural resources in the project area and
study area; and to ensure that adverse impacts do not occur.

Apart from the anticipated, non-significant adverse impact to the section of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach identified above, the proposed project would not block significant views of
any other known or potential historic resources, significantly alter the visual setting of any other
resource, or introduce incompatible contextual elements to any other historic resource’s setting
in the project area or study area.

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed project would develop buildings and recreational facilities of a comparable design
as those presently found in the area. As such, the proposed project would have no adverse
impacts on the urban design of the study area. In general, the proposed project would have a
positive effect on visual resources; it would remove two segments of Macomb’s Dam Park and
one of John Mullaly Park that together constitute a visual resource for the area, but it would
introduce new visual resources. These include new waterfront elements along the Harlem River,
including the baseball fields, landscaped areas, and an esplanade, providing new public
amenities and locations from which to view the river and its shorelines. The proposed stadium
would constitute a new visual landmark in the area, and the proposed new green areas and public
plazas to be developed at the former and new stadium sites would also generate new visual
resources in the area.

However, it is expected that the removal of mature trees, which are approximately 40 feet tall,
within of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park could result in unavoidable adverse
impacts. Some of these trees would have to be removed due to the scope of the construction.
Although the replacement trees would not achieve comparable size for several decades, the
number of replacement trees would be extremely large and equivalent in total mass to the trees
that would be lost. The addition of a significantly expanded canopy of trees to the project area
and surrounding neighborhoods, in addition to the mature trees that would be retained, would
mean that the change would not be significantly adverse. In addition, the proposed project would
remove green areas within portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park, affecting
views east from Jerome Avenue. However, since views on Jerome Avenue north of East 164th
Street of the northern portions of John Mullaly Park would not be altered, and new visual
resources would be created in the project area, this change is not expected to result in significant
adverse impacts to visual resources.

It is also expected that the development of Parking Garages A and C would obscure the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between the Major Deegan Expressway and East 161st Street,
resulting in adverse impacts to visual resources. Since the most prominent and distinguished
portions of the bridge—namely, its two differently configured truss structures that are west of
the project area—would remain unaffected, this change would not be expected to be
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significantly adverse. The development of Parking Garages B and D is not expected to result in
adverse impacts to visual resources.

It is anticipated that the proposed stadium would use the latest technology for lighting. It is
anticipated that the lighting at the proposed stadium would control glare and light spill in a more
efficient manner than currently exists, with light spill during night games anticipated to be an
indirect glow. In addition to the programming of illumination for night games, the lighting
system would also allow for a reduction in the illumination of the exterior of the stadium when
there is no event, with lighting during non-game times anticipated to consist only of discrete
downlighting and illumination of the stadium entrances. Therefore, it is not expected that the
lighting at the proposed stadium, either for night games or non-event periods, would not
significantly adversely impact the visual character of the study area.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The analysis concludes that as a result of the proposed project, there would be no change in the
types of land uses or design and scale of development located in the study area; however, the
location of the various uses would be reconfigured in different locations. The proposed project
would not result in an increase in traffic and pedestrian trips over existing conditions. Rather,
these trips would be redistributed within the transportation network, largely due to the future
location of the proposed stadium, the addition of nearby parking facilities, and the provision of a
dedicated pedestrian spine along Ruppert Plaza. This redistribution would result in increases in
traffic and pedestrian congestion is some locations and improvements in others.

Due to the location of the proposed stadium and Parking Garages A, B, and C, several of the
traffic and pedestrian impacts would occur along Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach near East 161st Street. However, the increase in traffic and pedestrian levels in
this largely residential area would, for the most part, be similar to existing conditions and those
in the future without the proposed project and be of limited duration, occurring only during
Yankees games. A comprehensive game-day traffic management plan including TEA controls
would address all impacts in the pre- and post-game peak periods in as effective a manner as
possible. Therefore, these changes overall would not have significantly adverse impacts on
neighborhood character. Similarly, noise levels would increase in locations closer to the
proposed stadium and decrease in locations closer to the existing stadium, and overall would not
result in a significant adverse noise-related impact on neighborhood character.

The proposed project would also have positive effects on the character of the area. The proposed
project would improve the area’s open space overall, and replace older, and in some cases worn
recreational facilities, with new, modern facilities. It would create a unified, 17.36-acre park
area, which would be larger than the total park area that would be displaced. It would also create
new access to the waterfront, in a waterfront park and esplanade, beyond what would have been
provided in the future without the proposed project. The proposed project would also increase
and better organize parking and help eliminate existing parking shortfalls that cause fans driving
to games to circulate excessively in search of hard-to-find parking spaces, often ending up
parking illegally near the stadium, on local streets, and on the service road of the northbound
Major Deegan Expressway. As a result of the proposed project, the New York Yankees, an
important asset to the neighborhood and The Bronx, would remain in its historical Bronx
location.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

The proposed project would result in the displacement of recreational facilities and hence,
limited wildlife habitat in the form of shade trees, lawn, and patches of successional woodland in
portions of the parks inaccessible to park users, and street trees in Macomb’s Dam and John
Mullaly Parks. The existing weedy vegetation along the edge of the piers in the area of the
proposed Harlem River waterfront park and esplanade, which is of limited wildlife value, would
also be removed as part of shoreline improvement activities. Wildlife using the areas to be
displaced would be limited to those tolerant of urban conditions. The loss of some individuals of
these urban-tolerant species would not result in a significant adverse impact on the bird and
wildlife community of the New York City region. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to
terrestrial resources are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

All trees removed as a result of the proposed project would be replaced in accordance with
NYCDPR requirements. To minimize potential adverse impacts resulting from the loss of 377
trees (includes street trees and trees lost from the recreational facilities that would be displaced),
NYCDPR would require the replanting of trees in accordance with the NYCDPR basal area tree
replacement formula. The removed trees, which total a basal area of approximately 592 square
feet, would be replaced with trees of a size totaling an equal basal area. The number of
replacement trees would be between 8,356 trees of a 3 “2-inch caliper to 29,248 trees of a 2-inch
caliper. These replacement trees would create natural screening and areas of shade for relaxation
and passive enjoyment for park visitors and habitat for wildlife. Because there is insufficient
space to plant the calculated number of trees within the replacement recreational areas, the
remaining replacement trees would be planted as street trees within the vicinity of the project
area or as nearly as possible.

Areas of passive open space would be landscaped with trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants
consistent with NYCDPR’s green park design of using native trees, shrubs, and groundcover to
the extent possible. These landscaped passive recreational areas would benefit wildlife by
providing improved habitat with a diversity at least equal to or greater than currently present
within the displaced recreational facilities. The replacement recreational facilities that would be
developed atop Parking Garages A and C would incorporate natural soil wells in open areas
between the active recreational facilities that would support a sufficient depth of growing media
to permit the planting of trees and other vegetation. The new open space areas developed within
the recreational facilities on newly mapped parkland, such as the passive open space areas
associated with the 5.11-acre Harlem River waterfront park and surrounding Heritage Field at
the 8.90-acre site of the existing stadium, would provide even greater opportunity for the
development of green park landscaping that would provide improved habitat for birds and other
wildlife.

Significant adverse impacts would not occur to the floodplain, wetlands, water quality or aquatic
biota of the Harlem River, or to the only endangered species with the potential to occur in the
vicinity of the project area, the shortnose sturgeon. The proposed Harlem River waterfront park
and esplanade, the new parking area north of the waterfront park, and the Yankee Stadium
Parking Lots 13A and 13B that would be repaved and restriped are the only portions of the
project area within the floodplain. The development of the waterfront park would result in an
increase in pervious cover with stormwater retention, which would result in beneficial effects to
the floodplain by decreasing stormwater discharges during rainfall events. Improvements to the
shoreline stabilization as part of the Harlem River waterfront park design, such as replacement
of existing timber crib bulkhead with a softer shoreline stabilization structure (e.g., gabion wall
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system) that would increase the complexity of the shoreline habitat and establishment of tidal
wetland vegetation at the shoreward portion of the coves, would improve wetland resources
within the project area. Potential impacts to wetlands during construction of the shoreline
improvements would be minimized through the implementation of measures identified during
the permitting process for these shoreline enhancements by Federal and State agencies.

In addition, any effects on water quality resulting from shoreline improvement activities, such as
increased suspended sediment and resuspension of contaminated sediment, would be temporary
and localized and would not result in significant adverse impacts to aquatic biota. The temporary
loss of some benthic habitat and of some macroinvertebrates during replacement of the concrete
masonry bulkhead and timber crib bulkhead, and improvement of the riprapped areas, would not
result in significant adverse impacts to populations of benthic macroinvertebrates using this
portion of the Harlem River, nor would it significantly impact the food supply for fish foraging
in the area. The proposed gabion wall system and creation of vegetated tidal wetland habitat as
part of the waterfront park design would benefit aquatic resources by increasing the diversity of
aquatic habitat for benthic macroinvertebrates and fish within the project area. Because water
quality impacts would be limited to the immediate area of activity along the shoreline, which
consists of shallow water habitat, adverse impacts would not occur to shortnose sturgeon that
may occur in the deeper channel area of the Harlem River. Potential adverse effects to water
quality resulting from the discharge of stormwater during construction and operation of the
proposed project would be minimized through implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would include stormwater detention facilities, and
implementation of an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) strategy that would manage
landscaped areas with minimal application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers. Therefore,
the discharge of stormwater from the project area would not be expected to result in significant
adverse impacts to Harlem River water quality.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

All on-site structures potentially contain asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.
PCBs could be present in electrical equipment found throughout the project area. Known or
suspected underground petroleum storage tanks are present at the existing stadium, the
Macomb’s Dam Park Field House, Parking Lot 6, and along the Harlem River waterfront, west
of the Bronx Terminal Market warehouse buildings. Semi volatile organic compounds (SVOCs)
and/metal concentrations exceeding NYSDEC standards were detected in soil samples from
throughout the project area, and petroleum contamination was identified in soil and groundwater
samples from beneath Parking Lots 5 and 6.

Any hazardous materials in structures to be demolished would be handled, removed, and
disposed of in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations, thus avoiding
any significant adverse impacts. In addition, areas containing petroleum-related contamination
from spill sites would be investigated and remediated under the NYSDEC Spills program,
including preparation and approval of a Work Plan, Health and Safety Plan (HASP), and/or
Remedial Action Plan (RAP), as appropriate. Further, the proposed development would be
conducted under NYCDEP-approved RAP, including a HASP, designed to protect site workers
and the surrounding community from exposure to hazardous materials during construction
activities in areas where soil excavation and/or remediation would occur. Therefore, if all State-
and City-approved HASPs and RAPs are properly implemented the proposed project would not
result in any significant adverse impacts with respect to hazardous materials.
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WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM

The components of the proposed project that are within the coastal zone—the proposed Harlem
River waterfront park, esplanade, and existing Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and 13B—
would be consistent with the City’s 10 Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) coastal
policies, and the WRP’s guiding principle of maximizing the benefits derived from economic
development, environmental preservation, and public use of the waterfront while minimizing
conflicts among these objectives. It would also be consistent with the Bronx Waterfront Plan
issued by the Bronx Borough President, Adolfo Carrion, Jr., in March 2004, and its objectives to
improve existing parkland, develop pedestrian connections to the Harlem River waterfront, and
redevelop the Bronx Terminal Market to include a waterfront open space. The Harlem River
waterfront park and esplanade would create new open space and ballfields along the Harlem
River, would re-establish physical and visual public access to the Harlem River waterfront, and
result in waterfront uses that attract the public and enliven the waterfront as well as benefit the
surrounding community.

INFRASTRUCTURE

The incremental water demand from the proposed project would be a minimal increase over
existing demand and would not be large enough to significantly impact the water supply
system’s ability to deliver water reliably. Demand for water is not expected to affect local water
pressure. Although the proposed project would involve the relocation of several large water and
sewer lines, these relocations are not expected to cause interruption to water supply or sewage
disposal in the area. The additional sanitary sewage expected to result from the proposed project
would not cause the Wards Island Water Pollution Control Plant to exceed its design capacity or
its New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit flow limit. The volume of
stormwater from the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the
Harlem River or on New York City’s combined sewer system. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in any significant adverse impacts to the existing water supply, sewage
treatment, or stormwater discharge systems.

SOLID WASTE AND SANITATION SERVICES

The total solid waste generated from the proposed project would be a minimal increase over the
amount generated by the existing stadium and park users. The increase is not expected to
overburden New York City’s solid waste handling services, and the proposed project would not
have a significant adverse impact on solid waste and sanitation services.

ENERGY

The proposed project would increase energy consumption over the existing uses in the project
area. The incremental increase in energy demand would be caused primarily by the four new
parking garages replacing surface parking, which uses less energy. Compared to the overall
energy consumption in New York City, however, this increase is minimal. An existing
substation next to the site of the proposed stadium would be used, and a new distribution system
is not expected to be needed. Further, this additional demand from the proposed project is not
expected to overburden the energy generation, transmission, and distribution systems and would
not cause a significant adverse energy impact.
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TRAFFIC AND PARKING

The proposed stadium would be relocated across East 161st Street from the existing stadium, on
a site bounded by East 161st Street on the south, Jerome Avenue on the west, the equivalent of
about East 163rd Street on the north, and River Avenue on the east. East 162nd Street would be
closed and demapped between River Avenue and Jerome Avenue, and would essentially serve as
an entry/exit for one of the new parking garages (Parking Garage B) being proposed as part of
the proposed project. Ruppert Place would also be demapped; this is a very low traffic street
passing along the western side of the existing stadium, and which is closed to vehicular traffic on
game days. East 157th Street between River Avenue and Ruppert Place, which is currently
closed, would be re-opened to vehicular traffic.

The proposed stadium is expected to be slightly smaller than the current stadium in terms of the
amount of seating. Thus, the number of fans and attendees at sold-out ballgames will be slightly
less than currently attending games at the stadium. The four proposed garages that would
provide a total of approximately 4,735 parking spaces as part of the proposed project—
representing a net addition of approximately 3,315 spaces above existing parking supplies—
would make it easier for fans driving to games to park closer to the stadium, resulting in less
circulation on local streets in search of the currently often hard-to-find parking spaces.
Decreased traffic circulation on local streets in search of available parking and parking garage
spaces, and less parking on the local streets themselves, would also provide a benefit to the local
community and local residents in particular.

The creation of 4,735 parking spaces in the four proposed garages would also create a shift in
motorists’ travel patterns to and from the stadium since some would now exit the Major Deegan
Expressway when arriving, and enter the expressway when leaving, further north than they do
today. There would be a greater concentration of traffic on East 157th Street, Jerome Avenue,
the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and a portion of East 161st Street near Jerome Avenue,
where two of the four proposed parking garages would be located, and on segments of the
expressway that lead to East 157th and East 161st Streets. There would be less traffic on
Exterior Street and on the northbound expressway exit ramp to East 149th Street, since much of
the traffic that now parks south of the existing stadium is expected to shift northward to park in
the proposed garages located closer to the proposed stadium.

The key findings of the traffic impact analyses are as follows: (1) the proposed project would
provide Yankees fans with thousands of new parking spaces close to the proposed stadium, thus
relieving the area of excessive traffic circulation pre-game as motorists would no longer have to
circulate on local streets in search of hard-to-find parking spaces, especially on sellout game
days; (2) the proposed project would also eliminate some illegal parking on local streets and on
the service road of the northbound Major Deegan Expressway since the parked cars could now
be accommodated within off-street parking lots and garages; (3) the proposed project would
result in a shift of vehicular traffic from some currently used traffic routes to others, primarily to
streets such as Jerome Avenue, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, River Avenue, and others;
(4) the streets and intersections affected would experience significant adverse impacts—210 to 13
intersections on weeknights and 15 to 16 intersections on weekends—and would require traffic
capacity improvements to mitigate projected impacts, including a game-day traffic management
plan to accommodate both vehicular and pedestrian flows; and (5) significant impacts on some
sections of the Major Deegan Expressway would also require improvements and/or game-day
traffic management planning to mitigate significant adverse impacts, as motorists shift from
some currently used exit and entrance ramps to others.
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Some traffic and pedestrian improvements have been included as part of the proposed project
(the “Build” condition), where the need for such improvements is readily apparent to maintain
safe and efficient vehicular and pedestrian flows. These improvements include wider crosswalks,
sidewalks, and additional green time at signals for pedestrians to access the new stadium, a new
signalized midblock crossing of East 161st Street leading to the new stadium, and others. Where
significant adverse traffic impacts would still result, additional improvements needed to mitigate
these impacts are identified and evaluated in “Mitigation,” including lane re-striping, modified
signal phasing and timing patterns, parking restrictions, and other standard traffic engineering
improvements. For those significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated through such
standard measures, additional game-day operational measures would be implemented.

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

The operating conditions of critical transit and pedestrian elements that would be most affected
by the proposed project were analyzed. As with vehicular traffic, the proposed project would not
result in a net increase in transit and pedestrian trips over existing conditions. Rather, these trips
would be redistributed within the transportation network, largely due to the future location of the
proposed stadium, the addition of nearby parking, and the provision of a dedicated pedestrian
walkway along Ruppert Plaza.

Transit service to the study area is expected to remain the same as currently exist. However, with
the demapping of East 162nd Street between Jerome and River Avenues to accommodate
proposed Parking Garage B, a portion of the Bx13 bus route would need to be rerouted
northward to East 164th Street. In connection with this rerouting, several bus stops would also
need to be relocated. New York City Transit (NYCT) would determine the specific requirements
of this rerouting and the appropriate locations for the future new bus stops. It is expected that
these minor changes to the Bx13 bus route would not significantly impact bus operations during

game-day or non-game-day conditions. In addition, to the extent practicable, projected increases
in bus travel time during peak game-day time periods would be minimized with measures
contemplated in the comprehensive traffic management plan, such that the intermittent service
disruptions would not constitute a significant adverse impact to bus operations. NYCT would
evaluate the actual future conditions and determine whether to adjust its bus schedules.

Analysis results show that significant adverse transit and pedestrian impacts are anticipated for
eight (8) stairways at the 161st Street-Yankee Stadium station and four (4) crosswalks along
East 161st Street, including the two crosswalks at Ruppert Plaza, where congested levels are
anticipated during critical game-day travel periods experienced in very large part almost entirely
by persons traveling to and from a game.

Significant adverse crosswalk impacts at the River Avenue and East 161st Street intersection
would result for the following crosswalks:

e The north crosswalk during all four analysis time periods;

e The south crosswalk during the weekday post-game time period; and

e The westbound service road east crosswalk during the weekend pre-game time period.

The game-day crosswalk extension incorporated at Babe Ruth Plaza on the west side of the
River Avenue and East 161st Street intersection is expected to operate at acceptable levels.
While several significant adverse crosswalk impacts have been identified at this intersection,
some of the intersection’s crosswalks, most noticeably the east crosswalks at the mainline and at
the eastbound service road, would experience noticeable improvements in level of service.
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Furthermore, the proposed pedestrian bridge that would connect to Garage 8 and span East 157th
Street would provide adequate capacity for projected pedestrian flow.

At the new 60-foot-wide Ruppert Plaza crossing under both weekday and weekend conditions,
pre-game levels were projected at LOS C while post-game levels would be congested at
marginally unacceptable LOS D, constituting a significant adverse pedestrian impact.

AIR QUALITY

The results of the analysis indicate that in the future with the proposed project, there would be
no potentially significant adverse air quality impacts from mobile sources. With or without the
proposed project in 2009, the maximum predicted ambient carbon monoxide (CO) concentra-
tions at the intersections analyzed would be lower than the corresponding ambient air quality
standards. In addition, CO impacts from the proposed garages were found to be substantially
below the applicable standard of 9 parts per million (ppm). Therefore, it can be concluded that
the proposed garages would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts.

The primary stationary source of air pollutants associated with the proposed project would be
emissions from the combustion of natural gas by heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning
(HVAC) equipment from the proposed stadium. The primary pollutant of concern when burning
natural gas is nitrogen dioxide (NO,). The analysis determined that the proposed project would
not result in any significant stationary source air quality impacts because the project would be
well below the maximum size permitted by CEQR guidelines.

The industrial source screening analysis showed that there would be no exceedance of the
NYSDEC annual guideline concentrations for potential contaminants at the proposed project
sites. Therefore, based on the data available on the surrounding industrial uses, the proposed
project would not experience significant air quality impacts from industrial facilities.

Finally, maximum predicted pollutant concentrations with the proposed project would be less
than the corresponding ambient air standard. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the New York State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the control of ozone and CO.
The proposed project would therefore not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts.

NOISE

Future noise levels with the proposed project at all sites would be less than 3.0 dBA (A-weighted
decibels) higher than noise levels without the proposed project. Change of this magnitude would
be barely perceptible, and based upon CEQR impact criteria, the changes would not be
significant. At some sites there would be a decrease in noise levels, generally attributable to a
decrease in vendor/crowd noise at the location, and/or changes in traffic.

Noise levels within the new parks proposed at River Avenue and at the Harlem River waterfront
would be above the 55 dBA Lioa) noise level for outdoor areas requiring serenity and quiet
contained in the CEQR noise exposure guidelines. Ly noise levels at these locations would be
approximately 71.8 dBA and 73-78 dBA. These high predicted noise levels are primarily a result
of the noise generated by the elevated subway trains and vehicles on the elevated Major Deegan
Expressway. These noise sources are independent of the proposed project, but based on CEQR
criteria, the noise levels at these new parks would result in potentially significant noise impacts
on users of these new parks. There are no practical and feasible mitigation measures that could be
implemented to reduce these noise levels to below the 55 dBA Lo guideline noise level. Noise
levels in these new parks would, however, be comparable to noise levels in a number of existing
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parks in New York City that are also located adjacent to heavily trafficked roadway, including
Central Park, Hudson River Park, Riverside Park, and Van Cortlandt Park, Pelham Bay Park, and
Macomb’s Dam Park in The Bronx. While 55 dBA L) is a worthwhile goal for outdoor areas
requiring serenity and quiet, due to the level of activity present at most New York City parks, except
for park areas far away from traffic and other typical urban activities, this relatively low noise level is
often not achieved. In addition, in park areas with active recreation (i.e., with basketball courts,
baseball fields, soccer fields, etc.) typically noise generated by these activities is above the 55 dBA
Lioy guideline level. In addition, at most New York City parks traffic from nearby streets and
roadways and noise from typical urban activities result in noise levels which are above the 55 dBA
Loy guideline level.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The construction of the proposed project is expected to begin in 2006 and be completed in 2010,
with the opening of the proposed stadium anticipated in 2009, and all proposed garages
operational at that time. Different construction techniques would be employed for the different
elements of the proposed project. The upland elements, including the stadium, parks, parking
garages, and recreational facilities, are expected to use conventional construction techniques
with cranes, earth movers, and other heavy equipment. The equipment and storage areas would
be land based. The in-water elements associated with rehabilitation of the bulkhead would likely
employ marine construction techniques. Materials would likely be transported and stored on
waterborne barges. For certain waterfront areas that may be inaccessible to barges due to
inadequate water depth, the equipment may have to be land based.

As with most construction projects, construction activities would cause increases in traffic,
fugitive dust, emissions from equipment and vehicles, and noise. Construction activities could
also result in temporary increases in potential exposure pathways to hazardous materials. A site-
specific HASP and Construction Protection Plan would be developed for the site to protect
construction workers and the public from adverse environmental conditions during construction.
Construction activities for the proposed project also have the potential to affect open space,
economic conditions, air quality, water quality and natural resources, and infrastructure.
However, it is not expected that and significant adverse impacts to these resources would result.
In addition, during construction of the proposed project, appropriate measures would be closely
followed to minimize fugitive dust emissions, control noise and vibration levels, control the
rodent population, and thus reduce impacts to the surrounding area. Mobile source PM, s impacts
at intersection from construction activities were analyzed and determined to be insignificant.

As described in Chapter 19, “Construction Impacts,” it is anticipated that construction activities
would have the potential for significant adverse noise impacts at one or more locations in the
study area. In the time period between the DEIS and FEIS, detailed construction noise analyses

were performed, which showed that there would be a significant unmitigated adverse noise
impact due to construction activities at East 164th Street between Jerome Avenue and River
Avenue, including within John Mullaly Park. At other locations adjacent to construction sites,
noise from construction activities would be intrusive and discernible; however, these increased
noise levels would be for limited periods of time and according to CEQR criteria, would not

constitute a significant adverse noise impact. These significant adverse impacts would be
temporary during the peak construction period. In addition, one or two intersections would

experience significant adverse traffic impacts for a period of about two years.
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PUBLIC HEALTH

The proposed project would not meet any of the thresholds warranting a public health
assessment. However, to address comments made during the scoping of the proposed project, an
analysis of asthma—its prevalence in New York City and its possible causes and triggers—was
performed, and an assessment of the potential public health effects from the proposed project
was presented. This analysis concludes that potential emissions of fine particulate matter (i.e.,
PM,s) from mobile and stationary sources related to the proposed project are not expected to
result in adverse public health impacts. Nonetheless, NYCDPR and the Yankees are sensitive to
the community’s concerns with respect to the incidence of asthma among the local population.

Both the New York Yankees and the City are committed to undertaking the construction of the
proposed project in a protective manner, employing techniques for reducing emissions and
avoiding dust in connection with the related construction activities. Air quality conditions would
be monitored throughout the construction period and a full-time health specialist would be
employed by the New York Yankees to monitor conditions throughout the construction period.

MITIGATION

HISTORIC RESOURCES

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new park with ballfields, esplanade,
and surface parking on the west side of Exterior Street at the Bronx Terminal Market in the area
of Buildings G, H, and J (S/NR-eligible). Therefore, to build the new park and ballfields,
esplanade, and surface parking associated with the proposed project, these buildings would be
demolished, resulting in a significant adverse impact on historic resources. Measures to mitigate
this impact have been developed in consultation with SHPO. The mitigation measures would be
expected to include HABS-level photographic documentation with an accompanying narrative,

and interpretive design elements such as a fence and plagues/historic markers. The mitigation
measures would be set forth in an MOA to be entered into among NYCDPR, NPS, and SHPO.
The Draft MOA, the terms of which have been developed in consultation with SHPO and NPS
and which is anticipated to be entered into among the parties, is included in Appendix G.!

TRAFFIC AND PARKING

Overview and Summary of Findings

The proposed project would result in significant adverse traffic impacts at local intersections
within the traffic study area and along sections of the Major Deegan Expressway near the
proposed stadium site.

A total of 34 intersections were analyzed for Build conditions, including intersections analyzed
under existing and No Build conditions plus additional intersections created at proposed garage
entrances/exits. Significant impacts can be fully mitigated at the vast majority, but not all, of the
locations analyzed. A comprehensive game day traffic management plan would seek to address
all impacts in as effective a manner as possible. However, it is possible that not all significant
adverse impact locations would be fully mitigated, just as occurs today with several congested

! As indicated above, because the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in “Alternatives,” is the preferred park plan

that is anticipated to be adopted and approved by NYCDPR, the Draft MOA applies to that alternative
program.
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locations resulting from traffic accessing and leaving the area before and after games. Mitigation
measures would consist of signal phasing and timing changes, implementation of physical
measures to better delineate travel lanes, parking regulation changes (“No Parking, Stadium
Event” restrictions), lane signage changes, and the use of variable-message signs (VMS) to
inform motorists about traffic conditions. To more fully mitigate significant adverse impacts,
conventional traffic capacity improvements would need to be combined with other measures to
reduce traffic volumes approaching key intersections, and have been evaluated comprehensively
as part of an overall game day traffic management plan. Such measures are described later in this
section, including diverting traffic away from problem locations.

Implementation of the standard traffic mitigation measures described above would result in all
significant adverse traffic impacts being mitigated with the following exceptions: the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach/East 161st Street intersection would be partially mitigated in both the
weeknight and weekend pre-game arrival peak hours and in both post-game analysis hours; the
River Avenue/East 161st Street intersection would be partially mitigated in both peak hours; the
Jerome Avenue/East 161st Street intersection would be partially mitigated in the weeknight
post-game peak hour; the intersection of Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the exit ramp
from the southbound Major Deegan Expressway would be partially mitigated in the weekend
pre- and post-game peak hours; and the intersection of Jerome Avenue/Ogden Avenue would be
partially mitigated in the weeknight post-game peak hour. Mitigation with traffic diversion
strategies (turn prohibitions, street closures, and VMS), in conjunction with standard traffic
capacity improvements, is addressed below and would reduce the number of partially mitigated
impact locations and reduce delays at locations that would not be fully mitigated.

It should also be noted that the determination of significant adverse traffic impacts, traffic
improvements needed to mitigate those impacts, and the ability of those improvements to
mitigate in full, have been determined for 54,000-person sellout games. Games with a
significantly lower level of attendance would have a lesser level of impact, a lesser level of
mitigation needs, and a lesser likelihood of having unmitigated impacts.

Major Deegan Expressway

Significant traffic impacts were identified for the following sections of the Major Deegan
Expressway:

e During the weeknight pre-game arrival peak hour, northbound Major Deegan Expressway
mainline south of the 138th Street on-ramp merge and between this on-ramp and the 149th
Street off-ramp; and between the 157th Street exit that leads to the existing stadium and the
Service Road on-ramp merge north. Southbound Major Deegan Expressway mainline north
of Exit 6 (Bronx Terminal Market off-ramp diverge) and between Exit 6 and Exit 5
(Macombs Dam Bridge/East 161st Street), both of which would experience very substantial
travel speed reductions.

e During the weekend pre-game arrival peak hour, northbound Major Deegan Expressway
mainline between the 157th Street exit and the Service Road on-ramp merge north; and
immediately north of the Service Road on-ramp, north of Jerome Avenue.

e During the weekend pre-game arrival peak hour, northbound Major Deegan Expressway
mainline between the 149th Street off-ramp and the 157th Street off-ramp. Southbound
Major Deegan Expressway mainline north of Exit 6 (Bronx Terminal Market off-ramp
diverge) and between Exit 6 and Exit 5 (Macombs Dam Bridge/East 161st Street), both of
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which would experience very substantial travel speed reductions, similar to the weeknight
pre-game arrival peak hour.

e During the weekend post-game departure peak hour, northbound Major Deegan Expressway
mainline immediately north of the Service Road on-ramp, north of Jerome Avenue.

To partially or fully mitigate projected impacts northbound approaching the exits at East 149th
Street and East 157th Street, it would be necessary to use VMS to advise through traffic to stay
to the left and minimize last-minute weaving movements near exit ramps. Partial mitigation of
the southbound mainline would require re-striping of the Exit 5 ramp approach to the
intersection with the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach road. It should be noted that even under
existing conditions, sections of the Major Deegan Expressway operate under congested
conditions during the pre-game and post-game peak hours. It is the shifting of traffic within the
corridor—shifts from existing conditions rather than increased traffic volumes—that contributes
to these impacts and the need for mitigation.

Comprehensive Game-Day Traffic Management Plan

To mitigate conditions where standard traffic capacity improvements applied at individual
intersections would not be sufficient, a comprehensive game-day traffic management plan would
be developed and implemented. Such measures are deployed for the existing stadium, under the
cooperative efforts of the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) and NYPD,
seeking to optimize traffic conditions to the extent possible. Possible measures that could be
considered as part of this plan were evaluated at an initial level in the DEIS, and were
comprehensively evaluated between the DEIS and FEIS. They include:

o Close River Avenue, post-game only, from the north side of East 161st Street to East 162nd
Street (just south of existing Parking Garage 3), and prohibit the southbound River Avenue
through movement at 164th Street to keep the section of River Avenue alongside the
proposed stadium free of vehicular traffic. Post-game traffic exiting from Parking Garage B
and Parking Garage 3 onto River Avenue would need to proceed northbound on River
Avenue. This measure would be similar to the closure of River Avenue between East 157th

Street and East 161st Street that occurs today to allow for better pedestrian access to and
from the stadium.

e Prohibit left turns from southbound Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach onto the eastbound
East 161st Street service road, to eliminate frictions between left-turning vehicles and
oncoming traffic.

e Prohibit right turns from the westbound East 161st Street service road onto northbound
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach/Jerome Avenue in order to eliminate conflicts between
right-turning vehicular traffic and pedestrians crossing to and from the proposed stadium
near the stadium’s main home plate area entrance.

e Prohibit left turns from proposed Parking Garage B onto Jerome Avenue post-game. Exiting
traffic would either have to make right turns onto northbound Jerome Avenue, or make left
turns from the garage onto northbound River Avenue on the other side of the garage.
Prohibiting left turns onto southbound Jerome Avenue would reduce traffic flows and delays
at the intersection of Jerome Avenue and East 161st Street near the exit from proposed
Parking Garage C, and would reduce traffic demands on the northbound Major Deegan, as
well. Traffic choosing to turn right onto northbound Jerome Avenue from the garage could
be directed to continue north on Jerome Avenue and on Edward Grant Highway in order to
access the Major Deegan Expressway and the George Washington Bridge. Traffic choosing
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to turn left onto northbound River Avenue from the garage could continue north and access
the eastbound and westbound Cross Bronx Expressway—en route to the George Washington
Bridge to the west and Queens, Long Island, Westchester and Connecticut to the east—in
the vicinity of 176th Street.

o Utilize portable VMS on game-days to advise motorists of conditions at key highway
locations, and to direct motorists to alternate routes to the stadium and to garages with
available capacity. Portable VMS could be deployed at the following locations:

- Along the northbound Major Deegan between Exits 3 and 4, directing stadium-bound
traffic to use Exit 4 rather than Exit 5 when traffic conditions along Exit 5 and the
Jerome Avenue corridor have excessive delays and congestion. Greater use of
northbound Exit 4 would lead motorists to proposed Garage D. VMS signage can also
direct northbound Major Deegan traffic to exit at “138th Street/Grand Concourse” and
use the Grand Concourse to approach the stadium area.

- Along the eastbound George Washington Bridge and Trans Manhattan Expressway,
advising stadium-bound traffic of an alternate route to the stadium using the exit to
Amsterdam Avenue/University Avenue. This would allow motorists heading to the
stadium to use the Washington Bridge (different than the George Washington Bridge)
that connects the Washington Heights area of Upper Manhattan with University Avenue
in The Bronx, and then southbound Edward Grant Highway and Jerome Avenue to
access proposed Parking Garage B.

- Along the westbound Cross Bronx Expressway advising stadium-bound traffic of an
alternate route to the stadium using the exit to Jerome Avenue. This would allow

motorists heading to the stadium to use this exit to approach proposed Garage B via
southbound Jerome Avenue/River Avenue.

The detailed analyses for a comprehensive game-day traffic management plan that utilizes both
standard traffic capacity improvements and traffic diversion strategies indicate that these
strategies would reduce the number of partially mitigated impact locations from two, three, four,
and three in the weeknight pre-game peak hour, weekend pre-game peak hour, weeknight post-
game peak hour, and weekend post-game peak hour, respectively, to two, one, three, and one
locations with the degree of impact and vehicle delays significantly reduced at those locations
that would still remain partially mitigated. These mitigation measures have been approved by
NYCDOT, the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and NYPD (see
Appendix D, “Correspondence”).

TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIANS

The proposed project is expected to result in similar overall transit use and pedestrian levels as
currently exist in the surrounding area of the project site. However, localized significant adverse
impacts on several subway and pedestrian elements are anticipated due to the change in terms of
access patterns and the redistribution of pedestrian flow. In addition, the new crosswalk at
Ruppert Plaza was anticipated to be insufficient to provide adequate capacity.

The following sections present a summary of potential measures that could mitigate the
identified significant adverse impacts or further improve pedestrian flow. As with the assessment
of vehicular traffic, the mitigation analysis for transit and pedestrians is intended to illustrate the
level of improvements needed to eliminate projected impacts under the CEQR guidelines. City
and State agencies are expected to then evaluate the magnitudes of improvements needed, and
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make the appropriate determination on the implementation of physical or operational measures.
Since the adverse conditions that are typical of peak game-day conditions are currently
alleviated with various game-day management strategies, it is likely that decision-makers would
continue to make use of similar efforts in combination with some of the measures identified in
this EIS to facilitate reasonable operations at the 161st Street-Yankee Stadium Station and at key
crossing locations along East 161st Street between Ruppert Plaza and River Avenue.

Subway Station Elements

While the total demand could be met by the combined capacity of all stairways serving Yankees
patrons at the 161st Street-Yankee Stadium Station, the shift in pedestrian flow would result in
improved conditions at some stairways and deteriorations at others. Because of the magnitude of
the total pedestrian demand at the station, reasonable stairway widenings could not be achieved
to avoid significant adverse impacts. However, dispersion of subway riders to less congested
stairways would be achieved with the TEA management of pedestrian movements at the subway
station to mitigate the projected impacts. The City and New York Yankees would coordinate
with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) to ensure the effectiveness of the
described measures, and, if necessary, based on actual operations, would provide such additional
practicable measures as may be warranted.

Pedestrian Elements

Mitigation of significant crosswalk impacts would typically involve the temporary (on game
days with coning or TEA controls) or permanent widening of painted areas to allow pedestrians
additional crossing space. At the River Avenue and East 161st Street intersection, minor

widening would be needed for the intersection’s east crosswalk at the westbound service road
and south crosswalk at the eastbound service road. The mitigation of the north crosswalk
impacts would contemplate a temporary set-back of the southbound vehicular traffic via coning
and TEA control. This mitigation, however, would not be required during post-game peak
periods because the portion of River Avenue north of East 161st Street would be closed to
vehicular traffic under the game-day traffic management plan. At the Ruppert Plaza intersections
with East 161st Street, projected significant adverse pedestrian impacts would be mitigated with
set-back stop bars on the East 161st Street approaches or with game-day TEA override of the
traffic signal. The above mitigation measures and game-day management of pedestrian flow
were developed in consultation with and have received approval from the NYCDOT and MTA,
such that with the implementation of these measures, the proposed project would not result in
unmitigated significant adverse transit and pedestrian impacts.

AIR QUALITY

The air quality analysis showed that for the 2009 Build year, impacts on carbon monoxide (CO)
would be well below ambient air quality standards and the City's de minimis criteria. The
proposed weeknight and weekend post-game traffic mitigation measures, which include new
roadway configurations, physical restrictions, and signal timing adjustments, were evaluated to
determine the potential effects on air quality in the study area.

The analysis was performed for the three analyzed intersections where mitigation measures were
proposed. The CO values shown are the highest predicted concentrations for these intersections
(East 157th Street and River Avenue, East 161st Street and Jerome Avenue, and Macombs Dam
Bridge and the Major Deegan southbound off-ramp) for the time periods analyzed. However, the
maximum predicted 8-hour CO concentrations for the analyzed sites with the proposed traffic
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mitigation measures would be below the NAAQS and would not result in any significant adverse
air quality impacts. The proposed traffic mitigation measures would also not affect the stationary
or industrial source analyses discussed above which determined that there would be no
significant air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project.

The proposed project would include emergency generators, which would be fueled by diesel
fuel. The primary pollutants of concern associated with diesel-fuel-fired emergency generators
are particulate matter (PM) and sulfur dioxide (SO;). The results of the analysis determined that
maximum impacts from emergency generators, when added to background concentrations, are
substantially below ambient air quality standards. The air quality modeling analysis also
determined that the maximum 24-hour and annual average PM, s incremental impacts would be
less than the applicable NYCDEP interim guidance criteria.

NOISE

As discussed in the “Noise” section, noise levels within the new parks proposed at River Avenue
and East 157th Street and within the new proposed Harlem River waterfront park located west of
Exterior Street and the Major Deegan Expressway, would be above the 55 dBA L) noise level
for outdoor areas requiring serenity and quiet contained in the CEQR noise exposure guidelines.
There are no practical and feasible mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce noise
levels within these parks to below the 55 dBA Ljqq) guideline noise level. Noise barriers and/or
berms would not be practicable and, according to CEQR impact criteria would represent an
unmitigated significant noise impact from the proposed project on users of these new parks. Noise
levels in these new parks would, however, be comparable to noise levels in a number of existing
parks in New York City, including Macomb’s Dam Park.

ALTERNATIVES

The FEIS analysis examines reasonable and practicable options to avoid or reduce project-
related, significant adverse impacts and still meet the proposed project’s stated goals and
objectives. These include: several alternative locations considered but discarded as infeasible or
otherwise unsuitable for the new stadium; the No Action Alternative, in which the new stadium
is not constructed as proposed; a stadium renovation alternative; a stadium rehabilitation
alternative; and an alternative that adds a garage on the waterfront in an effort to reduce the
proposed project’s identified significant adverse impacts, including those related to traffic. In

response to comments on the DEIS indicating a desire for more ballfields and contiguous park
area in immediate proximity to East 161st Street, a construction schedule that would minimize
the duration of time that recreational facilities would be unavailable, and concern about the
visual effect of the elevated tennis concession atop Garage C, an alternative park plan has been
developed and is analyzed in this chapter.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISCARDED

Over the past decade, as part of the current planning process, and in response to comments made
at the scoping meeting for the DEIS, other options for the stadium were considered, including
three locations outside the neighborhood (including Van Cortlandt Park and Pelham Bay Park,
both in The Bronx, and the Caemmerer Yard (rail yard) on Midtown Manhattan’s West Side)
and several suggested locations near the existing Yankee Stadium, but south of East 161st Street.
Also considered were additional renovations to the existing stadium and the possibility of
demolishing the existing stadium and rebuilding using the current site, expanded by the
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inclusion of Ruppert Place and portions of Macomb’s Dam Park adjacent to Ruppert Place.
None of these alternatives proved feasible for a variety of reasons, as discussed below.

Locations Outside the Local Neighborhood

Van Cortlandt Park. The use of Van Cortlandt Park was not recommended because of
inadequate highway access given the traffic expected and very poor transit access. Only a small
percentage of fans could use public transportation to get to a stadium at this site. Large areas for
parking would be required, so that, in the aggregate, a stadium at this location would displace
substantially more landscaped parkland than the proposed project, including 12 acres of high-
quality wetlands. Since conducting the analysis, the City has begun clearing the site for the
construction of a water filtration plant and the site is no longer available. The City will replace
the driving range and clubhouse on top of the completed facility, and thus it would be
unavailable for stadium use.

Pelham Bay Park. This site is also poorly served by public transit, and it is expected that only 5
percent of visitors would arrive by mass transit. Substantial parking would also therefore be
required at this location. The existing vehicular transportation network would not be sufficient to
accommodate the demand from a stadium use. Additional ramp connections to the Hutchinson
River Parkway and the New England Thruway, new interchanges, and peripheral roads would be
needed to access the site. As with Van Cortlandt Park, the much larger area required for the
stadium and its parking (compared to the proposed project) would result in greater displacement
of recreational facilities and would involve the loss of 12 acres of wetlands.

West Side Rail Yard. This site was considered in the late 1990s, and was determined to be a
feasible alternative, but was not pursued because of a lack of funding at the time. Subsequently,
and during the proposed project’s planning process, the site was committed by the City and State
for the development of a new multi-use facility, including a stadium to be used by the New York
Jets football team and the 2012 Olympics. While these two projects are no longer under
consideration, the City and State will likely continue to pursue development of the site that
would not contemplate a new Yankee Stadium. Furthermore, the use of this site would not be
consistent with the project objective of remaining in a location near the Yankees’ traditional
home in The Bronx.

Other Sites Near the Existing Yankee Stadium

The project sponsors also considered other sites near Yankee Stadium, particularly locations to
the south of the stadium. Three areas were identified and assessed, as discussed below. These
included the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park adjacent to Ruppert Place (Site I), the site of
existing Garage 8 and its surroundings, south of East 157th Street (Site I1), and the Harlem River
waterfront (Site 111). Other locations south of Yankee Stadium, primarily in the Bronx Terminal
Market area, are slated for other development and therefore would not be available as alternative
stadium sites. All three sites were found to be too small (as described in “Purpose and Need,”
most of the recently constructed stadiums in the U.S. have an average footprint of 15.5 acres) to
accommodate a new stadium, and two of them would require a reduction in the number of
parking spaces available to Yankees fans. The waterfront site would also be too distant from
parking and transit.
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Renovation

Renovation of the existing stadium in its current location was determined to be infeasible
because it would not achieve the project’s goals and objectives. The renovation alternative
would involve limited, primarily cosmetic changes and would not change the basic size, shape,

or layout of the stadium. One of the project’s major goals is to expand the stadium—i.e., to
significantly change its size. There is insufficient space within the existing stadium to

accommodate the extensive needs and requirements for transforming it into a modern-day
stadium. As detailed in “Project Purpose and Need,” all aspects of the current stadium are
inadequate to support baseball and stadium operations, and to meet the needs of fans, players,
Yankees management and the media. Many back-of-the-house functional areas are seriously out-
of-date or simply do not exist and would have to be added. With intense competing demands for
the very limited space in the stadium, it would not be possible to expand space for the players,
which is currently badly constrained. Adequate practice space and batting cages are lacking, and
there is only one weight room, which must be shared by both the Yankees and visiting teams.
For the stadium to function properly and provide a comfortable experience for fans, players, and
the press, a nearly 100 percent increase in public concourse and fan amenity areas would be

required. This cannot be accomplished as a renovation, or with a few incremental changes. In
fact, major demolition and reconstruction would be required for any meaningful expansion,

because of the stadium’s poured-in-place concrete structure. Moreover, although new seats could
theoretically be provided as part of a renovation, the decks could not be reconstructed to orient

the seats to the field properly, and with more than 41 percent now in the steeply raked upper
deck, it would be impossible, as part of a renovation, to alter the location of this seating to

provide better views and comfort. In addition to expanding and modernizing the stadium,
another critical goal for the project is to provide adequate parking to meet the stadium’s existing
demand. Therefore, this alternative would involve creation of new parking garages. Similar to
those proposed for the project, these garages would have to be built on other parkland or be built
along the waterfront, which, as discussed in “Waterfront Garage Alternative,” below, would be
infeasible given the required height of the structure, and, further would conflict with public
waterfront policies and would result in unmitigatable impacts that would not occur with the
proposed project.

Reconstruction

Reconstruction of the stadium on the existing site was also considered. As noted above, the

existing stadium has insufficient space to accommodate modern-day baseball and stadium

operations, and the stadium site itself is not large enough to allow the needed expansion at the
site. To modernize the stadium and provide adequate area for pedestrian concourses, back-of-

the-house operations, and improved facilities for fans, players, Yankees management and the
media, the footprint would need to be expanded by 3.9 acres, to a total of 13.3 acres. As

indicated, the most recently constructed stadiums have an average stadium site footprint of 15.5
acres.) To expand the stadium structure while retaining the field in its current location, in a way
that would allow the construction of a full concourse around the playing field, a 65-foot-wide
ring around the existing stadium would have to be created. However, the stadium site is not large

enough to accommodate this ring, because of the presence of East 161st Street, River Avenue
(and the No. 4 elevated subway), and East 157th Street. Even without a full concourse encircling
the playing field, an expansion of the stadium’s seating areas would extend into Macomb’s Dam
Park and East 157th Street, and potentially into East 161st Street.
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Thus, any “reconstruction” of the stadium on its current site would reguire shifting the playing

field away from River Avenue so that the expanded stadium would not be constrained by the
presence of that street and the elevated subway. Such reconstruction would therefore require
complete demolition of the existing stadium and construction of a totally new stadium on a
bigger site that would extend westward from the existing site across Ruppert Place and the
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park adjacent to Ruppert Place. This alternative was found
unacceptable and infeasible, as follows.

A stadium on the south side of East 161st Street between River and Jerome Avenues might
be large enough to meet stadium criteria, but the result would be sharply inferior to the
proposed project and would not meet several key project objectives. Construction on this site

would displace the recreational facilities in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of
Ruppert Place, but would not provide the opportunity for new parkland and replacement
recreational facilities at the site of the existing stadium. In light of community concerns with
replacing public ballfields along the Harlem River waterfront—the only site that might be
available as replacement parkland under the alternative—this would result in a significant
adverse impact on parkland that would not occur with the proposed project. Moreover,

Garage A could not be built in_the location proposed for the project. Therefore, this
alternative would either fail to provide adequate off-street parking, which is one of the stated

goals of the project; require that Garage A be built on other parkland; or necessitate that
Garage A be built along the waterfront, which, as discussed below in “Waterfront Garage
Alternative,” would be infeasible, given the required height of the structure, and, further,
would conflict with public waterfront policies and result in unmitigatable impacts that would
not occur with the proposed project.

The reconstruction alternative is also infeasible because demolition and reconstruction of the
stadium in an area containing today’s Yankee Stadium site would require the relocation of
the Yankees to another venue for approximately four years. Of the various sports venues in
the City, only Shea Stadium could accommodate a major-league baseball team. Thirty years
ago, when the Yankee Stadium was undergoing major reconstruction, the Yankees played
for three seasons at Shea Stadium. This is not possible today. The Mets are poised to build a
new Shea Stadium next to the existing facility, which is widely acknowledged to be out of
date. Having the Yankees play along with the Mets during construction of the new stadium
would greatly exacerbate the parking impacts of the Shea Stadium project during its
construction. Instead of games on 81 days, there would be games on 162 days during the
approximately six-month baseball season. The current plans for parking during Shea
construction include use of grassy areas and parking lots in the park, use of land beneath the
Van Wyck Expressway, and the parking area for the former Ederle Theater; all of these
areas are distant enough from the stadium to require shuttle buses. The likelihood of games
at Shea Stadium conflicting with the U.S. Open at the Tennis Center in Flushing Meadows-
Corona Park would be substantially increased. Use of the park fields for parking would
displace recreational uses in those areas. Given the addition of the Yankees’ schedule to that
of the Mets and the U.S. Open, these areas would be effectively lost to park users during the
warm weather seasons for as much as four years or more. In addition, the relocation would
be particularly disruptive to the Yankees, and could be achieved only at a great cost—not
only the cost of relocation, but also the costs related to loss of revenue from team sponsors
who could not be accommodated at Shea. These cost penalties would likely be reflected in a
substantial increase in public sector contributions to the project. For all of these reasons, any
option requiring relocation of the team is completely unacceptable to the Yankees.
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

With the No Action Alternative, a new stadium would not be constructed within portions of
Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks, and the existing stadium would remain in its current
location. Regular maintenance of the existing stadium would occur, but there would be no
investment to expand or upgrade the facility. Furthermore, the City would not build new parking
structures, and parking Lots 12 and 13D would be removed with the construction of Gateway
Center at Bronx Terminal Market, resulting in a loss of parking as compared to today. Existing
parkland would not be displaced, but most new and renovated parkland would not be provided.

Alternative Compared with the Proposed Project

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy. The No Action Alternative would not result in an increase
in parking facilities or parklands in the vicinity of Yankee Stadium. Similar to the proposed
project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts on land use,
zoning, or public policy.

Socioeconomic Conditions. Similar to the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would
not result in direct or indirect displacement of residents and businesses. With the No Action
Alternative, New York City would continue to collect rent on the existing stadium, but would
spend money for stadium upkeep, leading to a direct deficit of $77 million over a 30 year period
under the No Action Alternative. With the proposed project, the City would not collect rent on
the new stadium, but it would also not expend funds for stadium upkeep. The new stadium
would generate approximately $58 million more annually in direct expenditures than the existing
stadium. In addition, annual operation of the new parking garages would result in an estimated
33 jobs, $0.5 million in tax revenues, and a total of $5.4 million in economic output within New
York City. Construction of a new stadium, new garages, and new parks as planned with the
proposed project would produce 15,484 new construction jobs, $2.05 billion in direct and
indirect construction expenditures, and $73.3 million in new tax revenues. Compared with the
existing stadium, the proposed project would result in 1,200 new jobs, $14.3 million in new tax
revenues, and a total of nearly $116 million in new spending. Neither the proposed project nor
the No Action Alternative would result in significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic
conditions. However, the No Action Alternative would not produce the fiscal benefits that would
be realized with a new stadium.

Open Space. The No Action Alternative would not displace parkland, nor would it create a
4.63-acre net increase in parklands. Therefore, although the No Action Alternative would not
result in significant adverse impacts on open space, it would not provide new and enhanced
recreational facilities and would, therefore, not provide open space benefits that would be
realized with the proposed project.

Shadows. Because the No Action Alternative would not result in new parking structures, it
would not increase shadows on parklands as compared to today, but the existing stadium would
continue to cast shadows on surrounding parks. However, similar to the proposed project, the No
Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts from stadium shadows.

Historic Resources. The No Action Alternative would not have significant adverse impacts on
Buildings G, H, and J of the Bronx Terminal Market as with the proposed project. In the No
Action Alternative, these buildings would remain. Since the No Action Alternative would not
result in construction of Parking Garages A and C, it would not obstruct some views of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach that would be obscured with the proposed project.
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Urban Design and Visual Resources. Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed
project would result in significant adverse impacts on urban design or visual resources.

Since the No Action Alternative would not result in the construction of Parking Garages A and
C, it would not result in the contextual impacts on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach that
would occur with the proposed project. However, since the No Action Alternative would not
provide new public open space along the Harlem River, it would not provide for the new visual
resources that would be realized with the proposed project.

Neighborhood Character. Although the No Action Alternative would not result in significant
adverse impacts on neighborhood character on game days as compared to today, it would not
provide for the same benefits to the overall neighborhood character that would be realized with
the proposed project.

Natural Resources. With the No Action Alternative, parking facilities along the waterfront
would not be replaced with parkland. The No Action Alternative would not result in the removal
of mature street trees or the alteration of existing parkland, both of which may serve as terrestrial
habitats. However, the No Action Alternative would not result in an increase in parkland, which
would increase natural habitats.

Waterfront Revitalization Program. The No Action Alternative would not provide new public
waterfront access or recreational opportunities and, therefore, would not offer the same benefits
to the coastal zone as the proposed project.

Infrastructure, Solid Waste and Sanitation, and Energy. Neither the No Action nor the proposed
project would result in significant adverse impacts on the City’s water supply, sanitary sewage
systems or solid waste and sanitation services. Similarly, neither the No Action Alternative nor
the proposed project would result in significant adverse energy impacts.

Traffic and Parking. Under the No Action Alternative, new parking concentrated near the
stadium would not be provided, and traffic would remain more dispersed throughout the area.
The current shortage of parking spaces would remain and, on game days, Yankees fans driving
to the stadium would continue to circulate excessively through the area in search of hard-to-find
parking spaces on-street. Illegal parking would continue to occur at several locations including,
for example, along the service road of the northbound Major Deegan Expressway.

Overall traffic volumes in the area would be the same under the No Action Alternative and the
proposed project since the proposed project would not be expected to generate new traffic. There
would be some shifting of traffic patterns to routes and intersections closer to the new stadium’s
proposed parking garages under the proposed project, creating significant adverse traffic impacts
Many of these impacts could be mitigated by a range of measures. Under the No Action
Alternative, adverse traffic levels of service in the area would remain even with traffic
operations measures in place on game days. Significant adverse traffic impacts generated by the
proposed project however, resulting from the shifting of traffic patterns, would not occur.

With the No Action Alternative, the Major Deegan Expressway would continue to operate at
unacceptable levels of service E and F during all four traffic analysis periods throughout the
corridor adjacent to the existing stadium. With the proposed project, nearly all levels of service
would remain the same as with the No Action Alternative, but there would be significant
impacts at a number of locations where traffic densities (i.e., the volume of traffic per mile per
lane) would be expected to increase beyond CEQR thresholds.
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Transit and Pedestrians. For the weekday and Saturday pre-game period, the No Action
Alternative would produce a lower level of congestion on stairways A, C, D, E, P12, and P16 at
the 161st Street-Yankee Stadium station than the proposed project; however, stairways F1, F2,
and G1 would have a poorer level of service (LOS) compared to the proposed project. In the
post-game periods, under the No Action Alternative operation of stairways A, C, D, E, P11, and
P15 would be substantially less constrained, compared to the proposed project, but the operation
of F1, F2, G1, H1, H2, P1, P3, P7, and P8 would be much worse. This variance in the operation
of subway stairways results from the shifting of passengers between the north side and south
side of East 161st Street, depending on the stadium’s location.

With the No Action Alternative, pedestrian travel would be concentrated south of East 161st
Street. With the proposed project, pedestrian activities would shift north of East 161st Street
near subway entrances and west and north of the proposed stadium where new parking facilities
would be located. As a result, the proposed project would result in substantially more
pedestrians crossing East 161st Street; however, the proposed project would include a widening
of the west crosswalk at the intersection with River Avenue and new crosswalks at Ruppert
Plaza and Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. Generally, the proposed project would result in
substandard operation of the north and east crosswalks while the No Action Alternative would
result in substandard operations on the east, west, and south crosswalks. At the River Avenue
intersections with West 153rd and West 157th Streets, there would be a lower concentration of

pedestrian traffic on game days with the proposed project. With the No Action Alternative, there
would be substandard operating levels at the River Avenue/West 153rd Street west crosswalk
and at the River Avenue/West 157th Street north crosswalk during both weekday and weekend

post-game peak periods—two crossings that would otherwise operate at acceptable levels with
the proposed project. With the No Action Alternative, there would be no significant adverse

impacts at Ruppert Plaza, as are predicted for the proposed project. In addition, the No Action
Alternative would not require substantial widening of the north crosswalk at River Avenue and
East 161st Street or closing a portion of River Avenue north of the intersection, additional
reconfiguration of the new crossings at Ruppert Plaza and Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach,_or
replacing the existing waterfront pedestrian bridge with one that connects to Garage 8 and spans
over East 157th Street. At other crosswalk locations, game-day congestion and widening
requirements would be similar for the No Action Alternative and the proposed project.

Air Quality. As described above, the No Action Alternative would disperse traffic and parking
as compared to the proposed project; therefore, it is anticipated that emissions would be less
concentrated in the vicinity of the project area. However, these emissions would be dispersed
elsewhere throughout the neighborhood since patrons would use other access routes and remote
parking facilities. Furthermore, the heating ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system of
the existing system would not be modernized with the No Action Alternative; therefore,
associated emissions could be greater than with a new, modern HVAC system, which would be
constructed with the proposed project. Overall, similar to the proposed project, the No Action
Alternative would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.

Noise. Similar to the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant
adverse impacts from increased noise levels at sensitive receptors. However, because the No
Action Alternative would not result in increased vehicular traffic in the vicinity of Macomb’s
Dam Park and because the No Action Alternative would not locate a new stadium in closer
proximity to residences, it would result in slightly improved noise levels at these locations as
compared to the proposed project.
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Construction. No construction would occur on the site and at all other locations in the No
Action Alternative, and the significant adverse noise and traffic impacts associated with the
construction of the proposed project would not occur.

Public Health. Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed project is expected to result
in significant adverse impacts to public health.

WATERFRONT GARAGE ALTERNATIVE

The EIS impact analyses have identified significant traffic and pedestrian impacts associated
with the concentration of parking spaces in proposed Parking Garages A and C. Therefore, this
chapter considers an alternative that would reduce the capacity of proposed Parking Garages A
and C and attempt to transfer the parking spaces to another site, specifically Parking Lots 13A
and 13B on the waterfront.

Similar to the proposed project, the Waterfront Garage Alternative would include a new stadium
in Macomb’s Dam Park on the north side of East 161st Street. Parking Garage B would also be
constructed in John Mulally Park; however, Parking Garages A and C would be reduced in size
and structured parking would be built on the waterfront in the location of Parking Lots 13A and
13B. Under the Waterfront Garage Alternative, it is estimated that 1,000 to 1,500 spaces would
be removed from Parking Garages A and C as compared to the proposed project. Thus, the
waterfront garage would need to accommodate the 852 spaces currently available in Parking
Lots 13A and 13B as well as the spaces that would be removed from Parking Garages A and C
for a total of 1,852 to 2,352 spaces. The long, narrow shape of the waterfront site, which is
confined by the Major Deegan Expressway and its ramps, the Macombs Dam Bridge, and the
Oak Point rail link (which runs above the river parallel to the shoreline), would constrain the
footprint of the garage and would require at least a four-story garage at this location to fully
accommodate the 1,852 to 2,352 spaces. It would also require that the garage be built over a
small inter-pier area at the southern end of the site. This would cover approximately 0.36 acres
of littoral tidal wetlands, which would likely require mitigation. Additional approvals in the form
of individual permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and NYSDEC would be
necessary.

To avoid covering 0.36 acres of wetland and bridging over the Major Deegan Expressway exit
ramp, two separate garages would have to be developed—a garage each on Lots 13A and 13B—
separated by the Major Deegan Expressway exit ramp to Exterior Street (from Exit 5). To
accommodate over 1,800 spaces, a single garage on either lot would range up to 16 stories in
height; this is not considered feasible from a functional design perspective and therefore not a
feasible or practicable alternative.

The special regulations relating to the waterfront area (Section 62 of the New York City Zoning

Resolution) would apply to the design of these two garages. Specifically, the waterfront zonin
requires (Section 62-341(7)) that the ground floor of the garage contain area that is not garage
space, such as retail or other uses. The waterfront zoning regulations (Section 62-322) also

reguire that a 40-foot vard be maintained along the farthest inboard point of the bulkhead line—
parking is prohibited in this yard area. Waterfront zoning requirements also include upland
connections to adjoining streets every 600 feet and a 40-foot walkway along the shore (Section
62-40). In addition, there are height and setback requirements under the waterfront regulations.
Any wall facing the shoreline above a height of 60 feet may not be more than 100 feet tall
(Section 62-341(6)). An additional 30-foot setback is required along the length of the waterfront
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yard above a height of 60 feet and 15-foot setbacks along any upland connections above the 60-
foot height (Section 62-341(a)).

To accommodate more than 1,800 spaces in two garages and comply with the waterfront zoning
reguirements, a garage on Lot 13B would require at least eight levels and a garage on Lots 13A
would require 11 levels. These heights would substantially exceed the height of the adjacent,
elevated Major Deegan Expressway.

Like the proposed project, under the Waterfront Garage Alternative, recreational facilities would
be constructed atop Parking Garages A and C and a new waterfront park would be constructed
south of the existing Parking Lots 13A and 13B. Furthermore, a publicly accessible ballfield
would be constructed on the site of the existing Yankee Stadium. Therefore, all of the effects
associated with the new stadium, reuse of portions of the existing stadium and replacement of
recreational facilities would be essentially the same as with the proposed project. The discussion
below concentrates only on those elements that differ from the proposed project.

Alternative Compared with the Proposed Project

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy. The New York City Zoning Resolution contains special
regulations to guide development along the City’s waterfront in order to, among other reasons,
maintain and re-establish physical and visual public access to and along the waterfront; promote
a greater mix of uses in waterfront developments to attract the public and enliven the waterfront;
create a desirable relationship between waterfront development and the water’s edge, public
access areas, and adjoining upland communities; preserve historic resources along the City’s
waterfront; and protect natural resources in environmentally sensitive areas along the shore.

The Waterfront Garage Alternative would not be consistent with several of the goals of the
special waterfront regulations of the New York City Zoning Resolution. Parking structures at
this location would not be considered a water dependent use. The Waterfront Garage Alternative
would impede physical and visual public access to an approximately 1,700 linear feet portion of
the Harlem River. The Waterfront Garage Alternative would block views of nearly all of the
Macombs Dam Bridge camelback truss and obstruct views of the entire historic Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach from the south as well as half of the approach from the north. Development of
one large garage would reguire covering approximately 0.36 acres of wetland and would also not
be consistent with the waterfront zoning goals to be protective of natural resources. Therefore,
unlike the proposed project, the Waterfront Garage Alternative would not be consistent with the
New York City Zoning Resolution special waterfront regulations.

Open Space. Both the Waterfront Garage Alternative and the proposed project would result in
benefits to parklands and recreational facilities. However, because the size of Parking Garage C
would be reduced with the Waterfront Garage Alternative, it would be possible to locate its
rooftop recreational facility at the level of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, which would
improve access to this facility as compared to the proposed project. This alternative would have
the same impact on open space, due to its loss of recreational facilities during construction, as
the proposed project.

Shadows. The construction of one or two new parking structures along the waterfront would
create transient new shadows on the Harlem River and the Macombs Dam Bridge, which would
not occur with the proposed project. However, since neither resource is considered a sun
sensitive receptor, these new shadows would not constitute a significant adverse impact.
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Historic Resources and Urban Design and Visual Resources. The construction of Parking
Garages A and C and one or two waterfront parking structures under the Waterfront Garage
Alternative would obstruct views of the entire historic Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach from
the south as well as half of the approach from the north. It would block views of nearly all of the
bridge’s camelback truss. This would constitute a significant adverse impact on the historic
resource that could not be fully mitigated. Such an impact was not identified for the proposed
project, because although Parking Garages A and C would block views of half of the approach,
the remaining half including the truss, would remain visible.

Neighborhood Character. As described above, the construction of a waterfront parking garage
in combination with Parking Garages A and C would substantially obstruct views of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the bridge’s camelback truss, which would result in a
significant adverse impact, and would adversely affect views of the river from other locations,
which would be detrimental to the visual quality of the Harlem River. These significant adverse
impacts on visual resources would not occur with the proposed project, and would be unmiti-
gated under the Waterfront Garage Alternative.

Natural Resources. Development of one parking garage for the Waterfront Garage Alternative
would cover approximately 0.36 acres of a small inter-pier basin, which, like the basins along
the waterfront to the south, is probably classified as a NYSDEC littoral zone tidal wetland. Even
though it would not be considered to be a high-quality wetland and the garage would deck over
it rather than fill it, the permanent cover would constitute an adverse impact requiring mitigation
in the form of a replacement wetland of higher quality. This impact and mitigation requirement
would not occur with the proposed project.

Waterfront Revitalization Program. Although, like the proposed project, the Waterfront Garage
Alternative would improve public access to the waterfront, it would significantly adversely
impact views of the Macombs Dam Bridge structure and camelback truss from this new
waterfront park and would block views of the river from other locations, which is detrimental to
the visual quality of the Harlem River. Furthermore, although the Waterfront Garage Alternative
would not change the use of this waterfront parcel, the bulk of the structure that would be
needed to house the requisite number of parking spaces would result in significant new
construction on the Harlem River that is inconsistent with the City’s current policy for

development of this waterfront area. Specifically, the Waterfront Garage Alternative would be
inconsistent with Policies 8 and 9 of the WRP—to provide public access along New York City’s

coastal waters and protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York
City coastal area, respectively. Overall, both the proposed project and the Waterfront Garage

Alternative would improve public access to the waterfront; however, the Waterfront Garage
Alternative would diminish the historic and visual quality of the waterfront, would intensify a
use on the waterfront that is neither water-dependent nor water-enhancing, and therefore would
be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of the Waterfront Revitalization Program.

Traffic and Parking. The Waterfront Garage Alternative might have the potential to reduce
significant traffic impacts at intersections along Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach that would be expected to occur under the proposed project. Under this alternative, up
to 2,352 cars would reach their parking spaces via southbound Exit 6 off the Major Deegan
Expressway to “Bronx Terminal Market,” and would not circulate on the local street network.
Return trips to the northbound expressway would be made via a U-turn onto the ramp from
Exterior Street that leads to the expressway, near East 157th Street, also avoiding the local street
network. Thus, a substantial portion of stadium traffic that would have used Jerome Avenue and
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Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach with the proposed project would not pass through these
critical locations. Although this shift in parking may not fully mitigate the impacts of the
proposed project that were identified at these locations, it would decrease the anticipated vehicle
delays, and would require, at most, a less stringent mitigation package than the proposed project.

Transit and Pedestrians. Under the Waterfront Garage Alternative, transit service and usage
would be similar to conditions under the proposed project, but pedestrian routes to the proposed
stadium would vary. More pedestrians would need to cross over to the east side of the Metro-
North Railroad tracks via the enclosed pedestrian bridge, which currently accommodates patrons
traveling via the Yankee Clipper Ferry or parking at Parking Lots 13A, 13B, 13C, and 13D.
With a new parking garage constructed at existing Parking Lots 13A and 13B, an estimated
4,125 additional pedestrians during game-day peak hours could traverse this pedestrian bridge.
This level of pedestrian volume increase could be accommodated by the proposed new
pedestrian bridge, which would be made ADA compliant, connect with the second level of
Garage 8, and span over East 157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza.

Under the Waterfront Garage Alternative, more pedestrians would need to travel the length of
Ruppert Plaza and cross East 161st Street there than with the proposed project. It is expected
that Ruppert Plaza would be designed to meet the increased demand. However, at the proposed
at-grade East 161st Street crossing at Ruppert Plaza on peak game days, which is projected to be
congested under the proposed project, would be further exacerbated. At the same time,
conditions at the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, which were also identified as a critical
vehicular and pedestrian location under the proposed project, would realize a lower level of
activity, with resulting improvements in both vehicular and pedestrian traffic flows as compared
to the proposed project.

Air Quality. Under Like the proposed project, the Waterfront Garage Alternative would not
result in significant adverse air quality impacts.

Noise. Like the proposed project, traffic from the Waterfront Garage Alternative would not
result in significant increases in noise levels at sensitive receptors. The impact of ambient noise
levels on the proposed new parkland would be the same for this alternative and the proposed
project.

Construction. The The Waterfront Garage Alternative would result in the loss of Parking Lots
13A and 13B during construction, which would temporarily reduce the supply of Yankee
Stadium parking. Construction at this location may also require restricted access or lane closures
on the Major Deegan Expressway and its ramps at 161st Street. Therefore, the Waterfront
Garage Alternative may have greater construction period impacts on traffic circulation and
parking than the proposed project. The potentially significant construction noise impacts
identified with the proposed project would be the same with this alternative.

Conclusion
The Waterfront Garage Alternative would be inferior to the proposed project and was not
selected for the following reasons:

e It would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of the New York City Zoning
Resolution Waterfront Regulations.

e It would result in significant adverse impacts on historic and visual resources that could not
be mitigated.

e It would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of the WRP.
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e It would cover a littoral zone tidal wetland if one garage were constructed, constituting a
significant adverse impact requiring mitigation, and requiring additional regulatory
approvals.

o It would likely have greater traffic and parking impacts during construction than the
proposed project.

e Although it would relieve traffic congestion on Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach and reduce impacts at the intersections of those two streets and East 161st
Street, some mitigation would still likely be required. This benefit would not outweigh the
additional unmitigated impacts and the unacceptable contravention of current City policy
regarding development of this waterfront that would result from the Waterfront Garage
Alternative.

ALTERNATIVE PARK PLAN

In response to comments on the DEIS indicating a desire for more ballfields and contiguous park
area in immediate proximity to East 161st Street, a construction schedule that would minimize
the duration of time that recreational facilities would be unavailable, and concern about the

visual effect of the elevated tennis concession atop parking Garage C (in fall and winter months

when a tennis bubble would be inflated), NYCDPR proposes a revised program for park
development, the “Alternative Park Plan.”

The Alternative Park Plan would develop three ballfields at the site of the existing Yankee
Stadium and locate the tennis concession at the proposed waterfront park. The Alternative Park
Plan would create a unified and contiguous 17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street
containing most of the neighborhood-oriented active recreational amenities proposed as part of
the project. The Alternative Park Plan would also more closely replicate the use and function of
the existing Macomb’s Dam Park.

The Alternative Park Plan is reflected in a modified ULURP application for approval of a major
concession (Application No. C060148(A) MCX). The Alternative Park Plan would only modi
the replacement recreational facilities as proposed by the project—this alternative does not
include any changes to the proposed stadium or parking facilities. Specifically, the Alternative
Park Plan includes the following elements, which are shown on attached Figure S-13:

e Three natural turf ballfields—a baseball field, a softball field, and a little league field—
would be located in the proposed parkland at the site of the existing stadium (see Figures S-
14 and S-15). Under the proposed project, this park area would contain only one baseball
field—Heritage Field.

e The existing Yankee Stadium would be completely demolished and the field would be raised
with fill to bring the area to an elevation that more closely matches Ruppert Place. Under the
roposed project, the playing field, dugouts, some of the field seats (no more than 3,000
seats), and locker rooms under the field seats of the existing stadium would be retained and
adapted as a public baseball field. With the Alternative Park Plan, none of these features
would remain. However, the Alternative Park Plan would include opportunities to
“interpret” the former Yankee Stadium, such as retaining the foul poles of the existing
stadium, preserving portions of the outfield (both the existing and 1923 stadium layouts

locating park entrances at the major stadium gate locations, and using informational markers
to denote other elements of the former stadium (e.qg., the location of home plate).
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e Four basketball courts would be located in the park area west of Ruppert Place. Under the
proposed project, this park area would contain two basketball courts and two tennis courts,
with an additional 14 tennis courts atop proposed parking Garage C. The Alternative Park
Plan would accommodate all 16 tennis courts at a tennis concession along the waterfront,
making room for four basketball courts in the unified central park. The other recreational
facilities proposed for this park area remain unchanged from the proposed project (a full-size

soccer field, a 400-meter athletic track, a little league field, nine handball courts, and a tot-
lot with climbing and play equipment).

e The tennis concession would be located at the new waterfront park. Under the proposed
project, the waterfront park area would contain two artificial turf ballfields and the tennis
courts would be located atop proposed Garage C. The Alternative Park Plan would include
16 tennis courts at the waterfront park, consistent with the existing number of courts, and all

or a portion of the courts would be covered by a bubble during the winter months
approximately 26 weeks).

e The existing Bronx Terminal Market Building J would be preserved and adapted for park
uses, including a tennis house, which would provide a comfort station, administrative space
for the concession, and lockers and other amenities for the tennis players. Space not used for
the concession in Building J would be utilized by NYCDPR for maintenance and operation

urposes. Building J is a historic (S/NR-eligible) two-story former power house that is
currently vacant. Under the proposed project, Building J would be demolished, a small
comfort station would be constructed in the southern portion of the waterfront park, and
surface parking would be constructed at the former location of Building J. By retaining
Building J, the Alternative Park Plan would not include a separate comfort station in the
southern portion of the waterfront park.

e Approximately 50 parking spaces would be available for tennis patrons during non-game
times in Parking Lot 13A, which is located directly to the north of and adjacent to the
proposed tennis concession. Under the proposed project, parking at this location was
proposed to be available only for Yankees games.

o New passive park space and a pedestrian esplanade would surround the tennis courts along
the waterfront. This is similar to the pedestrian esplanade and passive park space
surrounding the ballfields proposed at the waterfront park under the proposed project.

e The height of proposed parking Garage C would be one level lower than under the proposed
project since the tennis concession would no longer be located on its roof. As compared to
the height of Garage C under the proposed project, this reduction would be approximately
11 feet in the summer, when the tennis courts on the roof would be open air, and

approximately 50 feet in the fall through spring months when the tennis bubble would be
inflated.

e By retaining and adapting Bronx Terminal Market Building J for park uses, as compared to
demolishing the building and using the area for surface parking under the proposed project,
the Alternative Park Plan would result in an increase of 0.4 acres of usable recreational
facilities at the waterfront park. However, removing the tennis concession from the roof of
Garage C would result in 2.89 fewer acres of replacement recreational facilities than the
proposed project at this location so that, overall, the Alternative Park Plan would result in a
net increase of 2.14 acres of recreational facilities, as compared to a net increase of 4.63
acres under the proposed project.
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Alternative Compared with the Proposed Project

Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy. The Alternative Park Plan would develop the same
amount of new parkland at the site of the existing Yankee Stadium and along the waterfront as
the proposed project. Although the Alternative Park Plan would not result in new recreational
facilities atop parking Garage C, this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park is currently used as surface
parking. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan is consistent with
existing land uses in the project area and would not result in significant adverse impacts on
adjacent land uses.

The Alternative Park Plan would result in the same areas to be mapped as new parkland,
including the new parkland to be developed along the waterfront, and the leasing of existing
mapped parkland, as the proposed project. The design and location of parking Garage D, and the
requirements for special permits, would be the same for both the proposed project and the
Alternative Park Plan. Under the Alternative Park Plan, the existing Yankee Stadium site would
be designated as new parkland and developed with three public recreational ballfields—a public
use permitted in the Yankee Stadium Urban Renewal Plan. The Alternative Park Plan would not
affect any other portions of the project area located within the Amended Yankee Stadium Urban

Renewal Plan. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan, like the proposed project, is consistent with
the First Amended Yankee Stadium Urban Renewal Plan.

The Alternative Park Plan would locate public tennis courts at the new waterfront park, which
would be consistent with New York City Zoning Resolution special regulations to guide
development along the City’s waterfront, the New York City WRP, and the Bronx Borough
President’s new Bronx Waterfront Plan and Yankee Stadium Neighborhood Development Plan.
Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not result in any significant adverse
zoning or public policy impacts.

Socioeconomic Conditions. The Alternative Park Plan, like the proposed project, would not
directly displace any residential population nor any business or institutional uses. The
Alternative Park Plan would relocate park and recreational facilities very close to their original
location. Therefore, indirect residential displacement is not expected to occur as a result of the
Alternative Park Plan. Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not alter
existing economic patterns in the study area and so would not cause indirect displacement of
businesses and institutions. The Alternative Park Plan would not significantly affect business
conditions or substantially reduce employment or impair the viability of any specific industry or
category of business in The Bronx or the City as a whole. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in any significant adverse impacts to the socioeconomic
character of the project’s study area.

Open Space and Recreation. The Alternative Park Plan would create a unified and contiguous
17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street containing most of the neighborhood-oriented
active recreational amenities proposed as part of the project. Like the proposed project, this new
centrally located park would be larger than the total park area that would be displaced in the
portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks located north of East 161st Street and
contain new, modern facilities to replace older, and in some cases worn, facilities. By proposing
three ballfields at the new park area south of East 161st Street, the Alternative Park Plan would
also more closely replicate the use and function of the existing Macomb’s Dam Park. The
ballfields south of East 161st Street would continue to accommodate groups using multiple
fields at a location simultaneously. The Alternative Park Plan would also result in a net increase
of two basketball courts as compared to existing conditions.
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The Alternative Park Plan would provide the same amount of new parkland as the proposed
project, 15.82 acres, consisting of the current Yankee Stadium site and Ruppert Place, the
waterfront park, and the new parks along River Avenue. By retaining and adapting Bronx
Terminal Market Building J for park uses, as compared to demolishing the building and using
the area for surface parking under the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would result in
an increase of 0.4 acres of usable recreational facilities at the waterfront park. However, by
removing the tennis concession from the roof of Garage C, the Alternative Park Plan would
result in 2.89 fewer acres of active parkland use at this location. As with the proposed project,
Garage C would be built on a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park that is currently used for surface
parking. Overall, the Alternative Park Plan would result in a net increase of 2.14 acres of open
space and recreational facilities. The increased net acreage for the recreation facilities would
benefit park users.

As discussed further below under the “Construction Impacts” section, the Alternative Park Plan
would have a different overall construction schedule as compared to the proposed project. As a
result of this construction schedule, the Alternative Park Plan would develop temporary
recreational facilities to minimize to the maximum extent practicable, the duration of time that
recreational facilities would be unavailable. Like the proposed project, prior to construction of
the new stadium, a temporary running course would be created around the two ballfields in the
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Place. This running course would be available
in the spring and summer of 2006. In the fall of 2006, the area for proposed parking Garage C
(existing parking Lot No. 1) would be developed with a temporary running course (suitable for

walking, jogging and recreational running, but not for competitive track meets). This area would

also contain a synthetic turf multi-purpose interim field. The field would be striped to
accommodate a softball field and children’s soccer field(s) such that either could be
accommodated on a given day, but not both at the same time. Like the proposed project, when
construction displaces these temporary facilities, the esplanade surrounding the new Harlem
River waterfront park would serve as a running course and would be available until the
permanent track is available.

LWCF Section 6(f) Compliance

The Alternative Park Plan would result in different recreational programming at the replacement
parcels associated with the requirements of Section 6(f) of the LWCF, as compared to the
proposed project. The Alternative Park Plan would have the same proposed use for the
Macomb’s Dam Park conversion parcel as the proposed project (i.e., the new Yankee Stadium).
As described in “Open Space and Recreation,” the conversion parcel (Site 1 in Table S-4
currently contains a 400-meter running track with a soccer field inside the track and spectator
stands at the edge of the track, a baseball field (90-foot infield), and a softball field (60-foot
infield). Under the Alternative Park Plan, the waterfront replacement parcel (Site 4) would
contain tennis facilities and a pedestrian promenade as compared to ballfields under the
proposed project. The Alternative Park Plan would replace all the ballfields currently located on
the Section 6(f) conversion parcel at the replacement parcel located south of East 161st Street

and east of Ruppert Plaza (Site 2), although one 90-foot infield ballfield would be replaced by a
60-foot infield ballfied (see Table S-4) Like the proposed project, the design of Ruppert Plaza

Site 3) would include significant landscaping, including shaded areas and passive park
amenities, such as benches, resting areas, and pedestrian walkways.
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Table S-4
Alternative Park Plan Section 6(f) Parcels: Recreational Facilities
Site # Type of 6(f) Parcel Recreational Facilities
1 Conversion 400-meter Track with Soccer Field and Spectator Stands

Softball Field (60-foot infield)
Baseball Field (90-foot infield)
2 Replacement Baseball Field (60-foot infield)
Little League Baseball Field (90-foot infield)
Softball Field (60-foot infield)

3 Replacement Passive Park-Ruppert Plaza

4 Replacement Tennis Facilities (16 courts)
Source: NYCDPR.

All of the replacement facilities would be located within %%-mile of the converted facilities under
the Alternative Park Plan. Three ballfields would be located across the street, approximately 600
feet, from the existing ballfields. Tennis facilities, not currently located on the conversion parcel,
would be located at the replacement parcel along the Harlem River waterfront. Section 6(f)
requires that the proposed replacement facilities are of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location
as the converted property. As described above, the replacement facilities under the Alternative Park
Plan—three ballfields, tennis courts, and a pedestrian promenade—would provide equal recreational
usefulness to the public.

Like the proposed project, subway access to the replacement parcels under the Alternative Park
Plan would generally be equivalent to that of the conversion parcel. As the replacement parcels
that would contain ballfields for the Alternative Park Plan are located across the street from the

conversion parcel, they would use the same subway access at River Avenue and East 161st
Street.

As described below under Construction Impacts, although all of the replacement parcels would
be mapped as parkland at the outset of the project, the recreational facilities and improvements
proposed by the Alternative Park Plan would be implemented over the course of the construction
period, ending in 2010. By 2007, the Harlem River waterfront replacement parcel would be
completed and the recreational facilities available to the public. However, during the 2009 to
2010 construction period, replacement facilities would not be available at the existing Yankee
Stadium replacement parcel because the existing stadium cannot be converted as replacement
ballfields under the Alternative Park Plan until the proposed stadium is completed and
operational and the existing stadium can be demolished. However, as described above there
would be a temporary softball field available during part of the construction period. This gap in
the availability of the replacement facilities under the Alternative Park Plan would be temporary
and the replacement facilities would ultimately provide reasonably equivalent recreational
usefulness to the public. NYCDPR would also work with displaced baseball and softball user

groups to find playing time at nearby recreational fields as close as possible to Macomb’s Dam
Park.

An appraisal of the fair market value of both the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park that would be

utilized, as well as that of the properties proposed for substitution under the Alternative Park
Plan has been conducted as part of the formal conversion proposal to satisfy the Section 6(f

requirements. The remaining evaluations required under Section 6(f), as described in “Open
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Space and Recreation,” including alternatives and consistency with the Statewide
Comprehensive QOutdoor Recreation Plan, would be the same for the proposed project and
Alternative Park Plan. Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not result in
any significant adverse impacts to open space. The Alternative Park Plan would comply with the
requirements of Section 6(f) of the LWCF and the New York State legislation authorizing the
alienation of certain areas of currently mapped parkland.

Shadows. As proposed by the Alternative Park Plan, parking Garage C would have a lower
overall height as compared to the proposed project. The existing Yankee Stadium would also be
completely demolished under the Alternative Park Plan. Therefore, the incremental shadows on
portions of Macomb’s Dam Park would be smaller as a result of the Alternative Park Plan as
compared to the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would
not result in any significant adverse shadow impacts on open space.

Historic Resources. The Alternative Park Plan would result in the complete demolition of
Yankee Stadium. Under the proposed project, the existing Yankee Stadium would retain certain
features of the ballpark. Although Yankee Stadium has been located on its present site for more
than 80 years the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation found
that it has been so altered by its major renovation in 1973, that it is not eligible for listing on the
State and National Registers of Historic Places, and the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission has concurred in this conclusion. Therefore, like the proposed project, demolition
of the existing Yankee Stadium under the Alternative Park Plan would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to historic resources.

The Alternative Park Plan would retain and preserve Bronx Terminal Market Building J for park

uses including a comfort station, administrative space for the concession, and lockers and other
amenities for the tennis players. Building J is a historic (S/NR-eligible) two-story former power

house that is currently vacant. Under the proposed project, Building J would be demolished,
along with Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G and H (S/NR-eligible). The Alternative Park
Plan would also include the demolition of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G and H. The
Alternative Park Plan, like the proposed project, would result in significant adverse impacts to
historic resources due to the demolition of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G and H, but it
would preserve Building J, a benefit compared to the proposed project. An alternatives analysis,
prepared and submitted to SHPO to evaluate the potential for retaining and revising Building G
and H, concluded that there was no viable use for these structures under the Alternative Park
Plan, since returning Bronx Terminal Building J obviated the need for any other park structures.
In a letter dated February 8, 2006, (see Appendix D) SHPO concurred that there was no prudent

or feasible alternative to the demolition of these structures.

The mitigation measures described in “Mitigation,” for demolition of Bronx Terminal Market
Buildings G and H would apply to both the proposed project and the Alternative Park Plan.
However, mitigation associated with the demolition of Bronx Terminal Market Building J for
the proposed project would not apply to the Alternative Park Plan. Instead, NYCDPR would
consult with SHPO as the design for the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of Bronx Terminal
Market J is advanced. The mitigation measures developed with SHPO would be recorded in an
MOA to be entered into among NYCDPR, the National Park Service, and SHPO, and
implemented to partially mitigate the effects of the Alternative Park Plan on historic resources.
The MOA would also set forth the process by which NYCDPR would consult with SHPO
regarding designs for the reuse of Bronx Terminal Market J and the proposed alterations to the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. The Draft MOA, the terms of which have been developed in
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consultation with SHPO and NPS, and which is anticipated to be entered into among the parties,
is included in Appendix G.

Urban Design and Visual Resources. The Alternative Park Plan would modify the locations of

the recreational facilities to be developed in the project area as compared to the proposed
project. These include changing the location of the tennis courts from the roof of Garage C under
the proposed project to the waterfront under the Alternative Park Plan, and changing the location
of two ballfields from the waterfront under the proposed project to the existing Yankee Stadium
site under the Alternative Park Plan. Since the Alternative Park Plan would create a waterfront
park and provide a continuous open area of parkland south of East 161st Street, like the
proposed project, this alternative would not have a significant adverse impact on the urban
design of the study area.

The Alternative Park Plan would create new visual resources in the study area of a character
comparable to those currently located in the area. The tennis facilities and waterfront park
proposed by the Alternative Park Plan would create an active recreation space surrounded by
attractive landscaping, like the proposed project, in an area that currently has no such amenities.
Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would require removal of mature trees
within and adjacent to the existing Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks. However, since the
Alternative Park Plan would completely demolish the existing Yankee Stadium structure, more
trees could be planted at this proposed park area.

Like the proposed project, Parking Garages A and C under the Alternative Park Plan would
reduce the visibility of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between the Major Deegan
Expressway and East 161st Street. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Alternative Park
Plan would result in adverse—but not significant—impacts on visual resources. The most
prominent and distinguished portion of the bridge—namely, its two differently configured truss
structures that are west of the project area—would remain unaffected by both the Alternative
Park Plan and the proposed project. It is expected that the winter tennis bubble to be erected on
the waterfront, an approximately 40-foot-tall temporary structure, would not be prominently
visible from the upland due to the intervening elevated Major Deegan Expressway above
Exterior Street. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not result
in any significant adverse impacts on visual resources.

Neighborhood Character. The Alternative Park Plan would not change the type of land uses or
design and scale of development located in the study area. As described above, the Alternative
Park Plan was developed in response to comments on the DEIS indicating a desire for more
ballfields and contiguous park area in immediate proximity to East 161st Street and concern
about the visual effect of the elevated tennis concession atop parking Garage C (in fall and
winter months when a tennis bubble is inflated). Overall, the Alternative Park Plan would create
a positive effect on the character of the area by creating a unified 17.36-acre park area south of
East 161st Street, containing new, modern facilities to replace older, and in some cases worn,
facilities. By moving two ballfields from the waterfront park to the new park area south of East
161st Street, the Alternative Park Plan would also more closely replicate the use and function of
the existing Macomb’s Dam Park.

The Alternative Park Plan would not change the areas to be mapped as new parkland nor the
roadways to be demapped in the project area under the proposed project. All the effects
associated with the new stadium and parking facilities would be the same as with the proposed
project. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan would have the same peak traffic and parking,
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pedestrian, and noise conditions and as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in significant adverse impacts on neighborhood character.

Natural Resources. The Alternative Park Plan would, like the proposed project displace the
limited wildlife habitat contained in Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks. Both the
Alternative Park Plan and the proposed project would require the removal of mature trees within
the existing Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks. However, since the Alternative Park Plan
would completely demolish the existing Yankee Stadium structure, more trees could be planted
at this proposed park area. Therefore, like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would
not result in any significant adverse impacts to terrestrial resources.

Like the proposed project, the waterfront park area proposed by the Alternative Park Plan would
not result in significant adverse impacts on the floodplain, wetlands, water guality or aquatic
biota of the Harlem River. The waterfront park area proposed by the Alternative Park Plan
would include the same improvements to the existing shoreline stabilization as the proposed
project, which would enhance the waterfront for park users and aquatic habitat where possible.
The natural turf ballfields at the site of the existing stadium proposed by the Alternative Park
Plan would result in a decrease of stormwater runoff as compared to Heritage Field under the
proposed project. The tennis courts at the waterfront park area proposed by the Alternative Park
Plan would result in approximately the same amount of stormwater as compared to the artificial
turf ballfields under the proposed project, both of which include more pervious surface and
therefore result in less stormwater runoff than under existing conditions. Therefore, the
Alternative Park Plan would result in a decrease of stormwater discharges during rainfall events
as compared to the proposed project, and have a beneficial effect to the floodplain. Like the
proposed project, potential adverse effects on water quality resulting from the discharge of
stormwater during construction of the Alternative Park Plan would be minimized through
implementations of a SWPPP, which would include stormwater detention facilities. Therefore,
like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not result in any significant adverse
impacts on Harlem River water guality.

Hazardous Materials. As described in *“Hazardous Materials,” there are two 15,000-gallon
underground storage tanks (USTs) at the existing stadium. There is an open NYSDEC Spill
number (98-13424) associated with these tanks. At the time the DEIS was completed, it had not
been determined whether those tanks would remain at the proposed Heritage Field. These tanks
would need to be removed under the Alternative Park Plan, and removal would be conducted
according to the requirements of the NYSDEC Spills program to obtain closure of Spill No. 98-
13424, including preparation and approval of a HASP, and/or RAP, as appropriate. In
accordance with these reguirements, removal of the tanks under the Alternative Park Plan would
not result in any significant adverse impacts with respect to hazardous materials.

Like the proposed project, all activities involving disturbance of existing soils associated with
the Alternative Park Plan would be conducted in accordance with a NYCDEP-approved RAP,
including a HASP, to protect site workers and the surrounding community from exposure to
hazardous materials during construction in areas where soil excavation and/or remediation
would occur. Like the proposed project, with the implementation of all State- and City-approved
HASPs and RAPs, the Alternative Park Plan would not result in any significant adverse impacts
with respect to hazardous materials.

Waterfront Revitalization Program. The only component of the Alternative Park Plan that is
within the coastal zone is the proposed tennis facility at the new waterfront park and retention of
Bronx Terminal Market Building J. Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would
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create new open space and public recreational facilities along the Harlem River, establish
physical and visual public access to the Harlem River waterfront, and result in waterfront uses
that attract the public and enliven the waterfront as well as benefit the surrounding community.
Like the proposed project, the tennis facility proposed by the Alternative Park Plan would be
consistent with the City’s 10 WRP coastal policies, and the WRP’s guiding principle of
maximizing benefits derived from economic development, environmental preservation, and
public use of the waterfront while minimizing conflicts among these objectives. The
preservation of Building J under the Alternative Park Plan, which would be demolished under
the proposed project, would also be considered a benefit under the WRP. In addition, like the
proposed project, the tennis facilities proposed by the Alternative Park Plan would be consistent
with the Bronx Waterfront Plan issued by the Bronx Borough President, Adolfo Carrion, Jr., and
its objectives to improve existing parkland, develop pedestrian connections to the Harlem River
waterfront, and redevelop the Bronx Terminal Market to include a waterfront open space. Like
the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would be consistent with the City’s WRP.

Infrastructure. The Alternative Park Plan, like the proposed project, would require the
relocation of several large water and sewer mains which are not expected to cause an
interruption to water supply and sewage disposal in the area. All the effects associated with the
new stadium and parking facilities would be the same as with the proposed project. The
Alternative Park Plan would have the same total amount and types of recreational facilities as
the proposed project. However, Heritage Field, which would retain 3,000 field seats of the
existing Yankee Stadium under the proposed project, would be eliminated under the Alternative
Park Plan. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan would have slightly smaller peak water and
sewage demands as compared to the proposed project and would not result in any significant
adverse impacts to the existing water supply and sewage treatment.

The natural turf ballfields at the site of the existing stadium proposed by the Alternative Park
Plan would result in a decrease of stormwater runoff as compared to Heritage Field under the
proposed project. The tennis courts at the waterfront park area proposed by the Alternative Park
Plan would result in approximately the same amount of stormwater as compared to the artificial
turf ballfields under the proposed project, both of which include more pervious surface than
under existing conditions and therefore result in less stormwater runoff than the future without
the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would install
detention facilities as necessary to reduce the rate of discharge into the City sewer system and
meet the flow requirements of the NYCDEP. Therefore, like the proposed project, the the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in any significant adverse impacts to the existing water
supply, sewage treatment, and stormwater discharge systems.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services. All the effects associated with the new stadium and

parking facilities would be the same as with the proposed project. The Alternative Park Plan
would have the same total amount and types of recreational facilities and uses as with the
proposed project except for Heritage Field. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan would have
slightly lower solid waste generation and demand on sanitary services than the proposed project.

Like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not have a significant adverse impact
on solid waste and sanitation services.

Energy. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities would be the
same as with the proposed project. The Alternative Park Plan would have the same total amount
and types of recreational facilities and uses as with the proposed project. Therefore, the
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Alternative Park Plan would have the same energy demand as the proposed project. Like the
proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not have a significant adverse energy impact.

Traffic and Parking. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities
would be the same as with the proposed project. Transportation effects from the proposed
project include a trip increment for the additional parkland. Since the Alternative Park Plan
would not result in an increase of parkland over that of the proposed project, and the proposed
stadium and parking garages would be on the same locations, the Alternative Park Plan would
have the same overall peak traffic and parking conditions as the proposed project.

The traffic mitigation measures described in “Mitigation” would be employed for both the
proposed project and the Alternative Park Plan. These mitigation measures include standard
traffic capacity improvements applied to individual intersections (e.g., signal retimin
combined with an overall game-day traffic management plan. However, even with these
strategies in place, there would be several local intersection areas where standard traffic capacity
improvements applied in tandem with a game-day traffic management plan would not be
sufficient to fully mitigate impacts. These locations are: (1) River Avenue and East 161st Street;
(2) Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East 161st Street; and (3) Jerome Avenue, Ogden
Avenue, and the loop ramp to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would result in significant adverse traffic impacts at these local
intersections within the traffic study area.

Transit and Pedestrians. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities
would be the same as with the proposed project. Transportation effects from the proposed
project include a trip increment for the additional parkland. Since the Alternative Park Plan
would not result in an increase of parkland over that of the proposed project, and the proposed
stadium and parking garages would be on the same locations, the Alternative Park Plan would
have the same overall peak transit and pedestrian conditions as the proposed project.

The transit and pedestrian mitigation measures described in “Mitigation” would be employed for
both the proposed project and Alternative Park Plan. With these measures, significant adverse
impacts at the 161st Street-Yankee Stadium Station would be mitigated. Significant adverse
pedestrian impacts would also be mitigated for the three existing crosswalks at River Avenue
and East 161st Street and at the new Ruppert Plaza crossing. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in any unmitigatable significant adverse transit and
pedestrian impacts.

Air Quality. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities would be the
same as with the proposed project. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan would have the same
peak traffic and parking conditions and as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in significant adverse air guality impacts due to mobile
sources. The combustion source air quality effects from the Alternative Park Plan—HVAC
systems at the proposed stadium and emergency generators at the proposed stadium and
garages—would be the same as with the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in significant adverse air guality impacts due to stationary
sources. The Alternative Park Plan would have the same total distance between the proposed
open space and existing sources of industrial emissions. Therefore, like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts due to industrial
sources. Overall, like the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would not have any
significant adverse air quality impacts.

Noise. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities would be the same
as with the proposed project. Therefore, the Alternative Park Plan would have the same peak
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traffic and parking conditions and as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, noise
levels within the new parks proposed at River Avenue and East 157th Street and within the new
proposed Harlem River waterfront park located west of Exterior Street and the Major Deegan
Expressway under the Alternative Park Plan, would be above the 55 dBA L, hoise level for
outdoor areas requiring serenity and guiet contained in the CEQR noise exposure guidelines.
The high noise levels at these new park locations are independent of either the proposed project
or the Alternative Park Plan. Based on CEQR criteria, the noise levels at these new parks would
result in potentially significant noise impacts on users of these new parks. There are no practical
and feasible mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce noise levels within these parks
to below the 55 dBA L, guideline noise level. Noise barriers and/or berms would not be
practicable. Noise levels in these new parks would be comparable to noise levels in a number of
existing parks in New York City. However, based upon CEQR impact criteria, both the Alternative
Park Plan and the proposed project would result in an unmitigated significant noise impact on users
of these new parks.

Construction. The Alternative Park Plan would have a different overall construction schedule as

compared to the proposed project. Table S-5 provides a summary of the completion date for the
major components to the project.

Table S-5
Alternative Park Plan Estimated Construction Schedule
Lengthof — 1o o Complet
Construction
Description E— Date

Temporary Running Course 1 2 months April 2006
(Macomb's Dam Park south of East 161st Street)
Temporary Running Course 2 2 months April 2007
(future location of Garage C)
Permanent Competitive Track 1 year November 2008
Harlem River Waterfront Park - Tennis Courts 1 year June 2007
Waterfront Esplanade 1% years April 2008
Passive Use Parklands along River Avenue 6 months September 2008
Parking Garage A, Phase 1 1Y, years April 2008
Parking Garage A, Phase 2 9 months July 2009
| Recreational Facilities Over Garage A, Phase 1 1 year November 2008
Parking Garage D 1 year December 2007
Parking Garage B 1 year February 2009
Parking Garage C 1 year October 2009
Yankee Stadium 3 years March 2009
Recreational facilities Over Garage A, Phase 2 1% years December 2010
Heritage Park 1% years December 2010
Babe Ruth Plaza 2 years December 2010

The Alternative Park Plan would accelerate the construction of all the replacement recreational
facilities with the exception of the ballfields (see Table S-6), as compared to the proposed
project. By moving the replacement ballfields to the site of the existing stadium in immediate
proximity to East 161st Street and the surrounding community, the two ballfields that would be
constructed at the waterfront would be completed later. In addition, the Alternative Park Plan
would also provide a temporary softball field during a part of the construction period. NYCDPR
would work with displaced baseball and softball field user groups to find playing time at nearby
recreational fields as close as possible to Macomb’s Dam Park.
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Table S-

Alternative Park Plan Displacement and Replacement of Recreational Facilities

Date Date Years

tenni rt Waterfront Park 2007 1stQ 2007 1stQ 0
8 tennis courts Waterfront Park 2006 2nd Q 2007 1stQ Ya
Harlem River Waterfront Park New Facility 2 2n NA

|_Esplanade’
Passive recreation” River Avenue Park New Facility | 2008 3rd Q NA
Competitive Track® 2006 2nd Q 2008 4th Q 22
(Phase | of Garage)
Soccer field Macomb’s Dam Park I A 2 2n 2008 4th Q 2%
(Phase | of Garage)
Bask Il rts (2 M mb’s Dam Park r A 2007 1 2 4th 4)° 1%
(Phase | of Garage)
handball rt Macomb’s Dam Park at I A 2 2n 2 4th 2%
Ph | of Gar (9 courts)
90-foot ballfield 2006 2nd Q 2010 1stQ 4%
(Phase |l of Garage)

-foot ballfiel Heritage Park 2007 1st Q NA® NA®
60-foot ballfield Heritage Park New Facility | 2010 1stQ !
24 handball cour None® 2007 1st Q NA* NA*
Notes:

T The Harlem River Esplanade and the River Avenue Parks would be new facilities.
A temporary running course would be available throughout the construction period.
The Alternative Park Plan would cr WO mor ki Il rts (for | of 4) than currentl
ntain |n h rks.
One new basketball court and the soccer fleld/400 meter track Would have sgectator stands.
NA = Not Applicable.
Sources: _NYCDPR

Under the Alternative Park Plan, construction would begin on the waterfront parkland in the
summer of 2006, with the tennis center to be located at that location to be completed in January
2007, and the surrounding waterfront esplanade to be completed in April 2008. The construction
of the proposed stadium would be phased to preserve portions of the tennis facilities at John
Mullaly Park north of 162nd Street for recreational use for as long as possible. Because the
northern portion of the existing tennis center (8 courts) in John Mullaly Park would remain open
until March 2007 (the southern portion—8 courts—would be taken out of service in May 2006),
tennis facilities would likely be available throughout most of the construction period. The
Alternative Park Plan would also construct parking Garage A in two phases and certain
replacement recreational facilities located atop Garage A (i.e., competitive track, basketball

courts, soccer field) would be completed earlier than anticipated for the proposed project.

The three ballfields proposed at Heritage Park for the Alternative Park Plan would be completed
in the fourth quarter of 2010. By building Garage A in two phases, the ballfield to be constructed

above Garage A Phase 2 would also be completed in the fourth quarter of 2010. By moving the
ballfields from the waterfront park (which would be completed early in the construction
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schedule) to the park area at the existing Yankee Stadium site (which would be completed late in

the construction schedule), the ballfields under the Alternative Park Plan would be unavailable
for the duration of construction. However, these ballfields would all be located in immediate
proximity to East 161st Street and the location of existing ballfields, which was reguested by the
community.

Since the Alternative Park Plan would have a different overall construction schedule from that of

the proposed project, the Alternative Park Plan would develop additional temporary recreational
facilities to minimize to the maximum extent practicable, the duration of time that recreational
facilities would be unavailable (see Table S-7).

Table S-7
Alternative Park Plan: Temporary Recreational Facilities
Date Date Duration
Facility Open Closed (Years)
Temporary Running Course 1 2006 2nd Q 2007 1st Q Y
(Macomb’s Dam Park south of East 161st Street)
Temporary Running Course 2 2007 1st Q 2008 4th Q 1%
(future location of Garage C)
Harlem River Esplanade 2008 2nd Q Permanent N/A
Temporary Running Course 3
Children Soccer Field(s) 2007 1stQ 2008 4th Q 1%
(future location of Garage C)
Softball Field 2007 1st Q 2008 4th Q 1%
(future location of Garage C)
Source: NYCDPR.

Prior to the construction of the new stadium, a temporary running course would be created
around the two baseball fields in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Place. This

running course would be available in the spring and summer of 2006. In the fall of 2006, the
area for proposed parking Garage C (existing parking Lot No. 1) would be developed with a

temporary running course (suitable for walking, jogging and recreational running, but not be
suitable for competitive track meets) and an area that could accommodate a softball field or
children’s soccer fields (this area would accommodate either use but both not at the same time)
at the end of 2008. Like the proposed project, when construction displaces these temporary
facilities, the esplanade surrounding the new Harlem River waterfront park would serve as a
running course and would be available until the permanent track is available. Therefore,
throughout the construction period, an exercise or running course would always be available
until the permanent track is completed.

Finally, there are a number of parks containing recreational facilities within close proximity to
the project area (i.e., from 0.3 to 1.4 miles away) that would not be affected by the proposed

gr0|ect and Would remaln avallable to the community throughout the project’s constructlon

Avenue Pla round iv) Claremont Park; (v) St. Mary’s Park; and (vi) Crotona Park.

Although the construction phasing of the Alternative Park Plan would be different than that of
the proposed project, the peak trip generation of construction workers and truck delivery
materials and equipment would be the same. Some additional truck trips would be generated by
raising the grade for the new ballfields at Heritage Field, but these truck trips would not occur
during the peak construction period. The truck trips would occur after the proposed Yankee
Stadium and the majority of the new recreational facilities are completed. The potential effect on
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air quality and noise during construction of the Alternative Park Plan would be similar to the
proposed project. Like the proposed project, there would be a significant unmitigated adverse
noise impact due to construction activities at East 164th Street between Jerome Avenue and
River Avenue within John Mullaly Park associated with the Alternative Park Plan.

As described above, a site-specific HASP would be prepared for the Alternative Park Plan to
minimize exposure to hazardous materials by workers and the public. Removal of any USTs
encountered during construction of the Alternative Park Plan would be handled in accordance
with all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations. Erosion and sediment control measures,
and stormwater management measures as part of the SWPP would be implemented during
construction of the proposed changes. With these measures in place, the Alternative Park Plan
would not result in significant adverse impacts.

Public Health. All the effects associated with the new stadium and parking facilities would be
the same as with the proposed project. As described above, neither the proposed project nor the
Alternative Park Plan would result in significantly adverse air quality impacts or construction-
related air guality impacts. Both the proposed project and the Alternative Park Plan would
comply with New York City Local Law 77 that requires the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel
(ULSD) and “best available technology,” for reducing emissions from non-road construction
equipment. Under both the proposed project and the Alternative Park Plan, the New York
Yankees and the City are committed to undertaking the construction of the proposed project in a
protective _manner, employing techniques for reducing emissions and avoiding dust in
connection with the related construction activities. Air quality conditions would be monitored
throughout the construction of the proposed stadium and the New York Yankees would
employee a full-time health specialist to monitor conditions thought the construction period both
under the proposed project and the Alternative Park Plan. Like the proposed project, the
Alternative Park Plan would not have any significant adverse public health impacts.

UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS

Most of the potential impacts identified for the proposed project could be fully mitigated;
however, in the following areas, significant, adverse and unmitigated impacts would remain.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

The proposed project would result in the demolition of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G, H,
and J (S/NR-eligible), resulting in a significant adverse impact on historic resources. In

comments dated September 20, 2005, SHPO concurred with this finding. Therefore, measures to
mitigate this impact have been developed in consultation with SHPO. The mitigation measures
would be expected to include HABS-level photographic documentation with an accompanying
narrative, and interpretive design elements, such as fence and plagues/historic markers. The
mitigation measures developed with SHPO would be recorded in an MOA to be entered into
among the NYCDPR, and SHPOQO, and implemented to partially mitigate the effects of the
proposed project on historic resources. The Draft MOA, the terms of which have been developed

in consultation with SHPO and NPS and which is anticipated to be entered into among parties, is
included in Appendix G. The impacts could not be completely eliminated, so it is considered an

unavoidable significant adverse impact of the proposed project.
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TRAFFIC

The proposed project would result in significant adverse traffic impacts at local intersections
within the traffic study area and along sections of the Major Deegan Expressway near the
proposed stadium site. Proposed traffic mitigation measures would be employed and would
include standard traffic capacity improvements applied to individual intersections (e.g., signal

retiming) combined with an overall game-day traffic management plan that was developed and
fully analyzed during the period between the DEIS and FEIS, and which has been approved by
the agencies responsible for its implementation. However, even with these strategies in place,
the detailed traffic impact analyses conducted as part of the FEIS have indicated that there would
be three local intersections where standard traffic capacity improvements applied in tandem with

a game-day traffic management plan would likely not be sufficient to fully mitigate impacts.
These locations are (1) River Avenue and East 161st Street; (2) Macomb’s Dam Bridge

Approach and East 161st Street; and (3) Jerome Avenue, Ogden Avenue, and the loop ramp to

the Macomb’s Dam Bridge. Impacts at these intersections would be unavoidable, significant,
and adverse.

NOISE

The noise levels within the new parks proposed at River Avenue and at the Harlem River
waterfront would result in potentially significant noise impacts on users of these new parks.
Noise levels at these parks would be approximately 71.8 and 73-78 dBA, respectively, and
above the 55 dBA Lo noise level for outdoor areas requiring serenity and quiet contained in
the CEQR noise exposure guidelines. These high predicted noise levels are primarily a result of
the noise generated by the elevated subway trains and vehicles on the elevated Major Deegan
Expressway. These noise sources are independent of the proposed project, but based on CEQR
criteria, the noise levels at these new parks would result in potentially significant noise impacts
on users of these new parks. As there are no practical and feasible mitigation measures that
could be implemented to reduce these noise levels to below the 55 dBA Liou) guideline noise
level, this is an unavoidable significant adverse impact.

CONSTRUCTION

A scenario in which construction workers would be provided with parking at one of the Yankee
Stadium garages was evaluated, as well as a scenario in which construction workers would
instead park in on-street parking spaces. The analysis concludes that there would be significant
adverse traffic impacts under both scenarios, for which only partial mitigation has been
identified at this time. Construction-worker traffic therefore constitutes an unavoidable
significant adverse impact.

In the time period between the Draft and Final EIS, detailed construction noise analyses were
performed. It was determined that construction activities would result in significant adverse
noise impacts at locations along 164th Street between Jerome Avenue and River Road, including
in John Mullaly Park. There are no practicable measures that could be implemented to eliminate
these significant adverse impacts at this location.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

The resources that would be expended in the construction and operation of the proposed project
include the materials used in construction; energy in the form of gas and electricity consumed
during construction and operation; and the human effort (time and labor) required to develop,
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construct, and operate various components of the proposed project. They are considered
irretrievably committed because their reuse for some purpose other than the proposed project
would be highly unlikely. Although the proposed project would result in a net overall increase in
open space and parkland, the land use changes associated with the development of the proposed
project may also be considered a resource loss. The proposed project constitutes an irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of the project area as a land resource, thereby rendering land use
for other purposes infeasible. *
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Chapter 1: Project Description

A. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION!

The proposed project that is the subject of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
consists of the following elements: 1) construction of a new Yankee Stadium one block north of
its existing location at East 161st Street and River Avenue in The Bronx (the “proposed
stadium”); 2) construction of four new parking garages containing approximately 4,735 spaces
in the vicinity of the proposed stadium (the “proposed garages”); and 3) development of new and
replacement recreational park facilities for a net increase of approximately 4.63 acres within the
vicinity of the proposed stadium (referred to as appropriate as the “proposed parkland” or
“replacement facilities”). Collectively, these three elements are the “proposed project.”

The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) proposes to allow for the
development of the proposed stadium by the New York Yankees on portions of Macomb’s Dam
and John Mullaly Parks adjacent to the existing stadium site, across East 161st Street at River
Avenue (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2). The proposed open-air stadium, which would have a capacity
for 54,000 spectators (53,000 seats and 1,000 standing spaces), would replace the existing,
approximately 56,928-seat, outdated 82-year-old Yankee Stadium with one that can effectively
accommodate a modern baseball team and provide greatly improved spectator and parking
facilities. Although the interior of the proposed stadium would contain state-of-the art facilities
for players and spectators, the design would evoke both the 1923 and the existing stadiums,
incorporating design elements of both.

Parking for the existing stadium is insufficient, widely scattered, and has spilled over into the
surrounding neighborhood. There are 6,995° dedicated parking spaces currently available for
Yankee Stadium patrons in surface lots and garages within an approximate %2-mile radius of the
existing stadium. The separate Gateway Center project at Bronx Terminal Market would be
developed in two phases, to be completed by 2009 and 2014. If built, this project would result in
development on areas currently used for parking by Yankee Stadium patrons, resulting in the loss
of 766 spaces and reducing the net number of spaces available for Yankee Stadium patrons to
6,229.

In response to the proposed stadium’s parking need, the proposed project would develop four new
parking garages containing approximately 4,735 spaces and would add 376 spaces in existing and

expanded surface parking lots. The proposed project would displace approximately 1,030 parking

YIn response to comments received on the Draft EIS (DEIS), including comments from the community
and the Bronx Borough President, an alternative plan for the parkland program and recreational facilities
has been developed and is examined in Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” of this FEIS.

The number of existing parking spaces changed between the DEIS and FEIS to reconcile discrepancies
cited by various sources. The capacities of the proposed parking garages have been reduced between the
DEIS and FEIS as a result of advancing the design of the garages.

2
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spaces in existing lots, bringing the total number of spaces available for Yankee Stadium patrons
to 10,310, for a net increase of 3,315 spaces." This would support the parking need for the
proposed stadium and reduce the spill-over conditions on local streets that presently exist. Street-
level, non-destination retail would be developed in one of the proposed parking garages for a total
of approximately 12,000 gross square feet (gsf).

As described further below, the proposed project would require the alienation of certain areas of
mapped parkland to allow for its disposition by NYCDPR, through leases, for operation of the
proposed stadium and several new parking garages. These areas would, however, remain
mapped parkland. In addition, new areas of mapped parkland would be created to provide
additional new open space and to accommodate park facilities displaced by the proposed
stadium and garages. Overall, the proposed project would result in a net increase of
approximately 4.63 acres of accessible recreational facilities within the project area.

In particular, the proposed stadium and three of the proposed garages would be built in portions
of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks (both New York City parks). To replace the
recreational facilities displaced by these structures, the proposed project would include the
following elements:

e A number of replacement recreational facilities would be developed atop two of the garages
to be constructed within a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park.

o New parkland would be created and recreational facilities would be developed: (1) at the site
of the existing stadium and Ruppert Place between East 157th and East 161st Streets; (2) on
existing parking lots along River Avenue at East 157th Street; and (3) at the site of three
warehouse buildings and piers along Exterior Street within the Bronx Terminal Market.

e An esplanade connecting the new waterfront park to the existing ferry landing would be
developed on paved areas located along the Harlem River waterfront.

The proposed recreational facilities on Exterior Street and proposed esplanade would create new
open space and ballfields along the Harlem River and would represent an important new
community amenity that would serve the surrounding neighborhood and provide new public
waterfront access.

In total, the proposed project would displace recreational facilities on approximately 22.42 acres
(including the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park at the corner of East 157th Street and Ruppert
Place that is currently used for accessory parking for Yankee Stadium—i.e., Lot 14) of existing
parkland. Replacement facilities would be developed on 10.22 acres of existing parkland,
including the approximately 2.89 acres of Macomb’s Dam Park currently used for accessory
parking for Yankee Stadium. The proposed project would also create 15.82 acres of new
parkland, including approximately 5.11 acres of recreational waterfront parkland, and 1.01 acres
of new open spaces (not mapped as parkland). In total, the proposed project would result in the
development of 27.05 acres of replacement facilities. This would be a net increase of 4.63 acres
over existing conditions. (Approximately 15 acres of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks—
the site of the proposed stadium and a parking garage—would remain as mapped parkland. The

! The net increase would, in fact, be somewhat lower, because of the loss of more than 800 spaces used by
Yankees fans on Exterior Street, Cromwell Avenue, and between the Bronx Terminal Market site and the
Harlem River that would no longer be available in the future as the Bronx Terminal Market site is

redeveloped.
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underwater land beneath Slips 2 and 4 of the Harlem River, and 0.4 acres south of Pier 1 along
the Harlem River that is proposed as new surface parking, would be also mapped as new
parkland. However, these mapped parkland areas would contain no public recreational facilities
and so are not counted in the tally of proposed parkland to be created by the proposed project.)

The proposed project would create a unified 17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street,

which would be larger than the total park area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced north of
East 161st Street.

The proposed stadium, all four proposed garages, and almost all of the proposed parkland would
be completed by 2009. The full development of the proposed parkland would be completed by
2010.

Public actions required to permit the proposed project to go forward include disposition of City-
owned property in the form of long-term leases (including leases of existing parking facilities);
acquisitions by the City of interests in the proposed Yankee Stadium and garage sites; mapping
actions to map new parks and demap portions of East 161st Street, Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach, and Jerome Avenue; administrative actions to demap portions of two streets (East
162nd Street, Ruppert Place), and a volume of space located above East 151st Street; approval of
a concession to operate tennis courts; a special permit for a public parking garage (not located on
parkland) and a special permit to allow modification of rear yard requirements for that garage;
and State and City funding for the non-stadium portions of the proposed project. Certain State
and Federal permits may be required for activities in connection with construction of the
waterfront park. Further, the location of the proposed stadium is on the portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park that was improved with funds from the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCEF). As a result, the proposed project would trigger a parkland conversion under Section
6(f)(3) of the LWCF Act that requires federal review and approval by the Secretary of the
Interior (delegated to the National Park Service).

The disposition and acquisitions, parkland mapping, approval of a concession, parking garage
special permit actions, and realignment of boundaries of East 161st Street, Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach, and Jerome Avenue in the vicinity of the proposed stadium site are subject to
the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP), and all of the actions require
environmental review. NYCDPR is the lead agency for the environmental review.

B. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The New York Yankees are the most successful team in baseball, and Yankee Stadium is an icon
in The Bronx. However, the stadium has become increasingly inadequate to support the players,
the fans, and the media. A new stadium, close to the old one in place and style, is needed.

BACKGROUND

Yankee Stadium was built at its present site in 1923, at East 157th Street, River Avenue, East
161st Street and Ruppert Place in the Bronx Borough of the City of New York. It was the first
baseball park to be called a “stadium.” The original stadium’s design consisted of triple-decked
grandstands which extended from behind home plate and up to the first and third base lines,
included a frieze that adorned the stadium’s third tier deck, and had wood seating. In the years
1928, 1937, and 1938, the predominantly lower deck seating arrangement was expanded to
extend the upper decks into the outfield, resulting in the short right field porch of today.

1-3



Yankee Stadium Project FEIS

On August 8, 1972, after years of debate about the future of the aging ballpark, the Yankees
signed a 30-year lease with the City which called for Yankee Stadium to be completely
modernized in time for the 1976 season. After completing the Stadium’s 50th-anniversary
season in 1973, the Yankees moved to Shea Stadium for two seasons while their home was
almost completely demolished and then rebuilt.

The modernization removed the numerous, obstructive steel columns that supported the second
and third decks and blocked views. By “cantilevering” the upper decks and lowering the playing
field while increasing the slope of the lower stands, sight lines for fans were improved. The
original roof was replaced with a smaller, more modern roof, and the decorative frieze at the
upper deck was removed and a similar architectural element made of concrete was created at the
top of a new 560-foot-long scoreboard which stretched across the rear of the bleachers. Yankee
Stadium’s exterior changed dramatically, too, as three escalator towers were added, one at each
of the Stadium’s three entrances. With 10 additional rows of seats added to the upper deck, the
stadium also appeared larger. The monuments and plaques were removed from center field and
placed behind the left center field wall between the Yankees and visiting team bullpens to create
the existing “Monument Park.” The renovated stadium opened for the 1976 season.

Notwithstanding the renovation, existing stadium operations have become severely constrained
(see discussion below for details). Accordingly, other options for improving or modernizing
stadium operations have been considered, including reconstruction of a stadium on the existing
site and building a new stadium in a different location. Four candidate locations for a new
stadium were previously assessed: Macomb’s Dam/John Mullaly Parks (similar to the proposed
project site), Van Cortlandt Park, and Pelham Bay Park, all in The Bronx, and the Caemmerer
Yard (West-Side rail yard) on Midtown Manhattan’s West Side. The sites in Van Cortlandt and
Pelnam Bay Parks were eliminated for several reasons: mass transit was not available; the
highway access system could not support the traffic from the stadium; a stadium would require
use of substantially more parkland in each location than the proposed project, and each would
disturb 12 acres of high-quality wetlands. Moreover, the Van Cortland Park site has since
become unavailable as it is the location of the Croton Filtration Plant currently under
construction by the New York City Department of Environmental Protection. A stadium over
Manhattan’s West-Side rail yard (Caemmerer Yard) was found to be more feasible because of its
central location and availability of mass transit, but was eliminated from consideration when
Yankees management decided to remain in The Bronx. Reconstruction on the existing site was
also considered but was determined infeasible because of the physical limitations of the site and
the consequent inability to provide a modern-day baseball facility. In addition, the reconstruction
alternative would require the use of portions of Macomb’s Dam Park for parking, without the
opportunity to provide replacement facilities on the site of the existing stadium. These
alternatives are discussed further in Chapter 22, “Alternatives.”

The option to move the stadium across East 161st Street from the existing Yankee Stadium
continued to be considered and various concepts developed, including a plan by Borough
President Adolfo Carridn, Jr., leading up to the current proposal. The Bronx Borough President

issued a Yankee Stadium Neighborhood Development Plan in 2004 supporting the development
of a new stadium across East 161st Street, as well as the creation of more useable parkland in the
area, reuse of the existing Yankee Stadium as a publicly accessible baseball field, and
development of connections to new waterfront parks. The Borough President’s plan also called
for several other separate components, including the development of a hotel conference center,
sports and fitness center, high school for sports industry careers, and transportation
improvements for subway, regional rail, and waterborne transport.
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CURRENT CONDITIONS AT YANKEE STADIUM

PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS

By any measure of a modern ballpark other than the number of seats, the existing Yankee
Stadium is too small and functionally inadequate. Although its seating capacity is sufficient,
there is not enough space to support baseball and stadium operations. The stadium sits on a site
of just under 10 acres, compared to the more than 13.0 acres that a state-of-the-art facility

requires. The average acreage of the sites of the most recently constructed (since 2000) new
stadiums (i.e., Petco Stadium in San Diego, Great American Ball Park in Cincinnati, PNC Park
in Pittsburgh, Minute Maid Park in Houston, and SBC Park in San Francisco) is over 15.5 acres.

Within this constrained area, space for entries and pedestrian walkways is very limited, and
many of the facility’s service and staging functions must take place outside the stadium, in
public areas, where they compete for space with fans and local residents.

The footprint of the stadium, at 8.5 acres, is also too small. To supply the current requirements
for comfortable seating and for circulation, food, shops, restrooms, and other support areas, the
footprint for a modern stadium would have to be at least 12.5 acres. To expand the footprint to
meet this standard on the existing site would mean substantially encroaching on and/or closing
one or more of the streets that surround the stadium. Similarly, the overall building size, at
873,163 gross square feet, is inadequate. Each floor plate must be increased by approximately 45
percent in order to accommodate the seating and service demand of a modern stadium. As it
stands now, Yankee Stadium cannot comfortably handle attendance greater than 35,000; at that
point, the hallways are crowded, long lines form for the food concessions and bathrooms, further
interfering with pedestrian flow, and the kitchens and other support facilities are inadequate to
meet the demand. Many back-of-the-house functional areas simply do not exist. For the stadium
to function properly and provide a comfortable experience for fans, players, and the press, a
nearly 100 percent increase in public concourse and fan amenity areas is required.

Space for the players is equally constrained. Adequate practice space and batting cages are
lacking. One weight room is shared by both the Yankees and visiting teams. The area for the
press is inadequate as well; often, they overflow into seats intended for fans.

The existing stadium has 41 percent of its seats (23,607 seats) in the upper deck. Due to the large
number of seats and constrained footprint, the existing upper deck is the steepest in major league
baseball. And the seats themselves are too small: the existing seating tread widths are 29 to 30
inches accommodating 17-inch-wide chairs, compared to a state-of-the-art facility requiring
widths of 33 to 36 inches to accommodate 19- to 22-inch-wide chairs. Also, because the seating
areas have been altered during renovations, many of the seats are not oriented properly to face
towards second base, making it uncomfortable for fans to watch a game.

PARKING

In 1923, most fans came to games at the then-new Yankee Stadium by public transportation. In
the ensuing years, with the rise of the automobile and the spread of the suburbs, driving to the
game became more and more popular. The number of parking spaces provided has increased
steadily over the years, including in garages built in the 1973 renovation, but has not kept pace
with demand. The current off-street parking space inventory is 6,995. Of these, approximately
3,500 are located within a ¥-mile (a 10-minute walk) of the stadium. These spaces are filled
whenever game attendance reaches approximately 15,000. The remaining spaces are farther
away and, clearly, much less convenient, especially for night games. All spaces are filled when
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game attendance reaches approximately 30,000, a level that has been exceeded regularly in
recent years at Yankees home games (see discussion below). Overflow parking is
accommodated, when possible, in the Bronx Terminal Market south of the stadium, and along
public streets. The accumulation of mostly illegal on-street parking impairs traffic flow. Parking
conditions at the existing stadium today are clearly inadequate and contribute to the traffic
congestion that accompanies most home games as fans circulate excessively on local streets in
search of the hard-to-find parking spaces.

ATTENDANCE

The history of attendance at Yankee Stadium shows that, from the first, and with few exceptions,
the Yankees have attracted more patrons than the American League average. For the past
decade, Yankees’ home game attendance has trended upward (see Table 1-1). Average game
attendance has exceeded 35,000 every year since 1999. The peak was last year, 2005, with an
average game attendance of 50,499 and a season total of 4,090,440. Given the constraints and
limitations of existing Yankee Stadium, each year that attendance has grown, the problems of
accommodating that demand have become more frequent and more difficult.

Table 1-1
Baseball Attendance History at Yankee Stadium
Year Average Game Season Total League Average
1924 13,251 1,007,066 575,324
1930 12,470 960,148 582,809
1940 11,313 859,785 533,825
1950 29,467 2,283,676 1,341,331
1960 20,026 1,552,030 1,143,682
1970 13,185 1,067,996 1,011,227
1976 16,101 1,288,048 1,099,119
1980 31,772 2,537,765 1,597,999
1990 26,963 2,170,485 2,131,090
1995 29,656 1,675,556 1,728,728
1996 23,521 1,705,263 1,811,356
1997 27,789 2,250,877 2,122,721
1998 31,856 2,580,325 2,234,523
1999 36,484 2,955,193 2,298,169
2000 40,662 3,293,659 2,286,874
2001 37,956 3,227,657 2,262,557
2002 40,807 3,264,552 2,346,071
2003 42,736 3,461,644 2,207,891
2004 47,788 3,775,292 2,340,422
2005 50,499 4,090,400 2,360,452
Notes: Games were held in the renovated stadium beginning in 1976.
Sources: www.baseball-almanac.com.

CONCLUSION: PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Yankees currently operate within the constraints of an outmoded ballpark. All aspects of the
existing stadium are inadequate to support baseball and stadium operations. Seats, aisles, and
corridors for both spectators and players are too small and narrow. The steeply raked upper deck
contains the majority of seats, but has the fewest concessions and restroom facilities (due to
severe space constraints). Kitchen space is not adequate to provide food and beverage service to
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the stands. Clubhouse and press accommodations are also insufficient to accommodate the needs
of today’s baseball teams and media coverage, especially during playoffs. In addition, parking is
insufficient and widely scattered, causing the problem to spill over into the surrounding
neighborhood. As noted earlier, Yankee Stadium cannot comfortably handle attendance greater
than 35,000, so as average attendance continues to increase, the situation will only worsen. The
Yankees need a new stadium, preferably nearby and reminiscent of their traditional home. The
following goals and objectives reflect the purpose and need for the proposed project.

PROVIDE A MODERN STADIUM THAT CAN ADEQUATELY SUPPORT BASEBALL AND
STADIUM OPERATIONS, PLAYERS, AND THE MEDIA

e Provide enough land area to accommodate a modern stadium and adequately support
baseball and stadium operations. Accommodate game day staging of larger broadcast
production vehicles on site rather than on public streets, as is the current practice.

e Create a stadium of appropriate size to offer comfortable seating for all fans and ample room
for circulation, food kiosks, and all services supporting fans and the media.

o Create state-of-the-art facilities for the Yankees and visiting teams.

e Provide adequate parking.

o Create efficient and attractive pedestrian circulation space.

LOCATE AND DESIGN THE PROPOSED STADIUM TO CLOSELY REFLECT THE
TRADITIONAL HOME AND STYLE OF THE NEW YORK YANKEES

o Keep the Yankees in The Bronx, preferably near their traditional home.

e Design a modern stadium with an exterior style that is reminiscent of the original Yankee
Stadium.

e Recreate Monument Park in the proposed stadium.

e Reuse the site of the existing stadium—for baseball and other public recreational uses and
for other uses benefiting the neighborhood.

e Incorporate elements of the existing stadium into the new recreational space to be built on
the existing stadium site.

MINIMIZE ADVERSE IMPACTS AND IMPROVE CONDITIONS IN THE SURROUNDING
NEIGHBORHOOD

e Provide adequate off-street public parking and areas for pedestrian circulation.
o Replace displaced recreational facilities with equal or better facilities within the area.
e Reduce any adverse impacts of the proposed project to the extent practicable.

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

OVERVIEW

The New York Yankees are an important asset to The Bronx, New York City, and New York
State. The plan for building a new stadium, long in the making, reflects the need to maintain and
enhance facilities for the team in its traditional Bronx location, to ensure its continuing
contribution.
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As shown on Figures 1-3 and 1-4, the proposed project would develop a new Yankee Stadium
one block north of its current site, across East 161st Street at River Avenue. The proposed
stadium would be built on land currently in recreational use (portions of Macomb’s Dam and
John Mullaly Parks) and on one block of East 162nd Street, which would be closed and mapped
as parkland. Ample space would be provided on site to accommodate all functions related to the
team and game-day operations, including off-street loading, adequate areas for fans to
congregate at entrances, which would be arranged along three sides of the building, and
sufficient space for circulation within. State-of-the-art seating and amenities for fans and the
media would be combined with modern facilities for the players, to make game going a
comfortable and exciting experience for all.

The proposed project would also add to and better consolidate the off-street parking inventory in
the area, by constructing four new parking garages, thus reducing the overflow of parkers
scattered throughout the neighborhood in both legal and illegal parking spots. Three of the
garages would occupy existing parkland in portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks.
A garage with frontage on River Avenue at East 151st Street would offer retail space at street
level, as well. The proposed garages, along with existing parking facilities in the area, are
anticipated to be leased to private operators.

The recreational facilities to be displaced by construction of the proposed stadium and garages
would be replaced as part of the proposed project—with similar or improved facilities for active
recreation (e.g., softball, baseball, tennis, basketball, handball) and for passive enjoyment of the
park (e.g., seating, plantings, paths, food concessions, etc.). New parkland and public open space
would be created along the Harlem River waterfront, providing new public waterfront access, as
well (see Figure 1-5). The site of the existing Yankee Stadium would be a major feature of the
recreation plan, providing Heritage Field on the site of the existing Yankee Stadium playing
field. Ruppert Place would also be demapped and reconfigured as part of the parkland provided
south of the proposed stadium. Fuller descriptions of the project’s elements, including the
proposed stadium, proposed garages, traffic and pedestrian circulation, and proposed parkland
and recreational facilities, are provided below.

PROPOSED STADIUM

SITE

The proposed stadium would be developed in portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly
Parks, and would require that East 162nd Street be closed and mapped as parkland between
River and Jerome Avenues. The Home Plate Entry would be located at Jerome and East 161st
Street, the First Base Entry at East 161st Street and River Avenue, the Third Base Entry on
Jerome Avenue, and the Bleachers’ Entry on River Avenue.

The proposed stadium’s playing field would be positioned in an orientation similar to the
existing stadium. The fan experience would be greatly enhanced by appropriate sidewalk widths,
which allow enough space for queuing and a pedestrian-friendly environment. An efficient
security screening system would be incorporated into the entry process.

The intent of the overall site development is to foster Yankees games as exciting events while
reducing neighborhood congestion. In addition to providing adequate space around the stadium
for fans, service vehicles would park off-street in a secured service drive between the north side
of the proposed stadium and proposed parking Garage B, and River and Jerome Avenues. This
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would resolve some of the pedestrian and vehicular conflicts that currently occur at the existing
stadium and would allow for security procedures in connection with servicing the stadium.

DESIGN

The proposed new home for the New York Yankees combines tradition and technology, in a
structure of steel, concrete, glass, and stone. It is intended to be a facility for the future, with the
soul of the past. As shown on Figures 1-6 and 1-7, the ballpark’s facade would be highlighted by
arched porticos, inspired by the facade of the 1923 stadium.

The new playing field would have the same geometry and orientation as the existing field. But
the facility would also display a progressive vision. As shown in the figures identified above and
in Figure 1-8, the design of the playing field and stands within the limestone and granite walls
would adhere to the most modern standards of design. The interior structure would be of steel
and concrete. The seating would be comfortable, with unobstructed views of the field.

The height of the stadium’s exterior facade ranges from 70 to 95 feet above the sidewalk
elevation at the main entrance (due to grade changes around the site, all figures are
approximate). The upper deck of the stadium’s interior seating bowl, which would be set back

from the exterior facade on average by approximately 50 feet, would feature a canopy that
would rise to a maximum height of 138 feet, approximately the same as the existing stadium.

The stadium would also include an approximately 60,000-square-foot plaza along East 161st
Street that would facilitate pedestrian movement into the stadium on game days and would be a
public amenity at other times. This area would be open for public use on a year-round basis.

PROGRAM

Introduction

The proposed stadium has been designed to provide ample and comfortable facilities for all
those who use them: spectators, players, team management, the press, and a host of people who
run the stadium, provide its services, and are responsible for its security and smooth operations.
The program includes a wide variety of components, as discussed below. The total built floor
area for the proposed stadium would comprise approximately 1.3 million square feet.

Spectator Amenities

Seating.  Approximately 53,000 seats for viewing baseball are planned at a split of
approximately 65 percent lower bowl to 35 percent upper bowl seating, the reverse of current
conditions. Sightline clearances would be maintained for all seats, and aisles that have seats on
both sides would be 4 feet wide with proper hand rails. All seats except bleacher seats, which
would be bench seats, would have self-rising armchairs, and most would have cup holders.
Specified standing room for 1,000 spectators would also be provided, bringing the capacity of
the stadium to 54,000 spectators.

Disabled seating areas complying with applicable code requirements and current requirements of
the federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) would be distributed throughout all seating
categories at all levels. These seating areas would provide spaces for wheelchairs and
companion seating, and would be located on an accessible route.

Suites. Approximately 60 suites would be provided, which would have fixed-seating capacities
of 12 to 16, plus some additional room.
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Premium Seat Lounges. Several lounges would be available to premium seat-holders, as
follows:

e The Legends Suite Lounges would provide Legends suite seat-holders lounges with food and
beverage service, including the Legends Suite Home Plate Lounge, which would be located
behind home plate with an entrance from the Main Concourse, allowing direct access to the
Legends suites. Glass frontage would provide natural light and views to the field.

e The Grandstand Sports Club would be an enclosed, air-conditioned suite seating area and
lounge located directly behind the centerfield wall. It would consist of approximately 400
tiered seats within the suite that view the field and a lounge with seating and light food
service. The club would be accessible from the stadium concourses.

e The Stadium Club would be a full service restaurant and bar located in the left field corner at
the Suite Level with dining both within the club and on a terrace, which would provide a
view of the field in a conditioned environment.

Places of Interest

Monument Park would be recreated (see Figure 1-9), and monuments and other features from
the existing stadium would be moved to a new center field location outside the field wall. The
area would be accessible to tour groups on non-game days and controlled public access would be
provided on game days.

Guest Services

A guest information station would be available at each public concourse, along with a customer
relations window nearby. There would also be a primary first aid station on the Main Concourse
and two satellite first aid stations convenient to the upper and lower seating bowls.

Entry Areas

Some 30 ticket windows would be located in the stadium entry areas. Approximately 20 of the
windows would be near the ticket operations offices, serving as the Main Box Office. Other
windows would be distributed as appropriate, both at other entry gates (as day-of-game
windows) and within the stadium, as advance sale windows. Ample space would be provided for
queuing for security screening, and for entry to the stadium.

Food Service and Retail Facilities

Concessions. Concession stands would be located throughout the concourses. In addition,
portable concession carts would be provided, as needed, to supplement concession stands,
especially at high-traffic locations. Vendor commissaries would be provided at public
concourses, distributed to provide ready access to vendors from all seating sections served by
vendors/hawkers. These would be located away from heavy-traffic intersections in the
concourse, and would have separate entrance and exit doors for efficient circulation of vendors.

Retail. The main team store selling Yankees’ merchandise would be at two levels in a
prominent location, allowing entry from within the stadium. Two smaller satellite stores selling
Yankees’ merchandise would be located away from each other and from the main retail store to
allow for better access to retail outlets for fans throughout the stadium.

Novelty stands would also be provided throughout the concourses, distributed proportionately at
high-traffic areas.
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Restaurants. An approximately 300-seat restaurant, located at street level at the corner of River
Avenue and East 161st Street, would provide year-round operation with direct entry from
outside the stadium, as well as access to the stadium concourse.

Circulation

Concourses. Concourses would be the main circulation arteries around the proposed stadium.
They would provide convenient access to all spectator amenities and be sized to allow
comfortable movement throughout and to accommaodate exiting requirements. They would offer
appropriate directional graphics and would be provided with space and utilities to support
portable concession and novelty carts. Drinking fountains, pay telephones, program kiosks, and
ATM machines would also be located within the concourses.

The suite concourse would serve as the primary circulation corridor on the Suite Level and
would include a balcony that would overlook the concourse below. Access to the Suite Level
would be controlled to allow access by suite holders and their guests only.

Service Tunnel. A tunnel would be provided at the Service Level for service vehicles (such as
Cushman carts, tractors, and forklifts) and personnel. It would be designed with adequate height
and vehicle turning radius space at corners and turn-around spaces.

Vertical Circulation. Vertical circulation within the proposed stadium would consist of ramps,
stairs, escalators, and elevators. They would be built to connect all levels of the building. The
ramps would also be sized to permit their use by Cushman carts, tractors, and forklifts, as well as
by spectators.

Media and Broadcast Facilities

Press Entry. There would be a dedicated press window, similar to the ticket windows, for
checking press credentials and issuing passes. The entry gate for press would be located near the
press window, with an attendant stationed at the entry lobby where a dedicated elevator and an
egress stairway between press box level and field level, with secured access, would be provided.

Press Box Facilities. For the press, there would be approximately 125 writer stations in a tiered
seating arrangement with a view of the playing field from each tier, for regular season play. The
press box would also include a sound system, closed-circuit television, and climate controls.
There would also be cubby lockers, a media workroom, and a press dining room and lounge. In
addition to the Press Box, the proposed stadium would provide nine TV broadcast and radio
booths.

Press Conference Room/Auditorium. A press conference room would be located at the Field
Level, near the home clubhouse and the press elevator, which would seat approximately 100 on
a regular basis, but be expandable to 300, using an operable partition. This room would be
available as a multipurpose room, for use by the Yankees organization.

Broadcast Production. A small broadcast production studio would be provided in the proposed
stadium along with space to park and service at least 10 large, expandable mobile units.

Camera/Still Photo Positions. The Yankees would provide suitable positions for video, film and
still cameras throughout the stadium, along with backup space, such as workrooms, lockers, etc.
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Clubhouse Facilities

Home Clubhouse. The home clubhouse and dugout would be located as in the existing stadium,
on the First Base side. A training room would also be provided, to be used for game preparation,
rehabilitation, and emergency treatment of players. It would have direct and easy access to the
playing field. There would be additional space for the head trainer and doctors’ offices, plus X-
ray facilities and a hydrotherapy area. A state-of-the-art exercise room would also be provided
for the players. Additional facilities would include a family lounge, a team security office, and a
video coaching room located next to the dugout tunnel, so the batting coach would be able to
work with batters during the game.

Home Dugout Tunnel. The proposed stadium would provide a large, climate-controlled home
dugout with a tunnel connecting it to the clubhouse. A climate-controlled batting/pitching tunnel
would also be provided and would include two cages and two dirt mounds.

Visitors’ Clubhouse and Dugout Tunnel. The visitors’ clubhouse would be similar to the
Yankees’ clubhouse, except that some of the facilities would be smaller than those of the home
clubhouse. The dugout, dugout tunnel, and batting/pitching tunnel would be similar to the home
team facilities, except that the batting/pitching facility would have only one cage and one
mound.

Aucxiliary Facilities. Locker facilities would be provided for the umpires and there would be
auxiliary locker rooms and star dressing rooms.

Service and Operations Facilities

All day-of-game employees and staff would use the same entry to the stadium, which would be
located near the subway. Facilities for check-in, security, offices, break area, and locker rooms
would be provided. Space would also be provided for groundskeepers, operations offices,
maintenance facilities and shops, cleaning and trash storage, etc.

Building Security

The stadium would provide space for staging New York City Police, and a building command
center.

Administrative Facilities

The New York Yankees administrative offices would be located within the proposed stadium, as
they are now.

Playing Field Facilities

Bullpens. The proposed stadium would provide warm-up bullpens for home and visitors in the
outfield. Bullpens would be visible from both dugouts and would be equipped with phone outlets
and an intercom system.

Playing Field. The field would be of natural grass, with a sand-base, gravity-drainage system.
The field shape would match the configuration of the existing stadium. Foul poles, foul ball
screens, batters’ eye backdrop, and field wall pads would be part of the basic stadium field area.

The playing field would be illuminated by metal halide focused-beam lighting to meet the
standards set by the American League and Major League Baseball. The field lighting system
would provide illumination for color television coverage of major league baseball.
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PROPOSED GARAGES AND TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS

The transportation components of the proposed project have been designed to ease access to the
proposed stadium. Truck and bus loading and operation of service vehicles have been removed
from public streets, entry areas have been designed with enough capacity to handle crowds
entering and leaving the proposed stadium, a basic plan to manage traffic and pedestrian flows at
game time has been developed, and parking capacity has been expanded to reduce overflow
parking on local streets and help reduce the walk from parking facilities to the stadium, as
discussed below. The existing ferry landing and service would be maintained at its current
location and capacity.

LOADING AND ENTRY AREAS

As stated previously, the proposed stadium would have a secured service drive between the
north side of the proposed stadium and Parking Garage B, which would provide several loading
docks for food service deliveries, team and other deliveries, and trash storage and pickup.
Access to this secured driveway would be from River and Jerome Avenues. Team parking for
private cars and buses would be located within the building and would have a designated access
off River Avenue. In addition, the proposed stadium would provide space in the loading area for
10 large mobile media trucks with hookups.

Ticket windows and pedestrian entries to the proposed stadium would be on three sides: East
161st Street, River Avenue, and Jerome Avenue. This arrangement would help distribute
spectators entering and leaving the proposed stadium and thus take full advantage of its
perimeter in providing access capacity.

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

At the present time, the New York City Police Department (NYPD) operates a transportation
management plan during game days at Yankee Stadium. This includes certain street closings,
use of Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEASs), and other options to control the peak traffic
conditions. It is anticipated that a comparable management plan would be implemented for the
proposed stadium.

Some traffic and pedestrian improvements have been included as part of the proposed project
where the need for such improvements is readily apparent to maintain the safe and efficient
vehicular and pedestrian flows. These improvements include:

o Ruppert Place between East 161st Street and East 157th Street would be converted to
passive parkland use as part of the proposed project’s parkland replacement. It would be
demapped as a street and function as a north-south pedestrian-way on game days directly
across from the proposed main stadium entrances along East 161st Street. It would also
create an important link between adjacent parklands.

e The pedestrian plaza currently connecting Parking Garage 8 (located between East 157th
Street, East 153rd Street, and River Avenue) with the existing stadium is part of a mapped
street (East 157th Street) that is closed to vehicular traffic. As part of the proposed project,
this plaza would be eliminated and East 157th Street would reconnect to the street network.
With Ruppert Place closed to vehicular traffic but a major entrance to proposed Parking
Garage A opened immediately west of it, a new intersection consisting of East 157th Street,
East 153rd Street, and the Parking Garage A driveway would be created. Just east of this
new intersection another driveway to proposed Parking Garage A is also proposed.
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e The existing covered pedestrian bridge over the Metro-North Railroad tracks would be
improved and made ADA compliant. To facilitate game-day pedestrian flow, the proposed
project would extend this bridge to connect to the second level of Parking Garage 8 and span
over East 157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza. This pedestrian bridge would provide a
connection to the existing waterfront parking lots and ferry landing.

e An at-grade, controlled crossing of East 161st Street at Ruppert Plaza would be created. The
existing T-intersection would be reconfigured for a wide, mid-block crosswalk with signals
controlling East 161st Street traffic. Since Ruppert Plaza would no longer accommodate
vehicular traffic under the proposed project, this crossing would make possible a continuous
pedestrian-way between the existing Garage 8 and points south and the proposed stadium.

e A game-day pedestrian crossing area would be maintained at Babe Ruth Plaza along East
161st Street immediately west of the subway entrance pillars in the roadway medians. TEAs
would be stationed along its perimeters to ensure safety and separation of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic. This crossing would only be available during game days.

e An improved crossing would be provided at the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
intersections with the East 161st Street service roads. Specifically, a new signal would be
provided at the eastbound service road intersection, and a new south crosswalk, a widened
north crosswalk and a widened continuous east crosswalk would be incorporated.

e Under the traffic management plan for the existing stadium, River Avenue between East
153rd and East 161st Streets is either partially or fully closed during certain periods on game
days. The transportation analyses assume that this stretch of roadway could remain open at

all times with the proposed project. The comprehensive game-day traffic management plan
developed for the proposed project would close River Avenue, post-game only, from the
north side of East 161st Street to East 164th Street.

e As necessary, TEAs would be deployed as they are today to facilitate vehicular and
pedestrian traffic flow at the above and other strategic locations.

PUBLIC PARKING

Four new public parking garages would be developed on existing surface parking lots and
parkland surrounding the proposed stadium, and existing Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and
13B located along the Harlem River would be repaved, restriped, and extended south to replace
the spaces lost to create the esplanade (see Figure 1-10). Parking would be available at existing
lots and garages (except for the two existing lots located at East 157th Street and River Avenue
that would become new parkland) and the four proposed new garages (see Figure 1-11 for
location of all parking facilities), all of which are anticipated to be leased to private operators. In
total, approximately 10,310 parking spaces would be available for stadium patrons. The City and
Yankees are committed to making parking available to the public on a year-round basis to the
extent possible. Stadium garages would be made available to the public during the off-season

and on non-game days during the baseball season. Pedestrian circulation to the proposed stadium
would originate from garage access points, from the existing ferry landing, and from the existing

subway station at East 161st Street and River Avenue. The subway station is serviced by the B,
D, and 4 subway lines.

Two of the proposed garages, Parking Garages A and C, would be connected at one level below-
grade and designed to function as one efficient garage complex with separate access points.
Parking spaces may shift from one garage to the other during detailed design, but access and
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egress points would remain the same, as described below. Both Parking Garages A and C would
be set back 12 feet from the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach viaduct.

Parking Garage A would be a two-level garage located partially below-grade between East 157th
and East 161st Streets and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the site of the existing
stadium (see Figure 1-12). The garage would accommodate approximately 1,700 spaces; new
recreational facilities that could be accessed from street-grade would be located above the
structure. Two-way vehicular access would be available at two locations along at East 157th
Street and at one location on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach (see Figure 1-11). Garage A
would be located in the southern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park, which currently contains
recreational facilities and surface parking associated with the existing Yankee Stadium. Right-in,
right-out only movements would be available at the garage’s Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
access location. Elevators and stairs would direct pedestrian access onto Ruppert Plaza in several
locations along its length and onto the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach intersection with East
161st Street.

Parking Garage C would be a four-level garage located west of East 161st Street between
Jerome Avenue, Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan Expressway.
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach is an elevated roadway and approximately 16 feet higher in
elevation than East 161st Street to its northeast and 10 feet higher than Jerome Avenue to its
northwest. The proposed site of Parking Garage C is currently located in a portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park and contains a surface parking lot with access from East 161st Street. Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach is elevated above the existing parking lot. The proposed garage would
accommodate approximately 1,120 spaces. Two-way access would be available from the street
level (Level 1) of the garage at East 161st Street. Curb cuts would be provided at two locations
along the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach to access Level 3 and Level 4 (the top level) of the
garage (see Figure 1-11). Similar to the Garage A driveway, only right-in, right-out movement
would be permitted at these locations. New public tennis facilities would cover the entire garage
roof. However, the tennis facilities would appear to be only two levels above the street along
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. Pedestrian access for Garage C would be provided to the new
roof-top recreational facilities, adjacent to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach intersection
with East 161st Street.

Parking Garage B would contain five levels above-grade (including one level of roof parking)
and one level below-grade. The garage would be located south of East 164th Street at the

northern end of the proposed stadium and north of the service road (see Figure 1-13) and would
accommodate approximately 966 spaces. Two-way vehicular access would be available at
Jerome Avenue and River Avenue (see Figure 1-11). Garage B would be located in the southern
portion of John Mullaly Park, which currently contains tennis and handball courts.

Parking Garage D would be a five-level above-grade garage (including one level of roof
parking) located south of the proposed stadium at East 151st Street between River and Gerard
Avenues. The garage would accommodate approximately 949 spaces. Two-way access would be
available at River and Gerard Avenues. Parking Garage D would extend over East 151st Street
at the 3rd, 4th, and roof levels (see Figure 1-13).

Existing Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and 13B are located west of Exterior Street between
the Bronx Terminal Market and the Macombs Dam Bridge. The proposed project would repave
and restripe these existing lots and create new surface parking, as a southern extension to
existing Yankee Stadium Lot 13A. This new southern parking extension would be located on
property that contains paved areas and an abandoned power house building associated with
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Bronx Terminal Market (Building J), which would be demolished. These surface parking
changes would replace the spaces lost to create the new esplanade (described below).

PROPOSED PARKLAND AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

As noted above, the proposed stadium and three of the four proposed parking garages would

occupy approximately 22.42 acres of parkland (including the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park at
the corner of East 157th Street and Ruppert Place that is currently used for accessory parking for
Yankee Stadium—i.e., Lot 14) containing recreational facilities (13.5 acres for the stadium and

8.92 acres for the garages), but would replace the facilities and open space lost, and create a net
increase of 4.63 acres in recreational acreage, as described below.

EXISTING FACILITIES

The proposed project would occupy the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park north and south of East
161st Street and east of Jerome Avenue (21.42 acres), plus the southern portion of John Mullaly
Park between East 162nd and East 164th Streets (3.9 acres). (See Figures 1-14 and 1-15.) Table
1-2 describes the existing recreational facilities in the parks that would be eliminated by the
proposed project. As shown on Figure 1-15, these areas contain a substantial number of active
recreational facilities, including 16 tennis courts and 8 handball courts in John Mullaly Park; and
two baseball fields with 90-foot infields, one little league baseball field with a 60-foot infield, a
softball field, a soccer field surrounding by a 400-meter track and bleachers, 24 handball courts,
and two basketball courts in Macomb’s Dam Park. There are two ballfields, each on the portions
of Macomb’s Dam Park located north and south of East 161st Street, which have overlapping
outfields. When games are held at the same time on adjacent fields, the outfield must be shared
by each ballfield, hindering their use. The track in this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park was
resurfaced in 2004 and is in good condition. However, the baseball field (90-foot infield) is in
fair to poor condition and in need of renovation—the center field is barren dirt. Besides the
specified facilities, Macomb’s Dam Park contains a NYCDPR District Office building, which
also provides public restrooms and open areas, which are used for pick-up football games, ball
tossing, etc. Surveys of all recreational facilities in 2001 and 2004 found them to be well-used.
Although most of the land is occupied with active recreational uses, the parks also contain a
number of mature trees of various species.

Table 1-2
Recreational Facilities Proposed to be Displaced
Ref. No. Recreational Facility No. of Facilities
1 Tennis Courts: all 16 courts are open air in summer and 14 are covered 16
in winter
2 Little League Baseball Field: 90-foot infield, overlapping outfield* 1
3 Running Track with Soccer/Football Field and Spectator Stands* 1
4 Softball Field: 60-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
5 Little League Baseball Field: 90-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
6 Little League Baseball Field: 60-foot infield, overlapping outfield 1
7 Basketball Courts 2
8 Handball Courts: Macomb’s Dam Park (24 courts) John Mullaly Park (8 32
courts)
Notes: See Figure 1-15.
* Facilities rehabilitated with LWCF grant funding.
Sources: NYCDPR.
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Several of the facilities in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park bounded by East 161st Street to
the south, Jerome Avenue to the west, East 162nd Street to the north, and River Avenue to the
east, were improved and rehabilitated with funds from the Federal Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF). As a result, this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park is subject to the provisions of
Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act. Section 6(f) requires that property improved or developed with
LWCF assistance shall not be converted to any use other than public outdoor recreation use
without the approval of the Secretary of the Interior (delegated to the Director of the National
Park Service [NPS]). Therefore, NPS approval is required for the conversion of this portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park for the proposed stadium.

In addition to the use of parkland described above, Garage C would be built in a portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park on 2.89 acres of mapped parkland currently containing a parking lot.
Parking facilities are permitted on lands dedicated as parkland and are consistent with the park
designation, and are authorized by State legislation.

REPLACEMENT FACILITIES

A total of 27.05 acres of replacement recreational facilities, including new parkland would be
provided as part of the proposed project. As described below, these facilities would all be
located within existing and new parkland and public open space (see Figures 1-16 and 1-17).
The replacement acreage includes: 15.82 acres of new mapped parkland, 2.89 acres on currently
mapped parkland that contains an existing surface parking lot, 7.33 acres on existing parkland,
and 1.01 acres of new open space (not mapped as parkland). The proposed project would create

a unified 17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street, which would be larger than the total
park area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced north of East 161st Street. For purposes of the

Federal LWCF conversion, the proposed Section 6(f) replacement parks would be developed on
the existing stadium site, Ruppert Plaza, and along the Harlem River waterfront. As currently
contemplated, NYCDPR would replace directly most of the existing facilities to be displaced by
the proposed project. However, NYCDPR may choose to vary the new facilities to provide
replacements that are not exactly the same as those displaced, but are equal or greater in use and
value. For example, NYCDPR in consultation with the local community may replace some of
the existing handball courts with alternative recreational facilities that meet current community
needs. To this end, NYCDPR would undertake a broad community outreach program before
deciding on a final plan for the new parkland and recreational facilities. The anticipated new
facilities, which may be modified, include the following elements:

e The proposed project would retain the playing field, dugouts, and locker rooms under the
field seats of the existing stadium and adapt it to a public baseball field called “Heritage
Field.” It is anticipated that some of the field seats in the existing stadium would be retained
for the replacement ball field (no more than 3,000 seats), while most of the existing stadium
would be demolished. Also on the site of the existing Yankee Stadium would be areas of
landscaped, passive recreational open space. In total, this area would be 8.9 acres of new
parkland. A portion of the existing Yankee Stadium site, approximately 0.75 acres along
East 157th Street, would not be mapped as parkland. This area would be reserved for future
development that could accommodate other elements of the Borough President’s plan for the
neighborhood as they develop. This area would contain passive open space until such plans
are implemented. This acreage (0.75 acres) is not included in the 8.9 acres of replacement
parkland and recreational facilities on the existing stadium site.
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A full-size, artificial turf soccer field would be located south of East 161st Street between
Jerome Avenue and the existing stadium site in the southern portion of what is currently
Macomb’s Dam Park. A 400-meter athletic track would encircle the soccer field. A grand-
stand would overlook these two facilities. A comfort station with restrooms could be located
beneath the grandstand. Adjacent to the track on its south would be an artificial turf little
league field and nine handball courts, and to its west would be two basketball courts (one
with stands) and two tennis courts. A tot-lot, with climbing and play equipment, drinking
fountain, and benches would be located at the corner of Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
and East 161st Street. These facilities would be built atop a new subterranean garage

(Parking Garage A) and would be accessible via a short set of stairs and ADA-compliant

ramps from the new pedestrian-only Ruppert Plaza, described below, and accessible at-grade
from the surrounding streets. In total, they would comprise 7.33 acres.

Between Heritage Field and the soccer field and athletic track would be a passive park with
an allee of trees on re-aligned Ruppert Place. Renamed “Ruppert Plaza,” it would comprise
1.13 acres of new parkland. The design of Ruppert Plaza would include significant
landscaping, including shaded areas and passive park amenities, such as benches, resting
areas, and pedestrian walkways. Ruppert Plaza would be an important recreation element
that would be integrated with Heritage Field, create an important link to adjacent parkland
and new recreational facilities. It would also function as the main thoroughfare from the
existing parking facilities, as well as proposed Parking Garage A, to the proposed stadium.

Passive park/civic space is proposed east of River Avenue on either side of East 157th Street
and would contain benches and unique paving landscapes. The northern park parcel would
contain sculptured play elements. Together these parks would act as a gateway to Heritage
Field. These facilities would constitute 0.68 acres of new parkland.

Fourteen tennis courts would be built in Macomb’s Dam Park atop Parking Garage C, south
of East 161st Street, west of Jerome Avenue and north of a ramp from the Major Deegan
Expressway. Adjacent to the tennis courts would be a pavilion building with restrooms and
other amenities serving the tennis court program. The total area would be 2.89 acres.
Although the courts would be on the roof of a four-story garage, the elevation of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach in this location would lower their relative height
considerably.

One little league baseball field and one softball field (both artificial turf) would be located
along the waterfront, approximately Y“2-mile from the existing facilities. New passive
recreational open space and a pedestrian esplanade would surround these waterfront
ballfields. A comfort station with restrooms would be constructed within the waterfront
park. These ballfields and open space would be located on property currently associated with
the Bronx Terminal Market. Currently, the site contains paved areas for parking, an
abandoned power house (Bronx Terminal Market Building J), and two low-scale, partially
occupied warehouse buildings (Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G and H) that would be
demolished. The new waterfront open space has been designed to accommodate the
maintenance and operation of the future reconstruction project for the Major Deegan
Expressway. The fields would add 5.11 acres to the inventory of new parkland.

In addition to the replacement recreational facilities, the proposed project would also create
a new 0.71-acre esplanade that would extend from the northern end of the waterfront park,
wrap around the waterfront to the existing ferry landing, and extend east to the pedestrian
connection at Exterior Street beneath the Major Deegan Expressway. Although it would not
be mapped as parkland, the esplanade would provide an important corridor between the
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recreational facilities of the Harlem River waterfront and the new recreational facilities in
the eastern portion of the project area. In total, the proposed project would create more than
5.82 acres of new public open space along the Harlem River waterfront. The proposed
waterfront park and esplanade would provide waterfront access and recreational
opportunities that are currently not available in the surrounding community. The new park
and esplanade would establish physical and visual public access to the Harlem River
waterfront and result in waterfront uses that would attract the public and enliven a waterfront
area that is currently composed of degraded piers.

¢ In addition to the active facilities cited above, public passive open space would surround
Parking Garage B along East 164th Street (0.3 acres).

RETAIL DEVELOPMENT

Parking Garage D would be developed with a non-destination retail component of approximately
12,000 gsf along the street level of the garage.

PEDESTRIAN AND STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

The proposed project would also make improvements along River Avenue and in the area of the
existing pedestrian bridge over the Metro-North Railroad tracks. The existing pedestrian bridge
would be improved and made ADA compliant. As described earlier, the proposed project would

also extend this bridge to connect to the second level of Parking Garage 8 and span over East
157th Street onto Ruppert Plaza to facilitate game-day pedestrian flow. This pedestrian bridge

would provide a connection to the waterfront parking lots, new parkland, and ferry landing. New
urban design elements, such as unique paving, signage, and pedestrian lighting would be

implemented at the western end of the pedestrian bridge. These new elements would direct
pedestrians between the parking areas west of the Major Deegan Expressway and the existing
bridge. In addition, Ruppert Place would be closed and mapped as passive parkland, and used as
a pedestrian-way leading to the proposed stadium. Streetscape improvements would be made
along River Avenue between proposed Parking Garage D and East 164th Street. Sidewalks
currently in poor condition would be replaced, existing trees would be retained and
supplemented with new trees, and pedestrian lighting would be improved. Streetscape
improvements would also be made around the stadium on River and Jerome Avenues and on
East 161st Street, where large pedestrian gathering areas would include decorative paving,
landscaping, and other amenities such as seating areas and sculpture.

D. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

If approved, the proposed stadium is expected to be completed by spring 2009 for opening day
of the New York Yankees 2009 season. The Yankees would continue to play at the existing
stadium while the proposed stadium is under construction. All four proposed garages are also
expected to be completed by 2009. It is expected that all proposed parkland development would
occur by 2009, except for Heritage Field on the site of the existing stadium (see Table 1-3).!

! Since publication of the DEIS, NYCDPR and the Yankees have been working to develop a revised
construction schedule that would allow for certain interim and permanent replacement recreational
facilities to be available sooner. This new schedule is reflected in the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in
Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” of this FEIS. As applied to the proposed project, a similar construction
schedule would result in additional interim recreational facilities and some permanent replacement
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Table 1-3
Estimated Schedule for Parkland and Parking Garage Completion
Description Estimated Completion Date
Parkland along Waterfront and Recreational Facilities 2007
Parkland along River Avenue and East 157th Street 2007
Parking Garage C 2008
Parking Garage D 2008
Tennis Courts Over Garage C 2008
Parking Garage A 2009
Parking Garage B 2009
Recreational Facilities Over Garage A 2009
Heritage Field and Ruppert Plaza 2010
Source: NYCDPR.

E. PUBLIC APPROVALS

The project will require approvals from the City, State, and Federal agencies. Several of these
are discretionary actions requiring review under CEQR and SEQRA. Others are ministerial and
do not require environmental review; nonetheless, they are subject to review under each relevant
agency’s public mandate, as discussed below.

New York State legislation enacted in June 2005" authorizes the alienation of certain areas of
currently mapped parkland—portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks—to allow for

its disposition by the City, through leases, for operation of the proposed stadium and several

parking garages. The legislation also allows for stadium-related facilities, including parking
facilities on existing and new parkland. Following that disposition, however, these areas would

remain mapped parkland. The legislation allows the State to dispose of and the City to acquire
two parcels of waterfront property owned by the State. The legislation also allows for the
demapping of East 162nd Street and Ruppert Place as an administrative action by the Mayor and
authorizes the disposition and use of a volume of air space over East 151st Street.

New York City—-ULURP Actions

The following actions will require approval through ULURP under City Charter Section 197(c).
Approval, as necessary, would also be required pursuant to City Charter Section 384(b)(4) for

the approval of the business terms associated with the parking garages.
Disposition of City-Owned Property:

e Stadium/Stadium Site (Long-Term Lease).
e Parking Facilities/Parking Facilities Sites (Long-Term Lease).

facilities becoming available sooner. This new construction schedule would not result in any significant
adverse impacts not already identified for the construction schedule analyzed in Chapter 19,

“Construction.”
! Chapter 238 of the 2005 Laws of New York.
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Acquisition;

e Acquisition of property by the City to enable it to acquire leasehold and subleasehold
interest in the new Yankee Stadium, and to assure clear title.

Amendments to City Map:
e Map as parkland: former East 162nd Street as part of John Mullaly Park.
e Map as parkland: Ruppert Place as part of Macomb’s Dam Park.

e Map as parkland: proposed waterfront ballfields and open space on former Bronx Terminal
Market property.

e Map as parkland: proposed passive recreational facilities at River Avenue and 157th Street.
e Map as parkland: existing Yankee Stadium, and adjacent City-owned property.

e Demap the portion of Jerome Avenue between the north side of East 161st Street and the
south side of East 164th Street and the portion of East 161st Street between the east side
Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the west side of River
Avenue. The areas to be demapped would vary in width from approximately 10-20 feet,
totaling approximately 0.3 acres. This area would be mapped as parkland and incorporated
into the footprint of the proposed Yankee Stadium site.

Concessions:
e Approval of a major concession to operate a tennis facility.
Special Permit:

e A special permit pursuant to Zoning Resolution Section 74-512 to allow construction and
operation of a public parking garage not located in parkland (Parking Garage D), to allow
the parking garage to contain rooftop parking, and to permit the portion of the garage located
above the adjusted base plane and below a height of 23 feet above curb level to be exempt
from the definition of floor area.

e A special permit pursuant to Zoning Resolution Section 74-54 to allow for modification of
rear yard requirements for Garage D.

New York State
o State funding of parking facilities within the proposed project.

o Tidal Wetlands permit from New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC).

o Possible Protection of Waters permit and water quality certification from NYSDEC.

ADDITIONAL CITY AND STATE ACTIONS

As described above, New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes the alienation
of certain areas of currently mapped parkland, to allow for its disposition by the City, through
leases, for operation of the proposed stadium and several parking garages, and the demapping of
East 162nd Street and Ruppert Place as an administrative action. The State legislation also
requires that the City dedicate the existing stadium site as parkland and acquire additional
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parklands and/or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes which are equal to or greater
than the fair market value of the parkland being alienated.

New York City

e Administrative action to amend the City map to demap East 162nd Street, Ruppert Place,
and a volume above East 151st Street as City streets.

e Possible New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) permits for
de-watering activities associated with construction.

e Review and approval of the Art Commission of the City of New York for the design of
landscaping and buildings/structures constructed on or over City Property.

e Coastal Zone consistency determination from the New York City Planning Commission.

e City funding and construction of the proposed park improvements.

New York State

e Authorization under the NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES)
General Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction activities. A SPDES
permit for operations is not required, because all wastewater would be discharged through
the NYCDEP permitted sewer system.

e Coastal Zone consistency determination from the New York State Department of State.

FEDERAL ACTIONS

Under the LWCF, 16 U.S.C. § 460I-4 et seq., the National Park Service (NPS) provides
matching grants to states, and through states to local governments, for the acquisition and
development of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. Section 6(f) of the LWCF requires
that no property acquired or developed with LWCF assistance can be converted to other than
public outdoor recreation use without the approval of the NPS and the substitution of other
recreational properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness
and location. Because prior improvements to a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park within the
project area were funded under the LWCF, the NPS is required to approve of the proposed
conversion of that portion of Macomb’s Dam Park to non-public recreational uses and the
substitution of replacement facilities pursuant to Section 6(f). Consistent with the State’s role
under the LWCF, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP) must first provide the NPS with its recommendation concerning the proposed Section
6(f) conversion.

The proposed project also requires authorization under Nationwide Permits from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) for in- or above-water construction activities.

In addition, as described below, the OPRHP recently determined that several buildings in the
project area are eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. The
buildings determined eligible for listing on the Registers are the Bronx Terminal Market
Buildings G, H, and J.

Because elements of the proposed project will involve discrete discretionary actions by Federal
agencies (i.e., the NPS and the USACOE), there will be a review of those elements under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as implemented by
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Federal regulations appearing at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulation, as well as any applicable
executive orders (e.g., Executive Order 12898 [relating to environmental justice] and Executive
Orders 11988 and 11990 [relating to the protection of floodplains and wetlands]).

F. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed mapping, concession, special permit, acquisition, and disposition actions are
subject to the City’s land use approval process (ULURP) and environmental review, as
described below. Other of the required actions also require environmental review, but not
ULURP. CEQR supports these actions, too, and normally runs concurrently with ULURP.
NYCDPR is the CEQR lead agency and the ULURP applicant, and the City Planning
Commission and City Council are involved agencies in the CEQR process.

As indicated, NPS’ approval of the proposed LWCF Section 6(f) parkland conversion is subject
to NEPA. NPS and OPRHP will be consulted throughout the SEQRA/CEQR environmental
review process, including preparation of the EIS. That process and the EIS will be used by NPS
to fulfill federal requirements for an environmental assessment under NEPA that will be used as
a decision-making framework to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed action,
including the construction of the replacement parks, in accordance with NEPA (and the
additional applicable federal laws and executive orders identified above), and to issue a decision
on the 6(f) conversion.

UNIFORM LAND USE REVIEW PROCEDURE (ULURP)

The City’s ULURP, mandated by Sections 197-c and 197-d of the City Charter, is a process
specifically designed to allow public review of the proposed actions at four levels: Community
Board, Borough President, New York City Planning Commission (CPC), and City Council. The
procedure sets time limits for review at each stage to ensure a maximum total review period of
approximately seven months. The process begins with certification by CPC that the ULURP

application is complete._CPC certified the ULURP application for the proposed project as
complete on September 26, 2005, starting the public review process under ULURP.

The application is then referred to Bronx Community Board 4, which has up to 60 days to
review and discuss the proposal, hold a public hearing, and adopt a resolution regarding the

proposed project. The project was reviewed by Community Board 4 for a total of 49 days,
including a public hearing held on November 22, 2005. Following completion of review by the
Community Board, the Bronx Borough President has up to 30 days to review the project.
Following issuance of Community Board 4’s recommendations on the project on November 29,
2005, the Bronx Borough President reviewed the project for a total of 24 days, including a
public hearing on December 12, 2005.

CPC then has up to 60 days for review of the application, during which time a public hearing is
held. Following the hearing, CPC may approve or disapprove the application. The required
public hearing for the DEIS (see below) may be held jointly with the CPC ULURP hearing.
Comments made at the DEIS public hearing are incorporated into a Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS); the FEIS must be completed at least 10 days before the CPC action.

Following issuance of the Borough President’s recommendations, CPC began its review of the
project and held a joint public hearing on the ULURP application and DEIS on January 11,
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2006. After publication of this FEIS, CPC will issue its decision on the project’s ULURP
application on or before February 27, 2006, the end of its 60-day review period.

CPC forwards the application to the City Council, which has 50 days in which to consider the
proposed project. Following the Council’s vote, the Mayor may approve or veto the proposed
actions. The City Council may override the mayoral veto. Once ULURP is complete, NYCDPR
may take action on the proposed project.

CITY ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW

Responding to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and its implementing
regulations, New York City has established rules for its environmental review process, 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. Most recently revised in 1991, CEQR rules guide environmental review
through the following steps:

e Establishing a Lead Agency. Under CEQR, the “lead agency” is the public entity
responsible for conducting the environmental review. Usually, the lead agency is also the
entity primarily responsible for carrying out, funding, or approving the proposed project.
NYCDPR is the CEQR lead agency for the Yankee Stadium Project, and the City Planning
Commission and City Council must also make discretionary decisions under this CEQR
process.

o Determination of Significance. The lead agency’s first charge is to determine whether the
proposed project might have a significant impact on the environment. To do so, NYCDPR
prepared an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS). Based on the information
contained in the EAS, NYCDPR determined that the project might result in significant
adverse environment impacts and issued a Positive Declaration on June 15, 2005.

e Scoping. Along with its issuance of a Positive Declaration, NYCDPR issued a draft Scope
of Work for the EIS on June 15, 2005. This draft scope was widely distributed to concerned
citizens, public agencies, and other interested groups. “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. A public scoping meeting was held for the proposed project on July 18, 2005,
and additional comments were accepted until August 17, 2005. Modifications to the draft
Scope of Work for the proposed project’s DEIS were made as a result of public and
interested agency input during the scoping process. A Final Public Scoping Document for
the project (which reflected comments made on the draft scope and responses to those
comments), was issued on September 21, 2005.

e Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In accordance with the Final Public Scoping
Document, a DEIS was prepared. After reviewing the DEIS and determining that the
document fully disclosed the project program, its potential environmental impacts, and
recommended mitigation, the NYCDPR issued a Notice of Completion on September 23,
2005.

e 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 extends for a minimum of 30 days,
the public has the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS either in writing or at a
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public hearing convened for the purpose of receiving such comments. Where the CEQR
process is coordinated with another City process that requires a public hearing, such as
ULURP, the hearings may be held jointly. In any event, 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. For the proposed project, the public

review under CEQR was conducted concurrently with public review under ULURP (see
above). The joint ULURP and CEQR public hearing for this project was held on January 11,
2006. Comments were accepted at the hearing and throughout the public comment period,

which was held open until January 23, 2006. All substantive comments received at the
hearing or during the comment period become part of the CEQR record and are summarized

and responded to in the FEIS.

e Final Environmental Impact Statement. After the close of the public comment period for
the DEIS, NYCDPR prepared an FEIS. This document includes a summary restatement of
each substantive comment made about the DEIS and a response to each comment. NYCDPR
has determined that the FEIS is complete, and has issued a Notice of Completion.

e Findings. To demonstrate that the responsible public decision-maker has taken a hard look
at the environmental consequences of a proposed project, any agency taking a discretionary
action regarding a project must adopt a formal set of written findings, reflecting its
conclusions about the significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed project,
potential alternatives, and potential mitigation measures. The findings may not be adopted
until 10 days after the Notice of Completion has been issued for the FEIS. Once findings are
adopted, the lead and involved agencies may take their actions (or take “no action”).

G. FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

As set forth in the Positive Declaration, the lead agency has determined that the proposed project
may result in one or more significant adverse environmental impacts and thus requires
preparation of an EIS. The EIS has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines set forth in
the CEQR Technical Manual, which sets forth methodologies and guidelines for environmental
impact assessment consistent with SEQRA.

For all technical analysis in the EIS, the assessment includes a description of existing conditions,
an assessment of conditions in the future without the proposed project for the year that the
proposed project would be completed, and an assessment of conditions for the same year with the
completion of the action in the future with the proposed project. Identification and evaluation of
impacts of the proposed project are based on the change from the future without the proposed
project to the future with the proposed project.

ANALYSIS YEAR

An EIS analyzes the effects of a proposed action on its environmental setting. Since typically a
proposed action, if approved, would take place in the future, the action’s environmental setting is
not the current environment but the environment as it would exist at project completion, in the
future. Therefore, future conditions must be projected. This prediction is made for a particular
year, generally known as the “analysis year” or the “Build year,” which is the year when the
action would be substantially operational.
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As previously described, 2009 is the year that the proposed stadium would be completed. It is
expected that all proposed parkland development would occur by 2009, except for Heritage
Field on the site of the existing stadium, which would be completed by 2010 and in active use in
the first quarter of 2011. 2009 has been chosen as the analysis year for the EIS because that is
the year in which the principal components of the project—the proposed stadium and parking
garages—would be completed. However, to ensure that all of the potential impacts of the
completed, full project are accounted for, the analyses in the EIS will be conducted assuming
that the fully developed project is in place, with the exception of those subjects for which the
most impacts would occur prior to completion of the full project. These include, most notably,
open space, because there would be a temporary shortfall between the amount of parkland that is
currently available and the amount of replacement parkland ultimately to be provided while the
project is under development, and construction impacts. The traffic and pedestrian and transit
analyses will assume that the mitigation measures that are being proposed as part of the project
are in place in 2009, as is contemplated.

DEFINITION OF STUDY AREAS

For each technical area in which impacts may occur, a study area is defined for analysis. This is the
geographic area likely to be affected by the proposed project for a given technical area, or the area
in which impacts of that type could occur. Appropriate study areas differ depending on the type of
impact being analyzed. Often it is appropriate to use primary and secondary study areas: the
primary study area is closest to the project area and therefore is most likely to be affected; the
secondary study area is farther away and receives less detailed analysis. Generally, the primary
study area is most likely to be more directly affected by the proposed project, and those effects can
be predicted with relative certainty, while the secondary study area could experience indirect
effects, such as changes in trends. It is anticipated that the direct principal effects of the proposed
project would occur within the project study areas. The methods and study areas for addressing
impacts are discussed in the individual technical analysis sections.

DEFINING BASELINE CONDITIONS

EXISTING CONDITIONS

For each technical area being assessed in the EIS, the current conditions must first be described.
The assessment of existing conditions establishes a baseline, not against which the project is
measured, but from which future conditions can be projected. The prediction of future conditions
begins with an assessment of existing conditions because these can be measured and observed.
Studies of existing conditions are generally selected for the reasonable worst-case conditions.
For example, the times when the greatest number of new vehicular, pedestrian and transit trips to
and from a project site would occur are measured for the traffic analysis. The project impacts are
then assessed for those same traffic peak periods.

DEFINITION OF FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The “future without the proposed project,” or “No Build condition,” describes a baseline
condition, which is evaluated and compared to the incremental changes due to the proposed
project. The No Build condition is assessed for the same 2009 analysis year as the proposed
project.
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The No Build condition uses existing conditions as a baseline and adds to it changes known or
expected to be in place by 2009. For many technical areas, the No Build condition incorporates
known development projects that are likely to be built by the analysis years. This includes
development currently under construction or which can be reasonably anticipated due to the
current level of planning and public approvals. The No Build analyses for some technical areas,
such as traffic, use a background growth factor to account for a general increase expected in the
future. Such growth factors may also be used in the absence of known development projects.
The No Build analyses must also consider other future changes that will affect the environmental
setting. These could include technology changes, such as advances in vehicle pollution control and
roadway improvements, changes to City policies, such as zoning regulations, or changes in public
policy related to operation of the existing stadium.

The No Build condition in the project area is anticipated to be a continuation of existing
conditions—including continued operation of the existing Yankee Stadium. In the future
conditions without the proposed project, the existing Yankee Stadium would remain, as well as
Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks. The same number of baseball patrons and parkland
users would continue visiting these sites.

Outside the project areas, there are plans to replace the underutilized and dilapidated buildings at
the Bronx Terminal Market with Gateway Center—a major retail center. Most of the Gateway
Center project at Bronx Terminal Market would be completed by 2009, with a second phase of
development to be completed by 2014. Since completion of the DEIS, the Gateway Center at
Bronx Terminal Market project has been reduced in size, in that development on the portion of
the site west of Exterior Street and the Major Deegan Expressway was eliminated. The analyses
in this FEIS reflect the modified program for the Gateway Center project. As stated in the
Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market FEIS, the 2009 development would include a total of
approximately 957,700 gross square feet (gsf) of retail space, a multi-level parking garage and
at-grade parking totaling approximately 2,610 spaces. The second phase of development would
build a 250-room hotel and 30,000 gsf banquet facility, as well as 225 additional parking spaces
by 2014. The current tenants of the Bronx Terminal Market would be relocated, and the Bronx
House of Detention, which is currently in reserve status, would be closed.

In addition, the City will develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront public open space on Pier
4, south of the proposed project’s waterfront park. It is anticipated that this public open space
would be maintained by NYCDPR. The City is committed to developing this off-site public
open space by the Gateway Center project’s 2009 Build year. The programming of this open
space and the actions required for its development are yet to be determined.

Several other projects are also planned in the vicinity of the project area. The New York City
Department of Education has plans to build a high school facility housing four school
organizations on the site of the depressed former rail yard, south of P.S. 156 at Concourse
Village and East 153rd Street. The New York City Department of Homeless Services has plans
for a new Emergency Assistance Unit at East 151st Street and Walton Avenue to replace the
existing facility at this location and Hostos Community College will renovate a 125,000 gsf
academic building at Grand Concourse and East 149th Street.

As described earlier, the Bronx Borough President issued a Yankee Stadium Neighborhood
Development Plan in 2004 that included construction of a new stadium across East 161st Street
and the creation of more usable parkland in the area. The plan also called for several other
components including a hotel conference center, sport and fitness center, and high school for
sports _industry careers. As described earlier, the proposed project does not preclude future
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development of these elements of the plan. However, since these elements have not been
specifically defined at this time (i.e., location, size, program, and construction schedule) these

other elements are not included in the No Build analysis.
IDENTIFYING SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Identification of significant adverse environmental impacts is based on the comparison of future
conditions without and with the proposed project. In certain technical areas (e.g., traffic, air
quality, and noise) this comparison can be quantified and the severity of impact rated in
accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual. In other technical areas, (e.g., neighborhood
character) the analysis is more qualitative. The methodology for each technical analysis is
presented at the start of each technical chapter.

MITIGATION

Mitigation measures for all significant adverse impacts identified in this DEIS are described in
Chapter 21, “Mitigation.” CEQR requires that any significant adverse impacts identified in the EIS
be minimized or avoided to the fullest extent practicable, given costs and other factors. In the
DEIS, options for mitigation can be presented for public review and discussion, without the lead
agency having selected one for implementation. Where no mitigation is available, the EIS must
disclose the potential for unmitigatible significant adverse impacts.

ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” assesses a range of alternatives to the proposed project. CEQR requires
that a description and evaluation of the range of reasonable alternatives to the action be included in
an EIS at a level of detail sufficient to allow a comparative assessment of the alternatives to a
proposed action. Alternatives and the rationale behind their selection are important in the
disclosure of environmental effects of a proposed action. Alternatives provide options to the
proposed action and a framework for comparison of potential impacts and project objectives. If the
environmental assessment and consideration of alternatives identify a feasible alternative that
eliminates or minimizes adverse impacts, the lead agency may want to consider adopting that
alternative as the proposed action. CEQR requires a “no action alternative” that evaluates
environmental conditions that are likely to occur in the future without the proposed action. Several
alternatives addressed include renovation of the existing stadium, as well as rebuilding the
stadium at several suggested locations near the existing Yankee Stadium, but south of East 161st
Street, or at three locations outside the neighborhood (Van Cortlandt Park and Pelham Bay Park,
both in The Bronx, and the Caemmerer Yard (rail yard) on Midtown Manhattan’s West Side).
The consideration of alternatives also includes an alternative parking arrangement and an

alternative park design and location plan. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy characterizes the existing conditions of the
project area and the surrounding study area; anticipates and evaluates those changes in land use
and zoning that are expected to occur independently of the proposed project; and identifies and
addresses any potential impacts to land use, zoning, and public policy associated with the
proposed project.

To determine existing conditions and assess the potential for project-related impacts, consistent
with the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the land use study area
has been defined as a Y2-mile radius of the project area, which is the area in which the project has
the greatest potential to affect land use or land use trends. Various sources were utilized to
prepare a comprehensive analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy characteristics of the
study area, including field surveys and land use and zoning maps.

The proposed reconfiguration of the locations of the parking, open space, and stadium facilities
and net increase in overall open space would be consistent with land uses in the area under
existing conditions and in the future without the proposed project. The proposed project would
be consistent with zoning and other public policies affecting the project area and surrounding
area. Overall, the proposed project would have no significant adverse impacts on land use,
zoning, or public policy.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

LAND USE

The following discussion describes existing land use in the project area, as well as the land use
patterns and trends in the land use study area.

PROJECT AREA

The project area is located in The Bronx. It encompasses several blocks, and consists of the
existing Yankee Stadium located at East 161st Street and River Avenue; portions of Macomb’s
Dam and John Mullaly Parks, located between East 157th and East 164th Streets and River and
Jerome Avenues; several surface parking lots located on the eastern side of River Avenue at East
151st and East 157th Streets and along the waterfront west of Exterior Street; and a portion of
the Bronx Terminal Market complex, west of Exterior Street between East 150th and East 153rd
Streets (see Figure 2-1).

The existing Yankee Stadium is a 56,928-seat open-air stadium that opened in 1923. The
stadium site was purchased from the estate of William Waldorf Astor when the Yankees had to
vacate their former Manhattan home—the Polo Grounds—that they shared with the National
League Giants. Today the stadium, which was last renovated in 1976, remains the home of the
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New York Yankees and hosts at least 81 games per year. A plaza containing a sidewalk café is
located between Gates 4 and 6.

The northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park above East 161st Street that is part of the proposed
stadium site contains two ballfields, as well as the Yancey track and soccer field, which was
used as a training ground for the 1912 Olympics. This portion of the park is approximately 11.2
acres. The southern portion of the park (below East 161st Street) that is part of the project area is
approximately 10.22 acres. A portion of this space is currently used for parking for Yankee
Stadium. The rest of this space contains 24 handball courts, 2 basketball courts, 2 ballfields, as
well as the Macomb’s Dam Park District Office, which also provides public restrooms, and
passive recreation areas with benches and trees. The existing Yankee Stadium, which is not
located on parkland, is to the east of this parkland on the other side of Ruppert Place.

The southernmost block of John Mullaly Park—between East 162nd and 164th Streets—is also
part of the project area. This parcel contains the 16 court Stadium Racquet Club, and its
associated office and parking facilities, as well as 8 handball courts. This portion of John
Mullaly Park is approximately 3.9 acres. A New York City Transit electrical substation is also
located on the block.

Two low-scale, partially-occupied warehouse buildings (Buildings G and H) that are part of the
wholesale food market at Bronx Terminal Market, paved areas for parking, and an abandoned
power house building (Building J) are also part of the project area. The buildings are in
dilapidated condition.

The project area also contains surface parking lots not located on parkland—four on the east side
of River Avenue at the northeast and southeast corners of East 151st and 157th Streets and two
west of Exterior Street, north of the Bronx Terminal Market.

STUDY AREA

As shown in Figure 2-1, the land use study area has been defined by a Ya-mile perimeter
extending from the project area parcels. The western portion of the study area is located across
the Harlem River within Manhattan, with the remainder of the study area located in The Bronx.
The study area is bounded roughly to the north by McClellan Street (Bronx) and West 155th
Street (Manhattan), to the east by Concourse Village West (Bronx), to the south by West 143rd
Street (Manhattan) and East 146th Street (Bronx), and to the west by Lenox Avenue, Adam
Clayton Powell Boulevard, and Frederick Douglass Boulevard (Manhattan).

The Harlem River, which separates The Bronx from Manhattan, is a defining element of the study
area. Along this section of the river, two bridges—the Macomb’s Dam Bridge and the 145th Street
Bridge—connect the two boroughs. Each borough has a major thoroughfare—the Harlem River
Drive in Manhattan and the Major Deegan Expressway in The Bronx—running alongside the river.

The study area contains a number of distinct neighborhoods. The central portion of the study
area—generally south of East 153rd Street, west of Gerard Avenue, and east of the Harlem
River—is characterized by heavy commercial and industrial uses. The major industrial use in the
area is the Bronx Terminal Market, with its low-rise, partially occupied wholesale and
warehouse buildings. An institutional use, the Bronx House of Detention, which is currently
closed and not housing an inmate population, is also located in this largely industrial area. The
Bronx House of Detention is a New York City Department of Corrections facility and in reserve
status. Paved areas surrounding the buildings provide parking during games at Yankee Stadium.
The Oak Point Link rail connection runs on a trestle along the Harlem River parallel to the
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shoreline. The elevated Major Deegan Expressway and Exterior Street/Major Deegan Boulevard
(the street under the Expressway) run parallel to the waterfront and intersect the market. The
area also contains food and beverage suppliers/distributors on the outskirts of the market, surface
parking lots within proximity to the existing Yankee Stadium, self-storage facilities, warehouses,
wholesale merchandise suppliers, car washes, and auto body shops.

Gerard Avenue roughly marks the boundary between the industrial and residential areas within the
Bronx portion of the study area. Six-story residential apartment buildings line Gerard and Walton
Avenues north of East 153rd Street and two- to three-story attached residential buildings are
located along Walton Avenue south of East 151st Street. Residential buildings located along the
east side of the Grand Concourse are predominantly six stories, though there are several taller mid-
rise and high-rise residential buildings along the street. At the eastern edge of the study area is the
high-rise Concourse Village residential complex. South of the complex is a former Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA) rail yard that is located below street level and is currently vacant.

Eugenio Maria de Hostos Community College (commonly referred to as Hostos Community
College) is the largest institutional use in the study area, and is located along Walton Avenue
and the Grand Concourse south of Hostos Boulevard. The college was created in 1968 to serve
the needs of the South Bronx. Several other educational facilities are located in this portion of
the study area, including Cardinal Hayes Memorial High School on the Grand Concourse at East
151st Street, the P.S. 31 building on the Grand Concourse at East 145th Street, which is not
currently in use, All Hallows Institute on East 164th Street and Walton Avenue, and P.S. 156 on
Sheridan Avenue at East 156th Street. The New York City Department of Homeless Services
operates an Emergency Assistance Unit intake center at the corner of East 151st Street and
Walton Avenue. Other institutional uses in this portion of the study area include the post office
at East 149th Street, the Bronx County Courthouse on East 161st Street and the Grand
Concourse, and the Andrew Freedman Home, an adult care facility at 1125 Grand Concourse.
There are several small churches located throughout the residential area.

The portions of the 28.4-acre Macomb’s Dam Park that are not part of the project area are
located to the west of the proposed stadium site, with one park parcel located west of the Major
Deegan Expressway. The park, which opened in 1899, is named after the Macomb family of
millers who, in the 19th century, operated a dam and mill on the site. Along 161st Street west of
Jerome Avenue are several small landscaped areas of the park. The triangle between the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and Jerome Avenue contains trees and a lawn area with a
walking path. The portion between Anderson and Woodcrest Streets contains benches and game
tables. The portion between Woodcrest and Ogden Streets contains a grassy hill slope, game
tables, and benches. The portion between Ogden Street and Summit Avenue contains Summit
Playground and a grassy hill. An additional park parcel is located north of the Macombs Dam
Bridge, west of the Major Deegan Expressway and east of the Metro-North Railroad line. This
2.5-acre parcel is connected by a pedestrian bridge to the portion of the park that contains
Summit Playground. Pedestrian access is also available from the north sidewalk of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach.

The portion of John Mullaly Park that is not part of the project area is located north of
Macomb’s Dam Park. The sections of the park that would not be affected by the proposed
project contain play equipment, a marine animal-themed spray shower, ballfields, lawn, benches,
an outdoor pool, basketball courts, swings, a skate park (for skateboards, rollerblades, and
rollerskates), and the Mullaly Recreation Center.
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Two other large parks are located east of River Avenue. Franz Sigel Park is a 16-acre park with
active recreational facilities, such as handball courts, tennis courts, and play equipment, as well
as passive recreational amenities, such as benches and game tables. The park is located along the
Grand Concourse between East 151st Street and East 158th Street. Joyce Kilmer Park
(approximately 7 acres) is bounded by East 164th Street to the north, East 161st Street to the
South, Grand Concourse to the east, and Walton Avenue to the west. The park primarily
contains a landscaped lawn area with a fountain at its southern end and benches along its
walkways. A spray shower is located at the northern end of the park. Garrison Playground—a
0.7-acre park—is located on the Grand Concourse adjacent to P.S. 31.

Retail uses in the eastern portion of the study area are concentrated largely on the Grand
Concourse, Walton Avenue, East 149th Street, East 151st Street, and East 161st Street. Retail
uses are primarily located on the ground floors of residential buildings and include a mix of
neighborhood retail uses, such as grocery stores, cleaners, beauty supply stores, cafes, bars,
delis, and restaurants. Along River Avenue, retail uses near the existing Yankee Stadium cater to
area visitors, such as souvenir stores and fast food restaurants. Several warehouse uses, as well
as a car wash, tire center, and a furniture outlet are located along the Grand Concourse and
Sheridan Avenue, north of East 153rd Street.

The Highbridge neighborhood is located north and west of Jerome Avenue. This predominantly
residential neighborhood is built upon a hill. Residential uses in the area are predominantly a mix
of five- and six-story apartment buildings and 3-story detached houses. There are numerous vacant
lots in the area, several of which have been transformed into community gardens. The major
institutional uses in this portion of the study area are the Highbridge Woodcrest Center,
Highbridge Community Life Center, P.S. 73, and several churches. A large park, Nelson
Playground, is located at West 166th Street and Nelson Avenue. Several parking lots are located in
the area as well. New residential development has also been constructed in the area, along King
Boulevard and on West 161st Street.

The Manhattan portion of the study area, separated by the Harlem River, is largely residential.
Several high-rise residential complexes define the area, including Harlem River Houses, a New
York City Housing Authority development, and the private Esplanade Gardens complex, along
with low-rise predominantly six-story residential buildings. Several institutional uses, including
P.S. 200, the Harlem Churches for Community Improvement Family Life Center, the Resurrection
School, and numerous churches are located in the area. The site of the future Bradhurst Village
Early Childhood Training Academy is located on West 153rd Street. Several parks are also located
in the vicinity, including Colonel Charles Young Triangle, Colonel Charles Young Playground,
Bill ‘Bojangles’ Robinson Playground, Holcombe Rucker Playground, and Frederick Johnson
Park. Retail uses in this portion of the study area are primarily neighborhood-serving stores, such
as groceries and laundries. Industrial uses in the area include parking lots, as well as carwashes and
building materials supply stores. There are also several vacant lots in the area.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

PROJECT AREA

Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks are mapped parklands under the jurisdiction of the New
York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) and are not subject to zoning
designations. The existing parking lots in the project area on the north and south sides of East
157th Street at River Avenue are mapped in a C8-3 zoning district, as is the existing Yankee
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Stadium site (see Figure 2-2). The C8 district is an automotive and heavy commercial services
district and the C8-3 district has a maximum commercial Floor-Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0. The
project area’s existing parking lots on the north and south sides of East 151st Street east of River
Avenue are located in an M1-2 manufacturing district. M1-2 districts often serve as buffers to
adjacent residential neighborhoods. Strict performance standards apply in this light
manufacturing district. M1-2 districts have maximum FARs of 2.0. The portion of the project
area located along the waterfront is mapped in an M2-1 district. M2 zoning districts serve light
and heavy industrial uses and have a maximum FAR of 2.0. Performance standards in M2
districts require that certain uses located in manufacturing districts comply with standards
governing noise, vibration, smoke and other particulate matter, odorous matter, toxic or noxious
matter, radiation hazards, fire and explosive hazards, humidity, heat, and glare.

Portions of the project area are located within the First Amended Yankee Stadium Urban
Renewal Plan, approved August 7, 1974 (see Figure 2-3). The goal of the Urban Renewal Plan is
to improve the area surrounding the stadium. The development objectives of the Yankee
Stadium Urban Renewal Plan are to provide additional parking facilities within walking distance
of Yankee Stadium, improve conditions of the local street system to adequately handle increased
pedestrian and vehicle traffic flow, and improve the appearance and quality of the development
or redevelopment of commercial establishments. Land uses permitted in the Yankee Stadium
Urban Renewal Area include commercial uses, such as stadium and stadium commercial
accessory uses, public uses, and accessory parking to serve stadium patrons.

The First Amended Yankee Stadium Urban Renewal Plan recommended that the portion of the
project area located on the east side of River Avenue—two parcels north and south of East 157th
Street, and two parcels north and south of East 151st Street—be acquired for parking. It also
recommended that the portion of the project area north of the Bronx Terminal Market, between
Exterior Street/Major Deegan Expressway and the Harlem River, be acquired for parking and
ramp connections from the Major Deegan Expressway to Yankee Stadium parking facilities.

STUDY AREA

The M1-1, M1-2, M1-5, M2-1, C4-4, C8-3, R6, R7-1, and R8 districts (some with commercial
overlays) are the predominant zoning districts within the ¥-mile study area (see Figure 2-2).

M1 districts are located in The Bronx portion of the study area between East 153rd Street and
the Metro-North Railroad tracks; west of Summit Avenue, north of West 161st Street; and
between River and Gerard Avenues, south of East 153rd Street. M1-1 districts are similar to the
M1-2 districts described above, but have a maximum FAR of 1.0, and M1-5 districts have a
maximum FAR of 5.0. The M2-1 district is mapped west of River Avenue south of East 153rd
Street.

The C4-4 district is located in the southeastern portion of the study area, to the north and south
of East 149th Street. The district is a shopping center district with a maximum commercial FAR
of 3.4 and a maximum residential FAR of 3.44. The district permits department stores, theaters,
and commercial uses that serve a larger area but may be located outside the central business
district. The C8-3 district is mapped both in the northwestern and southwestern part of the
Manhattan portion of the study area, and along River Avenue north and south of East 157th
Street in The Bronx section of the study area. Several commercial overlays are also mapped
throughout the study area. A C1-2 overlay is mapped in Manhattan along Frederick Douglass
Boulevard and Macombs Place, and in The Bronx within Highbridge, as well as along East 161st
and 165th Streets. A C2-4 overlay is mapped on the south side of East 164th Street and Gerard
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Avenue. These overlays permit a maximum commercial FAR of 2.0 in the residential districts in
which they are mapped.

The R8 district is a predominantly residential zoning district in the study area, and occupies the
northeastern portion of the study area in The Bronx and a portion of the study area along the
Harlem River in Manhattan. This is the highest-density residential district mapped in The Bronx.
The maximum permitted FAR is 6.02. The Highbridge area is mapped with an R7-1 district. R7
districts are medium-density apartment house districts with a maximum FAR of 3.44. A small
R6 district is also located in The Bronx portion of the study area, south of the project area. This
district is appropriate for medium-density housing and has a maximum FAR of 2.43.

Two special districts are located in the study area. The Special Grand Concourse Preservation
District, which is mapped along the Grand Concourse in The Bronx, was established to protect
the existing scale and form of development and the traditional residential character of the Grand
Concourse. The special district protects the design features of certain buildings through the
establishment of design guidelines for renovation or alteration. It is also intended to encourage
new development that is in keeping with the scale and character of the area, by providing for
street wall continuity and bulk regulations consistent with existing development. Finally, it is
intended to preserve and enhance the residential character of the Grand Concourse by limiting
ground-floor retail and commercial uses to certain specified locations and by regulating the
location of retail and commercial signage.

The second special district, a Special Planned Community Preservation District, is located in the
Manhattan portion of the study area where Harlem River Houses is located. The purpose of the
Special Planned Community Preservation Districts is to preserve and protect such districts as
examples of town planning or large-scale development. In addition, the Special Planned
Community Preservation District aims to preserve and protect the character and integrity of
unigue communities (defined as such by their existing site plan, pedestrian and vehicular
circulation system, balance between buildings and open space, harmonious scale of
development, related commercial uses, open space arrangement and landscaping) that add to the
quality of urban life. The special district regulations promote future development that is
consistent with existing development.

Several public policies address waterfront development in the City. As described in Chapter 11,
“Waterfront Revitalization Program,” a portion of the project area is located within the coastal
zone; therefore, the policies of the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP)
apply. The WRP aims to maximize the benefits derived from economic development,
environmental preservation, and public use of the waterfront, while minimizing the conflicts
between such objectives. The Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) 2002 New
York State Open Spaces Conservation Plan, which serves as the blueprint for the state’s
conservation efforts, seeks to provide urban open space and waterfront access to a portion of the
project area.

The proposed project and much of the study area is located within the Bronx Empowerment
Zone, which generally extends south of East 165th, West 165th, and McClellan Streets, and west
of the Grand Concourse to the Harlem River. The New York Empowerment Zone (NYEZ)
program is a federal economic development initiative that uses public funds and tax incentives to
encourage private investments in targeted areas. The NYEZ policy objective is to expand the
range and scope of economic activity, enhance capital opportunity for local businesses and
institutions, and improve the quality of life for residents, workers, and visitors. The Bronx

2-6



Chapter 2: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy

Empowerment Zone program is administered by the Bronx Overall Economic Development
Corporation (BOEDC), a nonprofit organization.

The Bronx Waterfront Plan issued by Bronx Borough President Adolfo Carrion, Jr. in March 2004
aims to establish and improve public waterfront access, upgrade existing parkland, and enhance the
business environment to maximize jobs for Bronx residents. Specifically, the plan calls for
developing pedestrian connections to the Harlem River waterfront, as well as redeveloping Yankee
Stadium and the Bronx Terminal Market to include waterfront parks. The Borough President has
also issued a Yankee Stadium Neighborhood Development Plan supporting the development of a
new stadium, creation of more useable parkland in the area, reuse of the existing Yankee Stadium
as a publicly accessible baseball field, and development of connections to new waterfront parks.
The plan also calls for the development of a hotel conference center, sports and fitness center, high
school for sports industry careers, and transportation improvements for subway, regional rail, and
waterborne transport.

C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT
LAND USE

PROJECT AREA

Absent the proposed project, no changes are expected to occur in the project area by 2009. It is
anticipated that the project area would be a continuation of existing conditions—including
continued operation of the existing Yankee Stadium.

STUDY AREA

There are no major residential construction projects planned in the study area by the 2009
analysis year. A project is proposed to replace the underutilized and dilapidated buildings at the
Bronx Terminal Market, east of Exterior Street, with Gateway Center—a major retail center.
Most of Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market is expected to be completed by 2009. The
2009 development would include a total of approximately 957,700 gross square feet of retail
space, and a multi-level parking garage and at-grade parking totaling approximately 2,610
spaces. A second phase of the project would build a 250-room hotel, 30,000 gsf banquet facility,
and 225 parking spaces by 2014. The parcels would be merged with portions of East 150th and
East 151st Streets and Cromwell Avenue to form the eastern section of the Bronx Terminal
Market project site. The current tenants of the Bronx Terminal Market would be relocated and
the Bronx House of Detention would be permanently closed. In addition, the City will develop an

approximately 2-acre waterfront public open space on Pier 4, south of the project area.

Reconstruction on East 149th Street between Griffin Place and Exterior Street is expected to be
completed prior to 2009. Improvements would include improved traffic lighting, sidewalks, and
curbs, thereby improving both vehicular and pedestrian access to the area. Several institutional
projects are also planned for the study area by 2009. The New York City Department of
Education has plans to build a high school facility with four school buildings on the site of the
depressed former rail yard, south of P.S. 156 at Concourse Village West and East 153rd Street.
The New York City Department of Homeless Services has plans for a new 60,000-sf Emergency
Assistance Unit at East 151st Street and Walton Avenue to replace the existing facility at this
location, and Hostos Community College will renovate a 125,000-gsf academic building at
Grand Concourse and East 149th Street. Finally, just outside the study area at its southeastern
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edge, Lincoln Hospital is in the process of constructing several new facilities, including a labor
and delivery center and an MRI unit. The hospital also has plans for a renovated emergency
room, Women’s Option Center, and upgraded parking garage.

ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

No changes to zoning or public policy have been identified for the project area or the land use
study area by the 2009 analysis year.

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE

Project Area

As a result of the proposed project there would be no change in the types of uses located in the
project area; however the locations of the various uses would be reconfigured and there would
be a net increase in both parkland and parking facilities in the area. As described in more detail
in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the existing Yankee Stadium would be adapted to a ballfield
and other passive recreational uses available for public use. The proposed stadium would be
located a block to the north of the existing stadium on portions of Macomb’s Dam and John
Mullaly Parks, but as the area would continue to contain parkland, parking, and stadium uses no
change in overall land use for the project area would occur. Parking would be consolidated and
expanded into four parking garages and existing surface parking lots would be expanded,
thereby improving the existing parking in the area. The existing electrical substation in John
Mullaly Park adjacent to the proposed stadium would not be affected.

The proposed project would occupy approximately 22 acres of parkland (includes the portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park at the corner of East 157th Street and Ruppert Place that is currently used
for accessory parking for Yankee Stadium—Lot 14) containing recreational facilities, which, as
described above, contains a total of 4 ballfields, 1 track with a soccer field, 32 handball courts, 2
basketball courts, 16 tennis courts, and passive recreation areas (see Figure 1-15). By 2010, the
parkland and recreational facilities would be replaced with both a greater amount of total open
space, as well as with a comparable number of recreational amenities in the project area,
including a track, a soccer field, basketball courts, tennis courts, and ballfields. As a result of the
relocation of facilities, the recreational facilities would not be clustered together as they are
today. Most of the replacement parkland and recreational facilities would be reconfigured into
one larger superblock site located south of East 161st Street and bounded to the east by River
Avenue, to the west by the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the Major Deegan
Expressway, and to the south by East 157th Street. This unified 17.36-acre park area south of
East 161st Street would be larger than the total park area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced
north of East 161st Street. In addition, two ballfields and a publicly accessible esplanade would
be located along the waterfront, within a ¥%-mile of the other recreational facilities (see Figure 1-
17), which would increase access to the Harlem River waterfront and transform a dilapidated
market to a public recreational area. There would be no adverse changes in the types of land uses
in the project area, as there would continue to be a mixture of parking, parkland, and stadium
uses, which are compatible with each other and consistent with the park designation of much of
the project area. The replacement facilities would be new and the quality of these recreational
spaces would be improved. Thus, the proposed project would not result in any significant
adverse impacts to land uses in the project area.
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As described above, in the future without the proposed project, approximately 2 acres of new
public open space will be developed by the City on Pier 4, bordering the project area to the
south—the programming of this open space has not been determined at this time. With the
addition of the new parkland and waterfront esplanade to be built by the proposed project, there
would be a total of over 7.8 acres of continuous waterfront open space in the future with the
proposed project.

Ground-floor retail space that would be provided at proposed Parking Garage D along River
Avenue would be compatible with existing retail along the avenue, as well as with the retail that
is expected to be developed at the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market. The public
parking spaces that would be displaced by the proposed project—including the existing parking
lots on the east side of River Avenue at East 151st and East 157th Streets that would be mapped
and developed as parkland—would be replaced with spaces in new parking garages and in
expanded surface parking lots. The replacement of surface lots with multi-level garages and the
relocation of parking areas within the overall project area do not constitute major changes in
land use, and would not result in significant adverse impacts. Furthermore, by consolidating and
better organizing parking in the area, the proposed garages would have a positive land use
impact in the project area.

Study Area

The relocation of existing land uses within the project area would not result in a significant
adverse impact on the adjacent land uses. The study area currently contains a mix of land uses
with Yankee Stadium being a major attraction that draws visitors to the area. This would
continue to be the case with the proposed Yankee Stadium located one block to the north,
although the proposed stadium and garages would be located closer than the existing stadium to
the predominantly residential neighborhood located north of East 161st Street and west of
Jerome Avenue. The addition of renovated recreational facilities and a net increase in open space
would benefit the study area. The new waterfront park would provide new access to the
waterfront beyond what would have been provided in the future without the proposed project and
would improve the visual quality of the Harlem River shoreline.

A portion of the project area is currently used for parking and the area would continue to have a
large parking element with the completion of the proposed project. East 162nd Street between
River Avenue and Jerome Avenue, which would be closed as a result of the proposed project, is
not part of the traditional grid street pattern in the area and its elimination would not be expected
to have a major impact on area visitors or residents.

Overall, the proposed project would provide new, modern recreational facilities, with a net
increase of open space and reconfigured orientation of stadium, recreational, and parking uses. As
the types of uses would be the same as currently exist in the project area and in the study area, they
would continue to be compatible with the surrounding residential, institutional, and commercial
land uses. The proposed project is compatible with the roadway infrastructure improvements
planned for East 149th Street, which would improve access to the area, as well as with the planned
retail and community facility projects at Bronx Terminal Market, Hostos Community College, and
the Department of Homeless Services. Given the overall compatibility of land uses and the
proposed supplementing of public open space, the proposed project would not result in any
significant adverse land use impacts. Furthermore, by increasing waterfront access, providing
better organization and consolidation to area parking, and increasing the acreage of parkland in the
area, the proposed project is expected to have a beneficial land use impact in the study area.
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ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY

The proposed project would require special permits pursuant to Sections 74-512 and 74-54 of the
Zoning Resolution to permit Garage D, a site zoned for manufacturing use. The proposed parking
garage would be compatible with the surrounding manufacturing, parking, and institutional land
uses in the area. The special permits would also exempt the floors of the garage located below a
height of 23 feet above street level from the definition of floor area, allow rooftop parking (which
would be screened), and allow for modification of rear yard requirements. If approved, Garage D
would also occupy a volume above the bed of East 151st Street.

The leasing of mapped parkland would be consistent with public policy, as it would facilitate uses
found to be consistent with the park designation. Moreover, the proposed project would result in a
net increase in open space, including improved recreational facilities. The proposed amendments
to the City Map that would demap portions of Jerome Avenue, Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach,
and East 161st Street and map Ruppert Place, East 162nd Street, the former Yankee Stadium, and
the proposed waterfront ballfields and passive recreational facilities east of River Avenue at East
157th Street as new parkland, would follow the procedures authorized by the City’s ULURP
process which allow such amendments. The proposal to eliminate portions of East 162nd Street
and Ruppert Place would follow procedures of the New York State Legislature. The proposed map
changes would not conflict with public policy.

As per the New York City Zoning Resolution, special regulations guide development along the
City’s waterfront in order to, among other reasons, maintain and re-establish physical and visual
public access to and along the waterfront; to promote a greater mix of uses in waterfront
developments in order to attract the public and enliven the waterfront; and to create a desirable
relationship between waterfront development and the water’s edge, public access areas, and
adjoining upland communities. Similarly, the WRP policies shape development within the
coastal zone by requiring consideration of environmental effects and the provision of public use
that a project affords. The proposed project would create a waterfront public park fronting on the
Harlem River that would provide access to the waterfront where it is currently not available
(new waterfront access and open space would be developed by the City, on Pier 4 south of the
project area, in the future without the proposed project) and would thus be consistent with the
goals of the Zoning Resolution and the WRP policies, as they pertain to waterfront areas.

The proposed project would change portions of the project area that are located within the First
Amended Yankee Stadium Urban Renewal Plan. Specifically, the existing Yankee Stadium site
would be changed to a public use—designated parkland with a public recreational baseball field.
The two parcels located east of River Avenue along the north and south sides of East 157th
Street would be changed from accessory parking for the stadium to a public use as new mapped
parkland. The two surface parking lots located east of River Avenue along the north and south
sides of East 151st Street would be replaced by proposed Parking Garage D, however, the use of
these parcels as stadium accessory parking would remain unchanged. The proposed project
would not change the parking use in the portion of the project area located north of the Bronx
Terminal Market by restriping, repaving, and expanding the existing surface parking lots.
Overall, one of the development objectives of the Yankee Stadium Urban Renwal Plan is to
create additional parking facilities. Land uses permitted in the Urban Renewal Area include
commercial uses and accessory parking to serve stadium patrons. The proposed disposition
action would continue to carry out the development objectives as intended, as it would create

additional parking areas to serve stadium patrons. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the First Amended Yankee Stadium Urban Renewal Plan.
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The proposed project would be consistent with the public policies that govern the site and
surrounding area. The proposed project would be consistent with the goals of the 2002 New York
State Open Space Conservation Plan, as the plan seeks to provide urban open space and
waterfront access on the site. This goal would be accomplished with the creation of the public
waterfront park that would increase access to and use of the waterfront. The design of the
waterfront park would also include stabilization of the existing shoreline to enhance the
waterfront for park users and aquatic habitat, where possible. The existing concrete bulkhead
would be reconstructed in kind and the existing timber crib bulkhead would be replaced with
shoreline stabilization structures that create a softer shoreline. The proposed project would also
be consistent with the Bronx Borough President’s new Bronx Waterfront Plan and Yankee
Stadium Neighborhood Development Plan, as it would provide publicly accessible waterfront
recreational space, and provide a new stadium and publicly accessible fields on the existing
stadium, thereby achieving several of the plans’ goals.

Overall, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse zoning or public policy
impacts. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the potential effects of the proposed project on the area’s socioeconomic
conditions, including population and housing characteristics, economic activity, and the
commercial real estate market. In accordance with the guidelines presented in the 2001 City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the chapter evaluates five specific
factors that may create substantial socioeconomic change in a study area: (1) direct displacement
of residential population, (2) direct displacement of existing businesses and institutions, (3)
indirect displacement of residential population, (4) indirect displacement of businesses and
institutions, or (5) adverse effects on specific industries not necessarily tied to the project area or
study area. The study area for this analysis is defined as the ¥%-mile radius from the project area,
and is the area in which the proposed project could potentially cause socioeconomic impacts.

The analysis concludes that the proposed project would not cause significant adverse impacts to
the socioeconomic character of the project’s study area. The proposed project would not directly
displace any residential population, nor would it directly displace any businesses or institutional
uses. The proposed project would not foster a change in residential market conditions that would
lead to indirect residential displacement, nor would it significantly alter existing economic
patterns in the study area that would result in indirect displacement of businesses and
institutions. The proposed project would not significantly affect business conditions in any
specific industry or category of business in The Bronx or the City as a whole. In addition, as
described in the latter part of this chapter, the proposed project would result in considerable
economic and fiscal benefits to New York City and New York State during both the construction
and operating periods.

B. METHODOLOGY

This chapter follows the assessment methodologies established in the 2001 CEQR Technical
Manual. The analysis begins with a preliminary assessment that addresses the five principal
issues of concern with respect to socioeconomic change outlined in the introduction above. The
approach of the preliminary assessment is to learn enough about the effects of the proposed
project either to rule out the possibility of significant adverse impact or to determine that more
detailed analysis would be required to resolve the question.

The study area for the socioeconomic analysis was defined to include several residential
communities to the north and east of the project area and encompass the traffic study area, in a
Y2-mile radius from the project area. Demographic and economic data were collected for the
project area, the study area, the borough, and New York City. Demographic characteristics, such
as population, number of households, median household income, poverty status by age, median
contract rent, and median house value, were gathered from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census. Data
were analyzed at the census tract level, or at the block group level where a census tract was not
entirely within the study area boundaries.
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Information on commercial and residential rents within the study area were based on telephone
interviews with local real estate brokers, as well as the classified sections of the New York
Times, the Daily News, and the New York Post.

C. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT

Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the socioeconomic conditions analysis begins
with a preliminary assessment. This section examines each of the five areas of potential
socioeconomic impact in relation to the proposed project. As indicated, the goal of a preliminary
assessment is to learn enough about the potential effects of a proposed project either to rule out
the possibility of significant impact or to establish that a more detailed analysis would be
required to determine whether the proposed project would lead to significant adverse impacts.
For each of the five areas, the preliminary assessment determined that the proposed project
would not have significant adverse impacts; therefore, a detailed analysis is not required.

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

The project area contains no residential units. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly
displace any residential population, and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.

DIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT

The CEQR Technical Manual defines direct business displacement as the involuntary
displacement of businesses from the site of (or a site directly affected by) a proposed action. A
preliminary assessment of direct business displacement looks at the employment and business
value characteristics of the affected businesses to determine the significance of the potential
impact. A significant direct displacement impact may occur if the businesses in question have
substantial economic value to the City or region; are the subject of regulations or publicly
adopted plans to preserve, enhance, or otherwise protect them; or substantially contribute to a
defining element of the neighborhood character.

The proposed project would create new recreational facilities on a site west of Exterior Street.
That site is currently occupied by two warehouse buildings used as wholesale food markets and
an abandoned powerhouse building as part of the Bronx Terminal Market. In the future without
the proposed project, it is anticipated that these existing wholesale food markets west of Exterior
Street would be relocated by the City as part of the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market
development project; therefore, no further analysis of this issue is required.

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT

In most cases, the issue for indirect residential displacement is that an action would result in
increased property values, leading to higher rents throughout the study area, thus making it difficult
for some residents to afford their homes. The preliminary assessment is based on the screening
criteria outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, which describe circumstances that can generate
potentially significant impacts. This section first presents a demographic profile of the study area,
followed by responses to the CEQR assessment criteria, which are presented in italics below.
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

As shown in Table 3-1, the %-mile study area contains a total resident population of
approximately 84,000 in 2000—an increase of over 11 percent since 1990. Similarly, the
population increased in Bronx County (almost 11 percent) and New York City (almost 7
percent) between 1990 and 2000. Over the same decade, the median household income within
the study area decreased by approximately 5 percent, from approximately $22,000 per year in
1990 to approximately $21,000 per year in 2000. The Bronx and New York City as a whole also
experienced a decrease in median household income of 5 percent and 3 percent, respectively.

Table 3-1
Demographic Characteristics of ¥.-Mile Study Area
Total Population Median Household Income Poverty Status
Percent Percent Percent
1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 Change
Y5-mile study area 75,497 84,059 | 11.3 $22,195 $21,063 -5.1 38.2 37.9 -0.9
Bronx County 1,203,789 | 1,332,650 | 10.7 $28,915 $27,611 -4.5 28.7 30.7 6.9
New York City 7,322,564 | 7,825,848 6.9 $39,297 $38,293 -2.6 19.3 21.2 9.2
Note: 1990 median household income is presented in year 2000 dollars.
Sources: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census, Summary File 1 and Summary File 3

The number of study area residents living in poverty decreased slightly (0.9 percent) between
1990 and 2000, while the poverty level in The Bronx and in New York City increased by
approximately 7 percent and 9 percent, respectively.

Similar to total population, household and housing characteristics within the .-mile study area
also showed increases between 1990 and 2000. As shown in Table 3-2, the number of
households in the study area increased by 10.4 percent, from about 26,000 in 1990 to almost
29,000 in 2000. In comparison, the number of total households in Bronx County and New York
City increased by 9.2 percent and 7.2 percent, respectively. Most of the households in the study
area are located north of East 153rd Street where the land use is predominately residential. The
residential communities of Highbridge, Concourse, and Concourse Village are located within
this northern part of the study area. Highbridge, which is located northwest of the project area
and sits at a slightly higher elevation, is generally characterized by a mix of five- and six-story
apartment buildings and three-story detached homes, most of which are in good condition. The
Concourse and Concourse Village neighborhoods are located east of the project area and contain
a majority of the residential buildings in the study area. Residential buildings in these areas vary
from six-story apartment buildings along the Grand Concourse to high-rise towers such as the
25-story Concourse Village and the 16-story Melrose Houses. In the southern portion of the
study area, the area south of East 153rd Street has two- and three-story attached residential
buildings concentrated along Walton Avenue between East 149th and East 151st Streets.

Table 3-2
Household and Housing Characteristics of ¥2-Mile Study Area
Total Households Median Contract Rent Median Home Value
Percent Percent Percent
1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 Change | 1990 2000 Change
Y2-mile study area 26,138 28,868 10.4 $455 $492 8.2 N/A $72,276 -
Bronx County 424,112 463,212 9.2 $517 $560 8.4 N/A $183,800
New York City 2,819,401 | 3,021,588 7.2 $590 $646 9.4 N/A $221,200
Notes: 1990 median contract rent is presented in year 2000 dollars.
The 1990 median home value is not reported because the 1990 value is based on “specified owner-occupied units” only,
while the 2000 median was based on “all owner-occupied units.” The two data sets are not comparable.
Sources: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census, Summary File 1 and Summary File 3.
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As of the 2000 Census, the monthly contract rent for the study area was approximately $492 per
month—a real increase of slightly over 8 percent from monthly rents in 1990. Similar to the
study area, The Bronx also had an approximate 8 percent real increase in the median monthly
contract rent, though the 2000 monthly rents were higher, at $560 per month. The median
contract rent in New York City increased by more than 9 percent between 1990 and 2000, to
almost $650 per month.

CEQR SCREENING CRITERIA

Would the proposed actions add a substantial new population with different socioeconomic
characteristics compared to the size and character of the existing population?

The proposed project does not contain a residential component, and therefore it would not add a
new residential population with different socioeconomic characteristics.

Would the proposed actions directly displace uses or properties that have had a *““blighting”
effect on property values in the area?

Although there are active businesses currently located west of Exterior Street, all of the
businesses will be relocated by the time construction begins on the proposed project. Therefore,
the proposed project would not directly displace any business uses from the project area. The
proposed project would directly displace vacant abandoned warehouse buildings and replace
them with parkland and recreational facilities. The warehouse buildings are in poor physical
condition and could be perceived as “blighted.” However, the removal of the vacant warehouse
buildings would not increase residential property values in the “.-mile study area. Most of the
residential properties in the study area are located north of East 157th Street and are too far away
to have their property values negatively or positively influenced by the vacant warehouse
buildings.

South of East 157th Street, the residential areas are located along Gerard Avenue between East
153rd and East 157th Streets and along Walton Avenue between East 149th and East 151st
Streets. In relation to these residential areas, the vacant warehouse buildings are relatively
isolated by the Metro-North Railroad tracks and the existing Yankee Stadium, and by a change
in grade between Exterior Street and River Avenue of approximately 29 feet. The above-
mentioned physical and natural barriers provide sufficient separation from the vacant dilapidated
warehouse buildings to prevent any significant change in residential property values.

Would the proposed actions directly displace enough of one or more components of the
population to alter the socioeconomic composition of the study area?

Given that there is no housing in the project area, the proposed project would not directly
displace any residents, and thus would not directly displace enough of one or more components
of the population to alter the socioeconomic composition of the study area.

Would the proposed actions introduce a more costly type of housing compared to existing
housing and housing expected to be built in the study area by the time the project is
implemented?

The proposed project does not contain a residential component, and therefore it would not
introduce new housing to the area.

Would the proposed actions introduce a *“critical mass™ of nonresidential uses such that the
surrounding area would become more attractive as a residential neighborhood complex?
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The proposed project includes three major components: a proposed stadium with a seating
capacity for 54,000 spectators (53,000 seats and 1,000 standing spaces) for the New York
Yankees, four proposed parking garages, and the development of approximately 27.05 acres of
parkland containing replacement recreational facilities.

The proposed stadium would be located on the northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park and the
southern portion of John Mullaly Park between River and Jerome Avenues. It would be located
one block north of the existing stadium and extend from East 161st Street to the midblock
between East 162nd and 164th Streets. Since the proposed project would replace the existing
56,928-seat stadium with the proposed state-of-the-art baseball facility, it would not introduce a
“critical mass” of new stadium use within the study area.

The proposed project would develop four new parking garages containing approximately 4,735
spaces and would add spaces in existing and expanded surface parking lots, bringing the total
number of spaces available for Yankee Stadium patrons to 10,310, for a net increase of 3,315
spaces. The additional parking would not have a substantial effect on the residential desirability
of the study area. Within the parking component of the proposed project, approximately 12,000
gross square feet (gsf) of non-destination retail would also be developed in proposed Parking
Garage D. Given the significant amount of retail shopping that currently exists in the study area,
as well as the 957,700 gsf of additional retail that will exist in the future without the proposed
project (as part of the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market), the 12,000 gsf of additional
retail would not be a critical mass of new retail.

The proposed stadium and parking garage facilities would displace recreational facilities on
approximately 22.42 acres of existing parkland, which include such active recreational facilities
as a 400-meter track; tennis, handball, and basketball courts; and baseball, softball, and soccer
fields. To replace the recreational facilities, the proposed project would provide 27.05 acres of
parkland containing replacement facilities on the site of the existing stadium, on surrounding
parking lots, at the site of two warehouse buildings along Exterior Street that are used as
wholesale food markets as part of the Bronx Terminal Market, an abandoned powerhouse
building, and on paved areas along the Harlem River.

Although the open space and recreational facilities would be replaced to create a net increase in
open space, the issue is whether the redistribution of the open spaces and amenities could
potentially make certain areas more attractive residential neighborhoods and result in indirect
residential displacement. Indirect residential displacement is not expected to occur as a result of
this redistribution, because most of the open space would still be located within close proximity
to its original location. For example, the track and baseball fields currently located on the
northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park would be shifted one block south to the southern
portion of the park and the existing stadium site. The residential neighborhoods located east of
River Avenue and currently served by the existing layout of the open space and amenities would
continue to benefit from being located close to an open space resource.

The neighborhoods west of Jerome Avenue would also not be affected by increasing property
values due to the proposed redistribution of the open space and recreational facilities. Currently,
residents have easy access to the Yancey track and soccer fields and two baseball fields, as well
as open space located across the street at Macomb’s Dam Park. With the proposed project, the
approximately 2.89 acres of Macomb’s Dam Park currently used for accessory parking for
Yankee Stadium between Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach would be
developed as a parking garage with tennis facilities on the roof. However, this addition would
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not significantly affect the residential desirability of the neighborhood since it is already well
served by other open spaces in close proximity.

The remaining open space and recreational facilities that are to be located approximately %2-mile
from the existing facilities would be located in the southern portion of the study area, which, as
mentioned earlier, is mostly made up of industrial and institutional uses. There are few
residential uses in this part of the study area with the exception of Walton Avenue between East
149th and East 151st Streets and one block of East 150th Street. The 5.11 acres of proposed
parkland along the waterfront would be an added benefit to existing workers and residents, but
would not be immediately adjacent to the residential areas and therefore would not have a
significant effect on residential property values.

Would the proposed actions 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 proposed project would not impede efforts to attract investments to the area or create a
climate for disinvestment. Once complete, the proposed project would result in the development
of 27.05 acres of parkland containing recreational facilities for a net increase of 4.63 acres over
existing conditions. Included in the 27.05 acres are 5.11 acres of Harlem River waterfront
parkland that would represent an important new community amenity that would serve the
surrounding neighborhood and provide new public waterfront access. Overall, the proposed
project would increase the net acreage of open space, modernize the existing older facilities and
increase the quality of recreational spaces, and provide waterfront access.

The effective relocation of the proposed stadium one block north of East 161st Street would
introduce a land use that is large enough to potentially affect property values for residential
buildings along Jerome Avenue between West 161st and 164th Streets. Currently, three
buildings face Macomb’s Dam Park and the southern portion of John Mullaly Park. With the
proposed project, residents living in these buildings would be subject to noise, bright lights, and
large crowds during game nights. Living across the street from the stadium could make it less
likely that someone would want to rent an apartment, thereby decreasing the value of the
properties. However, the combined property value of the three residential buildings as of January
2005 was less than $10 million, which represents less than 2 percent of the total property value
in the study area. In addition, the total number of units in the three buildings represents less than
2 percent of the roughly 27,000 residential units within the “-mile study area. Even if the
proposed project would reduce the value of these three buildings, they represent only a small
portion of the overall value and investment in the study area, and would not offset positive
trends in the study area, nor impede efforts to attract investment to the area.

INDIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT

Similar to indirect residential displacement, the issue for indirect business displacement is that
an action may increase property values and thus rents in the study area, making it difficult for
some categories of businesses to remain at their current locations. The preliminary assessment is
based on the screening criteria outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, which describe
circumstances that can generate potentially significant impacts. This section first presents an
economic profile of the study area, followed by responses to the CEQR assessment criteria,
which are presented in italics below.
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ECONOMIC PROFILE

The Bronx has traditionally contained a relatively small percentage of the City’s manufacturing
employment, never exceeding 5 percent of the total manufacturing employment in the City in the
period between 1990 and 2000. Within the borough, manufacturing provided approximately 10
percent of all private sector jobs in 1990. However, by 2000 there were only 10,900
manufacturing jobs in the Bronx, accounting for less than 6 percent of total private sector
employment in the borough (see Table 3-3). In 1990, manufacturing was the third-highest
employer, compared with other industrial sectors. However, by 2000 the service sector, retail
trade, Finance, Insurance & Real Estate (FIRE), and wholesale trade each provided more jobs
than manufacturing. Overall, manufacturing employment in The Bronx declined by almost 40
percent between 1990 and 2000.

Table 3-3
Private Sector Employment, 1990-2000
Bronx New York City
Percent Percent
Employment Change Employment Change
Major Industrial 1990— 1990—
Category 1990 2000 2000 1990 2000 2000
Manufacturing 18,000 10,900 -39.4 335,200 239,400 -28.6
Manufacturing
percent of total
employment 10.1 5.8 115 7.8
Construction 12,400 10,800 -12.9 109,400 117,000 6.9
TCPU 8,800 9,400 6.8 219,900 206,100 -6.3
Wholesale trade 12,000 12,000 0.0 208,300 181,300 -13.0
Retail trade 30,000 30,800 2.7 382,200 424,600 11.1
FIRE 11,400 12,500 9.6 512,000 483,900 -5.5
Services 84,200 101,600 20.7 1,124,000 1,388,600 23.5
All other 700 900 28.6 11,900 18,500 55.5
Total industry 177,500 188,900 6.4 2,902,900 3,059,400 5.4
Source: New York State Department of Labor.

In addition to manufacturing, the construction sector also decreased by 13 percent from 1990 to
2000. In contrast, the service and FIRE sectors increased by approximately 21 percent and 10
percent, respectively.

Similarly, manufacturing employment in New York City has declined by approximately 29
percent since 1990. Data provided by the New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL)
indicates that the manufacturing sector lost almost 96,000 jobs in the City. During this same
10-year period, total private sector employment remained relatively stable, with a total of
approximately 3 million private sector employees in the five boroughs in 1990 and again in 2000
(see Table 3-3). Wholesale trade lost approximately 27,000 employees (13 percent decrease)
between 1990 and 2000 while the Transportation, Communications, and Public Utilities (TCPU)
and FIRE sectors lost 14,000 (6.3 percent decrease) and 28,000 (5.5 percent decrease)
employees each. The service sector was the only industry that experienced a significant increase
in total employment, with a gain of almost 24 percent between 1990 and 2000.

Within the Y2-mile study area, there are five major land uses: residential, retail, institutional,
industrial, and open space. Institutional uses include hospitals, educational facilities, religious
institutions, and court facilities. The southern portion of the study area is predominantly made up
of industrial uses, such as auto body shops, warehouse buildings, storage facilities, and food and
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beverage suppliers/distributors. Another dominant land use is open space, which makes up
approximately 18 percent of the total land use within the study area.

As shown in Table 3-4, total private and public sector employment in the study area reached
almost 30,000 workers in 2000. Approximately 37 percent of the total employment, or roughly
11,000 workers, came from the educational, health and social services sector, followed by public
administration, and transportation and warehousing and utilities with almost 16 percent (or 4,700
workers) and 8 percent (2,300 workers) of total employment, respectively. Employment sectors
with the least amount of employees in the study area included wholesale trade (1.4 percent),
information (2.6 percent) and manufacturing (4.1 percent). The retail sector was the fourth-
largest employer, with approximately 1,900 employees, representing roughly 7 percent of the
total employment in the study area.

Table 3-4
Total Employment in the %2-Mile Study Area, 2000
Total Percent of
Major Employment Category Employment Total
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 30 0.1
Construction 1,275 4.3
Manufacturing 1,210 4.1
Wholesale trade 424 1.4
Retail 1,929 6.5
Transportation and warehousing and utilities 2,253 7.6
Information 759 2.6
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 1,239 4.2
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste
management services 1,900 6.4
Educational, health and social services 10,950 36.9
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services 1,457 4.9
Other services (except for public administration) 1,584 5.3
Public administration 4,653 15.7
Total 29,663 10.6
Bronx County 280,940 -
New York City 3,755,130
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000; Reverse Journey to Work Data.

CEQR SCREENING CRITERIA

Would the proposed actions introduce enough of a new economic activity to alter existing
economic patterns?

As described above, within the %-mile study area, land uses include residential, retail,
institutional, industrial, and open space. The existing stadium is located west of River Avenue
between East 157th and East 161st Streets. The existing stadium hosts at least 81 games per
year, with an average daily attendance of approximately 46,000 during the weekdays and 52,000
during the weekends in 2004. The study area is surrounded by open space and recreational uses.
North of the existing stadium is the northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park, which contains
two ballfields and a track and soccer field on 11.2 acres of parkland. The southern portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park has additional playing fields for baseball, basketball, and handball courts
as well as parking for the existing Yankee Stadium. North of Macomb’s Dam Park is the
southern portion of John Mullaly Park, which contains 16 public tennis courts. During the winter
months, the courts are covered with a bubble and managed by a concessionaire of the New York
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City Department of Parks and Recreation. This portion of the park also contains the tennis
concessionaire-associated office and parking facilities, as well as eight handball courts.

The proposed stadium, parking facilities, non-destination retail on the street level of proposed
Parking Garage D, and replacement and new open space and recreational facilities are uses that
already exist within the study area and would not be considered new uses.

Would the proposed actions add to the concentration of a particular sector of the local economy
enough to alter or accelerate an ongoing trend to alter existing economic patterns?

The proposed stadium would have fewer seats than the existing stadium and would not introduce
a new or increased population to the area, and would therefore not alter or accelerate economic
trends. Similarly, the additional parking spaces proposed for the proposed stadium would not
substantially affect the study area’s economic conditions.

The study area contains approximately 1.2 million square feet of retail uses. East 161st Street is
a heavy traffic area with high-density residential buildings, municipal buildings, law offices, and
retail stores. The Grand Concourse, East 167th Street, and East 149th Street are other major
retail areas that provide shopping and convenience goods to the larger community. Concourse
Plaza Mall, which is located on East 167th Street, is home to about 17 establishments, such as
apparel and shoe stores, restaurants, a supermarket, and a movie theater. The proposed project
would add approximately 12,000 gsf of non-destination retail on the street level of proposed
Parking Garage D, which represents approximately 2 percent of the existing 1.2 million square
feet of retail already located in the “2-mile study area and less than 1 percent when the Gateway
Center at Bronx Terminal Market development is completed in the future without the proposed
project. This addition would not alter or accelerate an ongoing trend to alter existing economic
patterns.

Would the proposed actions directly displace uses or properties that have had a “blighting”
effect on commercial property values in the area, leading to rises in commercial rents?

Although there are active businesses currently located west of Exterior Street, all of the
businesses will be relocated by the time construction begins on the proposed project. Therefore,
the proposed project would not directly displace any business uses from the project area.
However, the proposed project would directly displace vacant abandoned warehouse buildings
and replace them with parkland and recreational facilities. As previously mentioned, the vacant
warehouse buildings are in a poor condition and could be perceived as “blighted.” However, the
removal of these properties would not increase commercial property values in the study area.
The commercial and industrial properties located elsewhere within the ¥%2-mile study area are too
far from the vacant, abandoned buildings for a significant effect on their property values to
result.

Directly across the street from the vacant warehouse buildings is the remaining parcel of the
Bronx Terminal Market, where rental rates currently range from $6.00 per square foot (psf) to
$9.75 psf.! These rental rates are similar to other industrial properties in the study area as well as
The Bronx. For example, rents at the Hunts Point and Bathgate In-Place Industrial Parks (IPIPs)
in The Bronx range from $7 to $10 psf and $7 to $11 psf, respectively, and rents at the Jamaica
IPIP in eastern Queens range from $8 to $15 psf. Therefore, the proposed project would not

! BTM Related Partners.
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directly displace properties that have had a “blighting” effect on commercial property values in
the study area.

Would the proposed actions directly displace 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?

In creating the proposed stadium, parking garages, replacement and new open space, and
recreational facilities, the proposed project would displace existing recreational facilities on
22.42 acres of portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks. The area west of the existing
parkland along Jerome Avenue is predominantly residential and does not have any retail
businesses that depend on the parkland for its customer base. However, the eastern side of
Macomb’s Dam Park along River Avenue between East 157th and East 164th Streets and East
161st Street between River and Walton Avenues has several business establishments that may
receive a portion of their customers from park users. Under the proposed project, the majority of
the open space and recreational uses in the northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park and the
southern portion of John Mullaly Park would be relocated only one block south of their current
location. As a result, the businesses adjacent to the existing parkland would not experience a
decrease in their customer base under the proposed project as they would still be in close
proximity to the proposed parkland. Instead, the expanded recreational offerings under the
proposed project would likely increase visitation to these parks, thereby increasing the potential
customer base for local retailers. Similarly, across the street from the existing stadium are
several business establishments (i.e., restaurants, souvenir shops, bars) along River Avenue that
cater to spectators during game nights. However, the proposed project would only locate the
proposed stadium one block north of East 161st Street and, therefore, would not affect the
customer base for the existing businesses along River Avenue.

Would the proposed actions directly or indirectly displace residents, workers, or visitors who
form the customer base of existing businesses in the area?

Construction of the proposed stadium and parking garages would displace some of the existing
recreational facilities and passive areas within Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks, making
them unavailable for various periods of time. Although the facilities would be replaced by new,
permanent facilities, during construction almost all of the facilities would be unavailable for
periods ranging from 3 months to 4 years, although only a limited number of facilities would
actually be unavailable for the full your years. This gap and the temporary replacement facilities
are described in more detail in Chapter 4, “Open Space and Recreation,” and Chapter 19,
“Construction Impacts.”

During construction periods, businesses fronting a construction site could potentially lose some
customers who would have otherwise come to use the above-mentioned recreational facilities.
However, most of the businesses located directly adjacent to the parks consist of restaurants/bars
or fast- food establishments that cater to Yankees fans, or apparel, accessory, and miscellaneous
stores, and neighborhood services that receive the majority of their customer base from the local
neighborhood residents and everyday shoppers along East 161st Street. Therefore, although the
proposed project would temporarily directly displace visitors (park users) who contribute to the
customer base of existing businesses along River Avenue, the displaced park users do not
represent a significant amount of the total customer base for the existing businesses. Therefore, a
detailed analysis is not necessary.

Would the proposed actions introduce a land use that could have a similar indirect effect,
through the lowering of property values if it is large enough to create a critical mass large
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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 proposed project would not impede efforts to attract investments to the area or create a
climate for disinvestment. Once complete, the proposed project would develop 27.05 acres of
parkland containing recreational facilities, for a net increase of 4.63 acres over existing
conditions. Included in the 27.05 acres are 5.11 acres of new recreational facilities and parkland
that would represent an important new community amenity that would serve the surrounding
neighborhood and provide new public waterfront access. Local residents and those visiting the
park from outside the neighborhood would continue to patronize businesses in the study area,
particularly for purchases associated with leisure activities. Overall, the proposed project would
increase the net acreage of open space, modernize the existing older recreational facilities and
increase the quality of recreational spaces, and provide waterfront access. In addition to the
parkland, the proposed project would provide a net increase of 3,315 parking spaces in an area
where existing parking conditions are inadequate during game days. The lack of sufficient
parking spills over to surrounding neighborhoods as stadium patrons park on local streets. The
additional off-street parking to be provided by the proposed project would help reduce traffic
congestion on game days, creating a better working environment for existing businesses, as well
as a better living environment for area residents. All of the above-mentioned components of the
proposed project are positive investments that would benefit the existing businesses within the
Y2-mile study area.

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC INDUSTRIES

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a significant adverse impact may occur if a proposed
action affects the operation and viability of a specific industry that has substantial economic
value to the City’s economy.

The replacement of the existing stadium with the proposed state-of-the-art facility, additional
parking spaces, and the replacement of the existing parkland and recreational facilities would not
affect business conditions in any industry or any category of business within or outside the %2-
mile study area. The proposed project would also not substantially reduce employment or impair
the viability of any specific industry or category of business. Therefore, a detailed analysis of
this issue is not required.

D. ECONOMIC AND FISCAL BENEFITS ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

This section estimates the net new economic and fiscal benefits that would be generated by the
construction and operation of the proposed Yankee Stadium, parking garages, and park space.
The analysis considers benefits to both New York City and New York State.

All estimates presented in this section are based on the proposed project, as detailed in
Chapter 1, “Project Description,” and construction costs and operational information provided
by the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR), the New York City
Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC), and the New York Yankees.

As described below, the analysis is the product of two separate modeling efforts. Economic
benefits related to the stadium were estimated by Economic Research Associates (ERA) in a
study commissioned by NYCEDC. Economic benefits related to the proposed park space and
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parking garages were estimated by AKRF, Inc. Results from the ERA analysis are summarized
in this report, but have not been independently verified by AKRF, Inc.

METHODOLOGY

An economic impact analysis estimates the effects of new economic activity on various sectors
of the economy. Impact analyses are typically performed using input-output, or “I-O” models. I-
O models are based on linkages in the economy—connections between industries and
consumers—and describe how a change in one economic sector affects every other sector.

Economic impacts estimated using I-O models can be broken into three components: direct,
indirect, and induced. Direct effects represent the initial benefits on the economy of new
investment, e.g., changes in employment or spending.

Indirect effects represent the benefits generated by industries purchasing from other industries as
a result of the direct investment (e.g., indirect employment resulting from construction
expenditures would include jobs in industries that provide goods and services to the contractors).
A direct investment triggers changes in other industries as businesses alter their production to
meet the needs of the industry in which the direct impact has occurred. These businesses in turn
purchase goods and services from other businesses, causing a ripple effect through the economy.
The ripple effect continues until leakages from the region (caused, for example, by imported
goods) stop the cycle. The sum of these iterative inter-industry purchases is called the indirect
effect.

Induced effects represent the impacts caused by increased income in a region. Direct and indirect
effects generate more worker income by increasing employment and/or salaries in certain
industries. Households spend some of this additional income on local goods and services, such
as food and drink, recreation, and medical services. Benefits generated by these household
expenditures are quantified as induced effects.

OVERVIEW OF THE RIMS AND IMPLAN ECONOMIC MODELS

The economic and fiscal benefits analysis presented in this chapter is the product of two
independent modeling efforts based on two discreet but similar models. The economic impacts
related to stadium construction and operation were estimated by ERA using the Regional Input-
Output Modeling System (RIMS I1), developed by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of Economic Analysis. The model contains data for New York City and New York State on 490
economic sectors, showing how each sector affects every other sector as a result of a change in
the quantity of its product or service.

Economic impacts related to construction and operation of the park space and parking facilities
were estimated by AKRF using IMPLAN (IMpact analysis for PLANning), an input-output
modeling system originally developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service in
1979 and subsequently privatized by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG). The IMPLAN
model contains data for New York City and New York State on over 500 economic sectors.
Similar to the RIMS-11 model, IMPLAN shows how each sector affects every other sector as a
result of a change in the quantity of its product or service.

In general, the two modeling systems produce similar results. They are both based on multipliers
developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, but the models are structured differently and
present results in a different format. For example, RIMS-I1 reports full-time equivalent (FTE)
employment estimates while IMPLAN reports full- and part-time employment. In addition,
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while the IMPLAN modeling system distinguishes between indirect and induced effects, the
RIMS-11 modeling system presents them together as a single number. Therefore, all tables in the
report showing economic impacts related to the stadium and modeled using RIMS-11 show a
combined value for indirect and induced effects, while the tables showing economic impacts
related to the parks and parking garages and modeled using IMPLAN present indirect and
induced impacts separately.

ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK, DATA SOURCES, AND KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Economic and fiscal benefits related to each of the three proposed project components—the
stadium, park space, and parking garages—are broken into two parts: impacts that would occur
during project construction and impacts that would occur on an annual basis from ongoing
operation. The impacts presented for project construction represent the cumulative economic
benefits expected to occur over the course of the construction period, while impacts from
ongoing operation are annual.

The data sources and general methodology used to estimate impacts related to the proposed
stadium, park space, and parking garages are described below.

Stadium

The economic benefits related to the proposed stadium were estimated in a separate analysis
conducted for the NYCEDC by ERA in Summer, 2005. Both the construction analysis and the
operation analysis are driven by direct spending. The construction analysis is based on a total
construction cost of $749.0 million (2006 dollars), which was provided to ERA by HOK, the
architects for the stadium project. This total figure was broken out into hard costs (actual
construction including labor and materials) and soft costs (engineering, architecture, and
financial services). ERA applied sector-specific RIMS-I1I multipliers for New York City and
State to the anticipated spending to estimate direct jobs and earnings along with indirect jobs,
earnings, and spending.

The operation analysis is based on the incremental direct spending that would be generated by
ticket revenues and attendee spending, i.e., the amount that would be spent over and above the
baseline direct spending from existing stadium operations. Increases in direct spending are
driven primarily by an incremental increase in attendance and higher per capita attendee
spending. ERA breaks direct spending into three components: spending on tickets; in-stadium
spending on concessions, merchandise, and parking; and out-of-stadium spending on restaurants,
retail, entertainment, hotels, and other miscellaneous purchases. Table 3-5 presents the
incremental direct spending forecast by ERA to occur in each of these areas.

The figures presented in Table 3-5 are based on data from a variety of sources including the New
York Yankees, HOK, Turnkey Sports, NYC & Company, the NYC Independent Budget Office
(IBO), and a 2004 economic impact analysis conducted by Price Waterhouse Coopers, along
with informed assumptions made by ERA. Key assumptions include:

e ERA projects that the average weighted ticket price for the existing stadium would be $45 in
2009, and that the average weighted ticket price for the proposed ballpark would be $57 in
20009.
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Table 3-5
Incremental Direct Spending from Stadium Operation, 2009

Incremental Direct Spending
Ballgame Tickets $19,101,548
In-Stadium Spending
Concessions $14,847,392
Merchandise $2,215,727
Parking $7,484,977
Out-Of-Stadium Spending
Restaurant $5,046,352
Retall $4,931,047
Entertainment $303,427
Hotel $3,022,566
Miscellaneous $814,488
Total** $57,768,000
Notes:
* All dollar values are presented in 2009 dollars.
** Totals may not sum due to rounding
Sources: ERA, based on: data from New York Yankees, HOK, Turnkey Sports, NYC &
Company; “Home Base for Mets and Yankees Fans,” NYC Independent
Budget Office, 1998; “Economic & Fiscal Impact of the NY Yankees &
Proposed New Ball Park,” Price Waterhouse Coopers, 2004.

e Based on the average annual attendance at Yankee Stadium between 1997 and 2004, ERA
projects attendance at the existing stadium to be 3.3 million (70 percent occupancy) in 2009.
Attendance at the new ballpark, which was based on attendance at comparable new MLB
ballparks in other cities, is projected by ERA to be 3.9 million (95 percent occupancy) in
2009, decreasing to a steady-state 87 percent occupancy by its sixth year of operation.

e Based on a 1998 report published by the NYC IBO, ERA assumes that 33 percent of
Yankees game attendees are New York City residents and 67 percent live outside the City.

e For in-stadium spending, the incremental direct spending includes only spending by non-
local attendees whose primary trip reason is to attend a Yankees game. Based on attendee
surveys at other MLB ballparks, ERA assumes that 90 percent of day-trippers and 30
percent of overnighters are primarily in the City to watch a Yankees game. ERA therefore
includes 90 percent of non-resident day-tripper spending and 30 percent of non-resident
overnighter spending, for a weighted average of 79 percent of all non-resident attendee in-
stadium spending.

e Although there is anecdotal evidence to indicate that new stadiums draw higher spending
attendees, ERA conservatively assumes that per capita out-of-stadium spending would be
the same in 2009 with the proposed stadium and with the existing stadium. ERA projects
that only 25 percent of day-trippers will spend money outside of the stadium while
overnighters will extend their stay in the City by one additional day to see a Yankees game.

e To account for the fact that a substantial portion of the increase in stadium gate collections
will leak out of the local economy, ERA includes only 25 percent of the increase in gate
collections in the economic impact analysis.

Fiscal impacts during stadium construction and operation were estimated by ERA using tax rates
and schedules from the New York City Department of Finance and the New York State
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Department of Taxation. ERA projected total fiscal impacts from project construction and
incremental fiscal impacts from project operation by applying the relevant City and State tax
rates to the direct spending estimates described above.

Park Space and Parking Garages

As indicated above, economic benefits related to the proposed park space and parking garages
were estimated by AKRF using IMPLAN. Similar to the stadium analysis, the analyses of
economic benefits generated by the construction and operation of the park space and parking
garages are driven by direct spending estimates. Estimated net total construction costs for the
park space ($95.5 million in 2006 dollars) and parking garages ($234.8 million in 2006 dollars)
were provided by NYCDPR and NYCEDC, respectively. These costs were organized into
IMPLAN industry sectors, which are based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) and modeled accordingly. The economic impact of the
park construction was modeled using Sector 41 (Other New Construction). The economic impact
of the parking construction was modeled using IMPLAN Sector 39 (Highway, Street, Bridge and
Tunnel Construction).

As described later in this chapter, the net economic benefits associated with the ongoing
operation of the proposed park space would be marginal, and therefore were not quantified as
part of the analysis. The net economic benefits related to the ongoing operation of the proposed
parking garages were, like the construction benefits, estimated by AKRF using IMPLAN. The
analysis is driven by the annual revenues that would be generated by the parking garages—
approximately $3.8 million (in 2009 dollars), according to NYCDPR. The economic impacts
were modeled using IMPLAN Sector 490 (Other Personal Services), which includes parking
garage operations.

Similar to ERA’s analysis of the proposed stadium impacts, AKRF’s analysis is based on two
models—one for New York City and one for New York State. The state model was modified so
that the basic characteristics (employee compensation per worker and output per worker) of the
affected sectors would be consistent between the city and state models. This ensures that the
direct impacts are consistent while allowing the indirect and induced impacts to reflect
differences in industry and employment characteristics at the city and state levels.

Fiscal benefits related to the proposed park space and parking garages were estimated using data
from the New York State Department of Labor, New York City Department of Finance, and
New York State Department of Taxation and Finance.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

STADIUM

As indicated above, the economic impacts associated with the proposed stadium construction
were estimated in a separate study conducted by ERA for NYCEDC. The analysis of the stadium
construction impacts is based on a total construction cost of $749 million (2006 dollars).

Employment

The $749 million in stadium construction costs represents direct expenditures during the
development period. As a result of the direct construction expenditures, the direct employment
generated over the course of the stadium construction period is estimated at 3,600 full time
equivalent (FTE) jobs in New York City. ERA assumes that the $749 million in direct spending
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would support some jobs located within New York City (i.e., construction workers at the
stadium site) and some jobs outside of the city (i.e., engineers and stadium designers) but within
New York State. Therefore, ERA estimates the total number of direct jobs in New York State to
be 5,600, indicating that 2,000 of the direct jobs would be located outside of the City (see Table
3-6) but within New York State.

Table 3-6
Economic and Fiscal Benefits from Stadium Construction
Portion in Total New York City
New York City and State
Employment (FTEs)
Direct (Jobs in construction) 3,600 5,600
Indirect & Induced (Jobs in support industries) 2,000 4,800
Total 5,600 10,400
Employee Compensation (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Earnings in construction) $162.9 $251.6
Indirect & Induced (Earnings in support $73.7 $181.8
industries and from household spending)
Total $236.7 $433.4
Total Economic Output * (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Output from construction) $749.0 $749.0
Indirect (Output from support industries and $365.2 $688.6
household spending)
Total $1,114.2 $1,437.6
Non-Property-Related Tax Revenues (2006 dollars)
New York City Taxes $13,624,000
New York State Taxes $32,505,000
Total $46,129,000
Notes:
* The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction
spending.

Sources: Economics Research Associates, based on data from HOK, US Census Bureau, NYC
Department of Finance, NYS Department of Taxation, and Bureau of Economic Analysis.

As discussed above, when new direct jobs are introduced to an area, those jobs lead to the
creation of additional indirect and induced jobs. Indirect employment resulting from stadium
construction expenditures would include jobs in industries that provide goods and services to the
contractors, and induced employment would include jobs generated by new economic demand
from households spending salaries earned through the direct and indirect jobs. Based on the
RIMS-11 economic multipliers for New York City, construction of the stadium would support an
additional 2,000 indirect and induced jobs within New York City, bringing the total number of
jobs from stadium construction to 5,600 (see Table 3-6). In the larger New York State economy,
the construction would support approximately 4,800 indirect and induced jobs, bringing the total
direct and generated jobs resulting from stadium construction to 10,400.

Employee Compensation

As shown in Table 3-6, direct worker earnings over the course of the construction of the stadium
are estimated at $162.9 million in New York City and $251.6 million in New York State. Total
direct, indirect, and induced employee compensation resulting in New York City is estimated at
$236.7 million. In the broader New York State economy, total employee compensation from
stadium construction is estimated at $433.4 million.
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Total Effect on the Local Economy

Economic output is generally defined as the total economic effect on a local economy, or the
value of final goods and services produced. As indicated above, construction costs for the
proposed stadium are estimated at approximately $749 million. Based on RIMS-II multipliers
for New York City and State, the total economic output resulting from construction of the
stadium is estimated at $1.4 billion in New York State, of which $1.1 billion would occur in
New York City (see Table 3-6).

Fiscal Impacts

As shown in Table 3-6, even though construction materials for the project would be exempt
from sales tax, the fiscal effects of the stadium construction on the City and State would be
significant. ERA estimates total tax revenues over the course of the stadium construction to be
$13.6 million for New York City and $32.5 million for New York State.

PARK SPACE

Based on preliminary estimates, the net construction investments for the proposed park space
would amount to approximately $95.5 million (2006 dollars). This figure includes site
preparation and hard costs (actual construction), as well as design, legal, and other soft costs. It
reflects the cost of physical improvements to the sites, and therefore excludes other values (such
as the value of the land) not directly a part of the expenditures for construction. The total cost—
including the value of the land—would be more. According to NYCDPR the total construction
cost for the proposed park space would be $101.3 million. However, absent the proposed
project, approximately $5.7 million would be spent on physical improvements to Macomb’s
Dam Park and these improvements would not take place in the future with the proposed project.
Therefore, the net new funds spent on park construction in the future without the proposed
project would be approximately $95.5 million. This net amount was used as the basis for the
economic impact modeling.

Employment

The $95.5 million in net new park construction costs represents direct expenditures during the 5-
year development period. As a result of the direct construction expenditures, the direct
employment generated over the course of the stadium construction period is estimated at 1,031.
Based on the IMPLAN model’s economic multipliers for New York City, construction of the
project’s park component would support an additional 133 indirect jobs and 284 induced jobs
within New York City, bringing the total number of jobs from park construction to 1,449 (see
Table 3-7). In the larger New York State economy, the construction would support
approximately 673 indirect and induced jobs, bringing the total direct and generated jobs
resulting from park construction to 1,704.

Employee Compensation

Direct construction worker earnings over the course of the construction of the park space are
estimated at $60.8 million (see Table 3-7). Total direct, indirect, and induced employee
compensation resulting in New York City from this construction is estimated at $81.9 million. In
the broader New York State economy, total employee compensation from park construction is
estimated at $88.7 million.
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Table 3-7
Economic and Fiscal Benefits from Park Construction
Portion in Total New York City
New York City and State
Employment
Direct (Jobs in construction) 1,031 1,031
Indirect (Jobs in support industries) 133 184
Induced (Jobs from household spending) 284 489
Total 1,449 1,704
Employee Compensation (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Earnings in construction) $60.8 $60.8
Indirect (Earnings in support industries) $7.9 $8.8
Induced (Earnings from household spending) $13.3 $19.2
Total $81.9 $88.7
Total Economic Output or Demand* (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Output from construction) $95.5 $95.5
Indirect (Output from support industries) $19.9 $23.5
Induced (Output from household spending) $38.6 $58.2
Total $154.0 $177.3
Non-Property-Related Tax Revenues** (Constant 2006 dollars)
New York City Taxes $1,749,700
MTA Taxes $92,600
New York State Taxes $4,152,100
Total $5,994,300
Notes:
* The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction
spending.

* Includes personal income taxes, corporate and business taxes, sales tax on indirect activity, and
numerous other taxes on construction and secondary expenditures.
Sources: Total estimated construction cost from NYCDPR; IMPLAN economic modeling system; and
tax rates by applicable jurisdiction.

Total Effect on the Local Economy

As indicated above, net new construction costs for the park space are estimated at approximately
$95.5 million. Based on the IMPLAN models for New York City and State, the total economic
output (or the total value of final goods and services produced) resulting from construction of the
park is estimated at $177.3 million in New York State, of which $154.0 million would occur in
New York City (see Table 3-7).

Fiscal Impacts

The park construction activity would generate tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New
York State. Construction of the park space is estimated to generate approximately $6.0 million
in non-property-related tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New York State. Of these
tax revenues, the largest portion would come from personal income taxes, sales tax on indirect
and induced expenditures, and related taxes on direct, indirect, and induced economic activity.
New York State would receive about $4.1 million of the tax revenues, MTA (which collects a
0.25 percent sales tax and tax surcharges on business and utilities taxes within the City and the
MTA 12-county region) would receive revenues of about $0.09 million, and New York City
would receive tax revenues estimated at $1.7 million.
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PARKING

Based on preliminary estimates, construction investments for the proposed parking garages
would amount to approximately $234.8 million (2006 dollars). Similar to the park construction
cost estimate, this figure includes site preparation and hard costs (actual construction), as well as
design, legal, and other soft costs. It reflects the cost of physical improvements to the sites, and
therefore excludes other values (such as the value of the land) not directly a part of the
expenditures for construction. The total cost—including the value of the land—would be more.

Employment

The $234.8 million in construction costs for the parking garages represents direct expenditures
during the 5-year development period. As a result of the direct construction expenditures, the
employment generated over the course of the parking construction period is estimated at 1,837.
Based on the IMPLAN model’s economic multipliers for New York City, construction of the
parking garages would support an additional 335 indirect jobs and 526 induced jobs within New
York City, bringing the total number of jobs from construction of the parking garages to 2,698
(see Table 3-8). In the larger New York State economy, the construction would support
approximately 1,442 indirect and induced jobs, bringing the total direct and generated jobs
resulting from construction of the parking garages to 3,278.

Table 3-8
Economic and Fiscal Benefits from Parking Garages Construction

Portion in Total New York City
New York City and State
Employment
Direct (Jobs in construction) 1,837 1,837
Indirect (Jobs in support industries) 335 510
Induced (Jobs from household spending) 526 932
Total 2,698 3,278
Employee Compensation (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Earnings in construction) $107.1 $107.1
Indirect (Earnings in support industries) $20 $24.6
Induced (Earnings from household spending) $24.5 $36.5
Total $151.6 $168.2
Total Economic Output or Demand* (Millions of 2006 dollars)
Direct (Output from construction) $234.8 $234.8
Indirect (Output from support industries) $56.3 $74.5
Induced (Output from household spending) $71.4 $111
Total $362.5 $420.3
Non-Property-Related Tax Revenues** (Constant 2006 dollars)
New York City Taxes $5,375,784
MTA Taxes $342,637
New York State Taxes $11,195,401
Total $16,913,822
Notes:

* The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction

spending.

** Includes personal income taxes, corporate and business taxes, sales tax on indirect activity, and

numerous other taxes on construction and second

Sources: Total estimated construction cost from NYCEDC; IMPLAN economic modeling system; and

tax rates by applicable jurisdiction.

ary expenditures.
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Employee Compensation

Direct construction worker earnings over the course of the construction period is estimated at
$107.1 million (see Table 3-8). Total direct, indirect, and induced employee compensation
resulting in New York City from this parking construction is estimated at $151.6 million. In the
broader New York State economy, total employee compensation from construction of the
parking garages is estimated at $168.2 million.

Total Effect on the Local Economy

As indicated above, construction costs for the parking garages are estimated at approximately
$234.8 million. Based on the IMPLAN models for New York City and State, the total economic
activity resulting from construction of the parking garages is estimated at $420.3 million in New
York State, of which $362.5 million would occur in New York City (see Table 3-8).

Fiscal Impacts

As with the other project elements, economic activity associated with construction of the parking
garages would generate tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New York State.
Construction of the parking garages is estimated to generate approximately $16.9 million in non-
property-related tax revenues for New York City, MTA, and New York State. New York State
would receive about $11.2 million of the tax revenues, MTA (which collects a 0.25 percent sales
tax and tax surcharges on business and utilities taxes within the City and the MTA 12-county
region) would receive revenues of about $0.34 million, and New York City would receive tax
revenues estimated at $5.4 million.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM PROJECT OPERATION

STADIUM

As described above, the economic impacts associated with the ongoing operation of the
proposed stadium were estimated in a separate study conducted by ERA for NYCEDC in
Summer 2005. As shown in Table 3-9, total incremental direct spending associated with the new
stadium—including in-stadium spending on concessions, merchandise and parking, out-of-
stadium spending on restaurants, entertainment, retail, hotels, etc.—is estimated at $57.8 million
annually (2009 dollars). This represents the annual net direct spending associated with the
proposed stadium compared to the existing stadium.

Employment

Based on the annual direct spending estimate of $57.8 million, the incremental direct
employment generated by the proposed stadium compared to the existing stadium would be 700
permanent FTE jobs in New York City and 800 permanent FTE jobs in the larger New York
State economy (see Table 3-9). Total employment resulting from operation of the stadium would
include jobs at businesses providing goods and services to the stadium and jobs supported by
increased income from direct and indirect jobs. Based on RIMS-11 economic multipliers for New
York City industrial sectors, the proposed stadium would generate an additional 200 permanent
jobs within New York City, bringing the total incremental direct and generated jobs from the
annual operation of the stadium to 900 jobs within New York City.
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Table 3-9
Incremental Permanent Annual Impacts of Stadium in 2009
Portion in Total New York City
New York City and State
Employment (FTEs)
Direct 700 800
Indirect & Induced 200 400
Total 900 1,200
Employee Compensation (Millions of 2009 dollars)
Direct $18.2 $21.0
Indirect & Induced $7.7 $14.8
Total $25.9 $35.8
Total Economic Output (Millions of 2009 dollars)
Direct $57.8 $57.8
Indirect $38.5 $57.8
Total $96.3 $115.6
Non-Property-Related Tax Revenues (2009 dollars) **
New York City $6,558,000
New York State $7,575,000
MTA $288,000
Total $14,421,000
Notes:
* The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct construction
spending.

xx Tax revenues include: sales tax, personal income tax, hotel tax, parking tax, and miscellaneous
taxes such as business income taxes, utility taxes, and administrative fees.
Sources: ERA, based on data from HOK, U.S. Census Bureau, NYC Department of Finance, NYS
Department of Taxation, and Bureau of Economic Analysis.

In the larger New York State economy, the stadium would generate an estimated 400 jobs of
indirect and induced employment, bringing the total incremental direct and generated jobs from
the annual operation of the stadium to 1,200 jobs in New York State.

Employee Compensation

As shown in Table 3-9, direct net new employee compensation from the annual operation of the
stadium is estimated at $18.2 million in New York City and $21.0 million in New York State.
Total direct and generated employee compensation resulting in New York City and New York
State is estimated at $25.9 million and $35.8 million, respectively.

Total Annual Effect on the Local Economy

The proposed stadium would generate an incremental $57.8 million annually in direct benefits
on the local economy, measured as economic output. Based on RIMS-II multipliers for New
York City and State, the total economic activity—including indirect and induced expenditures—
that would result from operation of the proposed stadium compared to the existing stadium is
estimated at $115.6 million annually in New York State. Of that amount, $96.3 million annually
would occur in New York City (see Table 3-9).

Total Annual Effect Including Capital Savings to the City

New York City currently devotes considerable financial resources to the annual upkeep of
Yankee Stadium. Over the next 30 years, without the proposed project, it is estimated that the
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City would spend a cumulative total of $574 million on stadium upkeep. The proposed project
would replace that stadium, and the City would experience a capital savings of $574 million
over the next 30 years.

At the same time, the City currently collects rent on the existing Yankee Stadium. These are
revenues that the City will no longer collect if the proposed stadium is constructed. According to
ERA, this rent would amount to a cumulative total of $497 million over the next 30 years. This
means that the net gain to the City (the capital savings less the foregone rent) would be
approximately $77 million over the next 30 years.

Adding to that the economic benefits from stadium construction ($14 million) and the
incremental annual economic benefit from stadium operation (estimated to be approximately
$258 million between 2009 and 2028, based on ERA’s economic impact modeling), the total
economic benefit to New York City is estimated to be approximately $350 million over the next
30 years.

Fiscal Impacts

As shown in Table 3-9, ERA estimates that the operation of the proposed stadium would
generate approximately $6.6 million in additional tax revenues for the City, $7.6 million for the
State, and $288,000 for the MTA in 2009, for a total annual fiscal impact of $14.4 million. The
fiscal impact estimate includes taxes such as sales tax on tickets and retail expenditures, income
tax on payroll, hotel tax, and parking tax.

PARK SPACE

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the proposed project would displace
approximately 22.42 acres of park space containing recreational facilities at portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park but would replace it with 27.05 acres of
recreational facilities to be located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed stadium and to the
south of the stadium along the Harlem River.

According to the NYCDPR, the number of full- and part-time jobs at the existing park space
ranges from approximately 15 to 40, depending on the season. The NYCDPR expects that the
number of jobs at the replacement park space would be equal to or slightly greater than the
number of jobs at the existing park space. In addition, the project area currently hosts NYCDPR
District office, which houses approximately 38 employees. These employees would be
temporarily relocated to other existing NYCDPR facilities during park construction and moved
into a new facility in the project area once construction is complete.

Because the proposed project would not result in any considerable change in park employment,
economic effects related to the ongoing operation of the park space would be marginal and
therefore have not been quantified as part of this analysis. However, NYCDPR has indicated that
the new park space may require some additional maintenance staff. Therefore, any net change in
economic effects associated with ongoing operation of the park space would be positive.

PARKING

Annual revenues from the operation of the new parking garages are estimated by NYCDPR to be
approximately $4.5 million (2009 dollars). As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the
proposed project would displace parking spaces located in existing lots. NYCDPR estimates the
annual revenues generated by these spaces to be approximately $0.7 million (see Table 3-10).
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Table 3-10
Incremental Permanent Annual Impacts from Parking Garages in 2009
Portion in Total New York City
New York City and State
Employment
Direct (Jobs at parking garages) 23 23
Indirect (Jobs in support industries) 6 14
Induced (Jobs from household spending) 4 9
Total 33 46
Employee Compensation (Millions of 2009 dollars)
Direct (Earnings at parking garages) $0.7 $0.7
Indirect (Earnings in support industries) $0.4 $0.7
Induced (Earnings from household spending) $0.2 $0.4
Total $1.3 $1.8
Total Economic Output or Demand* (Millions of 2009 dollars)
Direct (Output from parking garages) $3.8 $3.8
Indirect (Output from support industries) $1.1 $2.3
Induced (Output from household spending) $0.5 $1.2
Total $5.4 $7.3
Non-Property-Related Tax Revenues** (Constant 2009 dollars)
New York City Taxes $267,800
MTA Taxes $17,600
New York State Taxes $248,300
Total $533,700
Notes:

* The economic output or total effect on the local economy derived from the direct spending.
** Includes parking tax, personal income taxes, and numerous other taxes on direct and secondary
expenditures.
Sources: Total estimated net annual revenues from NYCDPR; IMPLAN economic modeling system;
and tax rates by applicable jurisdiction.

Therefore, the net increase in annual revenues from the proposed parking garages is
approximately $3.8 million. Economic impacts presented below are based on this net figure and
represent the incremental benefits that would result from the ongoing operation of the proposed
parking garages.

Employment

Based on the annual revenue estimate of $3.8 million, the incremental direct employment
generated by the proposed parking garages compared to the existing parking areas would be 23
jobs (see Table 3-10). Based on the IMPLAN economic multipliers for New York City and
State, the total employment resulting from operation of the parking garages (including jobs at
businesses providing goods and services to the garages and jobs supported by increased income
from direct and indirect jobs) is estimated to be 33 jobs within New York City and 46 jobs
within New York State.

Employee Compensation

As shown in Table 3-10, direct net new employee compensation from the annual operation of
the parking garages is estimated at $0.7 million. Total direct and generated employee
compensation resulting in New York City and New York State is estimated at $1.3 million and
$1.8 million, respectively.
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Total Annual Effect on the Local Economy

As described above, the proposed parking garages would generate an incremental $3.8 million in
annual revenues. Based on the IMPLAN multipliers for New York City and State, the total
economic activity—including indirect and induced expenditures—that would result from this
spending is estimated at $7.3 million annually in New York State. Of that amount, $5.4 million
annually would occur in New York City (see Table 3-10).

Fiscal Impacts

As shown in Table 3-10, the operation of the proposed parking garages would generate
approximately $0.27 million in additional tax revenues for the City, $0.25 million for the State,
and $0.02 for the MTA in 2009, for a total annual fiscal impact of $0.53 million. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

According to the 2001 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, an
assessment of the effects on open space and its users is required if a proposed project would
have either a direct effect on an open space through encroachment or displacement or an indirect
effect through the introduction of a new user population. The proposed project would involve the
displacement of existing recreational facilities on parkland (see Figure 4-1) and the creation of
new replacement facilities and additional new parkland.® It would also create a new stadium;
however, because the proposed stadium would have fewer seats than the existing Yankee
Stadium, it would not introduce a new or increased population to the area or have an indirect
effect on open space. The open space analysis therefore assesses the direct effects of the
proposed recreational facilities displacement and the comparability and adequacy of the
replacement facilities.?

This chapter also addresses the requirements of the Federal Land & Water Conservation Fund
Act (LWCF), 16 U.S.C. 88 460I-4 to 460l-11 (commonly referred to as Section 6(f), as the
provision was originally contained in Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF, Public Law 88-578 of 1962,
before codification). This statute regulates the future use of parklands or open spaces that have
been improved with funds received through the LWCF, and is applicable in this case because
LWCF funds were used for the improvement of portions of Macomb’s Dam Park.

New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes the alienation of certain areas of
currently mapped parkland to allow for its disposition by the City, through leases, for operation
of the proposed stadium and three of the proposed parking garages. Following that disposition,
however, these areas would remain mapped parkland. The State legislation also requires that the
City dedicate the existing Yankee Stadium site as parkland and acquire additional parklands
and/or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes which are equal to or greater than the fair
market value of the parkland being alienated.

As the recreational facilities that would be displaced by the proposed project would be replaced
with similar and new recreational facilities, the proposed project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to open space. Furthermore, as there would be a net increase in the
area’s open space, and older, and in some cases worn facilities, would be replaced with new,

YIn response to comments received on the Draft EIS (DEIS), including comments from the community
and the Bronx Borough President, an alternative plan for the parkland program and recreational facilities
has been developed and is examined in Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” of this FEIS.

% During the construction period there would be effects on open space related to the temporary
unavailability of certain recreational facilities to area residents and workers, while replacement facilities
are being constructed on parkland. The potential for temporary open space impacts during this period are
addressed below.
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modern facilities, as well as new waterfront access, there would be a positive impact on the
project area in terms of open space. The proposed project would also comply with the
requirements of Section 6(f) and the State authorizing legislation.

B. APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 6(f)

The United States Department of the Interior (DOI), through the National Park Service (NPS),
provides funding under the LWCF for State and local efforts to plan, acquire, or develop land to
advance outdoor recreational activities. The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and
Historic Preservation (OPRHP) serves as the New York State agency that administers LWCF
funds received from DOI. Using LWCF funds, however, creates certain limitations on future
changes to LWCF-funded projects. Once LWCF funds are utilized for a particular recreation
project, conversion of that park facility for any non-recreational purpose is prohibited unless
alternatives are assessed and steps are taken to identify, evaluate, and supply replacement
parkland. NPS must grant prior approval of the conversion and replacement parkland.

In particular, under the LWCF, a conversion of parkland may be approved if NPS finds that: (1)
all practical alternatives to the proposed conversion have been evaluated; (2) the fair market
value of the park property to be converted has been established and the property proposed for
substitution is of at least equal fair market value, as established by an approved appraisal in
accordance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition, excluding the
value of structures or facilities that will not serve recreational purposes; (3) the proposed
replacement property is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location as the converted
property; and (4) the proposed conversion and substitution are in accordance with the applicable
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). The LWCF regulations further
require that the project comply with applicable Federal statutes, regulatory requirements, and
policies, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NPS must approve the
conversion and consider the environmental evaluations in its review.

The location of the proposed stadium is on a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park north of East 161st
Street and east of Jerome Avenue that was improved with LWCF funds in the early 1980s. For
purposes of the Federal LWCF conversion, the proposed Section 6(f) replacement parks would
be developed on the existing stadium site, Ruppert Place, and along the Harlem River
waterfront. Figure 4-2 shows the location of the Section 6(f) conversion and replacement
parcels.

The appropriate environmental analyses are provided throughout this Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EELS), but particularly in this chapter. Similarly, the New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation’s (NYCDPR) compliance with the requirements of Section
6(f), including analyses of alternatives, usefulness and location, and consistency with the
SCORP, are contained within this chapter.

C. DIRECT OPEN SPACE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project area contains portions of two parks: Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park.
Each is described in further detail below. The remainder of the project area shown on Figure 4-1
does not include open space uses.
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MACOMB’S DAM PARK

The 28.4-acre Macomb’s Dam Park, which is bounded roughly by East 162nd Street, Jerome
Avenue, East 157th Street, River Avenue, and the Major Deegan Expressway, is divided into
several segments, some of which are part of the project area, as described below.

The 11.2-acre northern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park is part of the project area (see A on
Figure 4-1). This portion of the park contains a little league ballfield with a 90-foot infield, a
softball field with a 60-foot infield, and the 400-meter Joseph J. Yancey, Jr. track and
soccer/football field, which is surrounded by bleachers (see Figures 4-3 and 4-4). The outfields
of the two ballfields overlap. When games are held at the same time on adjacent fields, the
outfield must be shared by each ballfield, hindering their use. Mowed turf forms the vegetative
ground cover and trees, including large pin oak trees, which are confined to the perimeter of the
park and to the southwest portion of the parcel near a rock outcrop. The field is in fair to poor
condition and in need of renovation—the center field is barren dirt." In 2004 the track was
resurfaced and the sidewalk was repaired. This portion of the park is heavily used, particularly
by teenagers, and is popular for soccer, baseball, football, and jogging.

The southern portion of Macomb’s Dam Park, which is also part of the project area, is
approximately 7.33 acres (see B on Figure 4-1). This portion of the park is sunken below the
elevation of the surrounding streets. This space contains 24 handball courts, 2 basketball courts,
1 little league field with a 90-foot infield and another with a 60-foot infield, as well as the
Macomb’s Dam Park District Office, which also provides public restrooms, and passive
recreation areas with benches and trees (see Figure 4-5). As in the northern portion of the park,
the outfields of the two ballfields overlap. This portion of the park is well utilized, particularly
by teenagers, and its nighttime lighting makes the basketball and handball courts available for
use after dark. Park facilities are in good condition.

The Macomb’s Dam Park ballfields are used regularly by numerous schools and community
organizations during time periods for which NYCDPR issues permits (9 AM to 8 PM daily) as
well as by local residents for “pick-up” games and free play. Permits for the park ballfields are
issued from April to September. According to recent NYCDPR permit information, several
groups currently holding permits for use of the Macomb’s Dam Park fields use them during
several days and time periods each week and one group uses two ball fields in the park at once.
There is currently no waiting list for use of the Macomb’s Dam Park ballfields.

Immediately west and south of this recreational portion of the park are areas that are currently
used for parking for Yankee Stadium, although they are officially part of Macomb’s Dam Park
and are mapped parkland (see C and D on Figure 4-1).

Five additional parcels of the park are not located within the project area. These include several
small, landscaped areas along Jerome Avenue and a portion of the park located west of the Major
Deegan Expressway. The triangle between the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and Jerome
Avenue contains trees and a lawn area with a walking path (see E on Figure 4-1). The trees on this
parcel are largely a mix of pin oak, red oak, sycamore, and London plane. The triangle between
Anderson and Woodcrest Avenues contains benches and game tables (see F on Figure 4-1). The
triangle between Woodcrest and Ogden Avenues contains a grassy hill slope, fountain, game

! Existing conditions information was collected by AKRF, Inc. during field visits performed in October
2004, as well as from park surveys performed by Parsons Brinckerhoff, contained in a draft report of
park surveys and park utilization prepared for Tishman Speyer Properties, dated November 2001.
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tables, and benches (see G on Figure 4-1), and the portion between Ogden and Summit Avenues
contains Summit Playground and a grassy hill (see H on Figure 4-1). An additional parcel is
located north of Macomb’s Dam Bridge, west of the Major Deegan Expressway, and east of the
Metro North railroad line (see | on Figure 4-1). This 2.5-acre parcel connects to the portion of
the park that contains Summit Playground (Parcel H on Figure 4-1) via a pedestrian bridge.
Pedestrian access is also available from the north sidewalk of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach.

Under certain operational and security conditions, some existing park facilities within Macomb’s
Dam Park are closed to public use because of stadium parking overflow conditions and New
York Police Department (NYPD) operational needs. These conditions affect the two ballfields
on the north side of East 161st Street and the hard court areas located on the south parcel of
Macomb’s Dam Park.

JOHN MULLALY PARK

John Mullaly Park is bounded by Jerome Avenue to the west, McClellan Street to the north,
River Avenue to the east and East 162nd Street to the south (see Figure 4-2). The 18.5-acre park
is divided into three sections, the southernmost of which is part of the project area. The park is
used for a mix of active and passive recreation and attracts users of all ages, with youths
comprising a large proportion of park patrons.

The southernmost block of John Mullaly Park, located between East 162nd and 164th Streets, is
part of the project area (see J on Figure 4-1). This parcel contains 16 public tennis courts. During
winter months, the courts are covered with a bubble and managed by a concessionaire of
NYCDPR. The site also contains 8 handball courts (see Figure 4-6). The perimeter of the park is
lined with single and double lines of trees, including large pin oaks. This portion of John
Mullaly Park is approximately 3.8 acres.

The northernmost section of the park contains play equipment, a marine animal-themed spray
shower, two softball fields, a lawn, and benches (see K on Figure 4-1). The middle section of the
park contains an outdoor pool, play equipment, basketball courts, swings, lawn, a skate park, and
a recreation center (see L on Figure 4-1). Neither the northern nor the middle section of the park
would be directly affected by the proposed project.

THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

In the future without the proposed project, the active recreational facilities in the portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park located north of East 161st Street (see A on Figure 4-1) would be
improved with funds from the New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP) water filtration plant project by 2009. The improvements would include installation
of a synthetic turf soccer field, lighting around the track, reconstruction of the bleachers, and
construction of a comfort station. The NYCDEP project, to be located in Van Cortlandt Park
northeast of the Yankee Stadium project area in The Bronx, includes funding for improvements
to other parks in The Bronx. Improvements to this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park would
include installation of artificial turf for the fields and new lighting around the track, replacement
of the spectator stands, and construction of a comfort station. No other changes are anticipated
on any other portion of the project area in the future without the proposed project.

Adjacent and to the south of the portion of the project area along the waterfront, the City will
develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront public open space on Pier 4. It is anticipated that
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this public open space would be maintained by NYCDPR. The City is committed to developing

this public open space by 2009. The programming of this open space has not been determined at
this time (see Figure 4-7).

Outside the project area, the fountain on the triangle portion of Macomb’s Dam Park located
between Woodcrest and Ogden Avenues (Parcel G on Figure 4-1) will be repaired. This
NYCDPR project will restore the existing stone work, stairs, and pathways in the park.
Additionally, improvements will be made to the northern portion of John Mullaly Park (see K on
Figure 4-1), also with funds from the NYCDEP project, including reconstructing the playground
and constructing a spray shower and comfort station. It is anticipated that both of the park
improvement projects outside the project area will be completed by 2009.

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed stadium would be located one block to the north of the existing stadium in the
northern block of Macomb’s Dam Park, the southern block of John Mullaly Park, and a
demapped East 162nd Street between Jerome and River Avenues. The proposed stadium and its
garages would result in the displacement of 22.42 acres of existing recreational facilities

(including the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park at the corner of East 157th Street and Ruppert

Place that is currently used for accessory parking for Yankee Stadium—see C on Figure 4-1).
Within Macomb’s Dam Park, 4 ballfields, 1 track with a soccer field, 24 handball courts, 2

basketball courts, and passive recreation areas would be displaced (see Figure 4-3). As the
section of Macomb’s Dam Park that would be reconstructed in the No Build condition would be
displaced with the proposed project, this renovation would not occur if the proposed project
were to proceed. Within John Mullaly Park, 16 tennis courts and 8 handball courts would be
displaced. The proposed project would retain most of the ballfield of the existing Yankee
Stadium and adapt it to a baseball field called “Heritage Field,” which would be available for
public use. The proposed project would map this parcel as new parkland.

The BX13 bus route currently runs along East 162nd Street between River and Jerome Avenues.
Since the proposed project would demap this street, the bus route would be rerouted, most likely
to East 164th Street.

The proposed project would provide approximately 27.05 acres of replacement facilities in the
project area to address the displacement (see Table 4-1 and Figures 4-8 and 4-9). This would
include replacement facilities on 10.22 acres of existing parkland (including approximately 2.89
acres of Macomb’s Dam Park currently used for accessory parking for Yankee Stadium), 15.82
acres of new parkland, and 1.01 acres of new open space (not mapped as parkland). The

proposed project would create a unified 17.36-acre park area south of East 161st Street, which

would be larger than the total park area (15.09 acres) that would be displaced north of East 161st
Street. Although Figures 4-8 and 4-9 reflect NYCDPR’s current plan for the replacement of

recreational facilities, NYCDPR may choose to vary the new facilities to provide replacements
that are not exactly the same as those displaced, but are equal in value or better than those being
replaced. To this end, NYCDPR would undertake a broad community outreach program before
deciding on a final plan for the new parkland and recreational facilities. The proposed facilities,
which may be modified, include the following elements (see Figure 1-10 for location of
proposed parking garages).
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1

2

Table 4-1
Yankee Stadium Replacement Facilities
Reference Area
Number® Recreational Facility (Acres)
1 400-meter running track with soccer field and spectator stands, 9 handball courts, 2
tennis courts, little league field, 2 basketball courts (one with stands), a tot-lot with
play equipment and comfort station with restrooms 7.33
2° Ruppert Plaza 1.13
3’ Heritage Field: Baseball Field with 90-foot infield 8.90
4 14 rooftop tennis courts and pavilion with restrooms 2.89
5 Passive park space 0.24
6 Passive park space 0.44
7 Passive open space 0.30
8? Little League Field with 90-foot infield, softball field with 60-foot infield, and comfort
station with restrooms 5.11
9 Harlem River Esplanade 0.71
Total New Facilities 27.05
Note:

Refers to Figure 4-8.

Proposed 6(f) replacement.

Heritage Field on the existing Yankee Stadium site (not currently parkland).

The portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Place—currently sunken below the
elevation of the surrounding streets—would be replaced with an at-grade park, beneath
which would be a proposed parking garage (Parking Garage A). A 400-meter athletic track,

full-size soccer field, and grandstand would be located in the southern portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park west of Ruppert Place. A comfort station with restroom facilities would be
constructed beneath the grandstand. A tot-lot with climbing and play equipment, drinking
fountain, and benches would be located at the corner of Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
and East 161st Street.

9 handball courts and 2 tennis courts would be located in the southern portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park west of Ruppert Place.

2 basketball courts (one with stands) would be located in the southern portion of Macomb’s
Dam Park west of Ruppert Place.

1 little league field built atop a proposed parking garage (Garage A) on the southern portion
of Macomb’s Dam Park.

14 tennis courts and a pavilion building with restrooms and other amenities on the rooftop of
a proposed parking garage (Garage C) located in a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park currently
used for surface parking.

A passive park with an allee way of trees on a realigned Ruppert Place (not currently
parkland), which would be renamed “Ruppert Plaza.”

Passive park space comprised of benches and unique paving landscape east of River Avenue
on either side of East 157th Street (not currently parkland). The northern park parcel would
contain sculptured play elements.
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o 1 little league baseball field (90-foot infield) and 1 softball field on the Harlem River
waterfront (not currently parkland). A comfort station with restrooms would be constructed
to the south of the fields.

e A 0.71-acre esplanade along the Harlem River waterfront (not currently parkland).

In total, the proposed project would result in a net increase of approximately 4.63 acres of
parkland and recreational facilities, with 5.11 acres of recreational parkland along the Harlem
River waterfront. The proposed waterfront parkland and esplanade has been designed to
accommodate the future maintenance and operation of the reconstruction project for the Major
Deegan Expressway. It would provide physical and visual waterfront access and recreational
opportunities that are currently not available in the surrounding community. It would attract the
public and enliven a waterfront area that is currently composed of degraded piers. As described

above, in the future without the proposed project approximately 2 acres of new public open
space will be developed by the City on Pier 4. With the addition of the new parkland and
esplanade to be built by the proposed project, there would be a total of over 7.8 acres of
continuous waterfront open space.

While the majority of the new open space would be mapped as parkland at the outset of the project,
the recreational facilities and improvements would be implemented over the course of the
construction period, ending in 2011.' By 2009, all of the replacement parkland and recreational
facilities would be constructed with the exception of Heritage Field, which would be completed in
2010 (and in active use in the first quarter of 2011). When the final replacement facilities are
completed on the site of the existing stadium, the displaced facilities would be replaced with a net
increase of parkland and recreational facilities in the project area. As currently conceived, the
displaced facilities would be replaced with an equal number of ballfields and tennis courts. NYCDPR
would replace 18 of the existing handball courts with alternative recreational facilities that meet
current community needs, because many of the existing handball courts remain unused during peak
summer hours. In this case, basketball courts may be more useful to current recreational needs.

As indicated, during the 2009 to 2010 construction period, not all replacement recreational
facilities would be available. The existing stadium site cannot be developed with replacement
recreational facilities until the proposed stadium is completed and operational, because the
Yankees would continue to play in the existing stadium until the proposed stadium is completed.
As shown in Table 4-2, the majority of the active recreation facilities would, however, be
replaced within 1 to 2 years of its displacement. The longest time of displacement caused by
construction would be for the soccer field and the 400-meter track. These facilities would be
displaced for 3% years, although a temporary running course would be created for local residents
during construction. Throughout the construction period, a temporary running course would be
created for local residents. From the second quarter of 2006 until about the fourth quarter of

1

Since publication of the DEIS, NYCDPR and the Yankees have been working to develop a revised
construction schedule that would allow for certain interim and permanent replacement recreational
facilities to be available sooner. This new schedule is reflected in the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in
Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” of this FEIS. As applied to the proposed project, a similar construction
schedule would result in additional interim recreational facilities and some permanent replacement

facilities becoming available sooner. This new construction schedule would not result in any significant
adverse impacts not already identified for the construction schedule analyzed in Chapter 19,

‘Construction Impacts.”




Yankee Stadium Project FEIS

Table 4-2
Displacement and Replacement of Park Facilities
Date Years
Facility New Location Date Closed Operational Closed
Passive recreation” River Avenue Parks New Facility 2007 4th Q NA
Softball field 60-foot Harlem River waterfront park 2006 2nd Q 2007 4th Q 1%
Baseball field 90-foot Harlem River waterfront park 2007 4th Q 2007 4th Q 0
Harlem River Esplanade’ Harlem River waterfront park New Facility 2008 3rd Q NA
Tennis courts (16) Macomb’s Dam Park 2006 2nd Q 2008 4th Q (14) 2%
Babe Ruth Plaza Macomb’s Dam Park 2008 4th Q 2009 1st Q L
Tennis courts (replace) Macomb’s Dam Park 2006 2nd Q 2009 2nd Q (2) 3
Basketball court (2) Macomb’s Dam Park 2007 4th Q 2009 2nd Q (2) 1%
Handball courts (24) Macomb’s Dam Park 2007 4th Q 2009 2nd Q (9) 1%
Soccer field Macomb’s Dam Park 2006 2nd Q 2009 4th Q 3%
Competitive track” Macomb'’s Dam Park 2006 2nd Q 2009 4th Q 3%
Baseball field 90-foot Macomb’s Dam Park NA 2009 4th Q NA
Baseball field 90-foot Heritage Field 2007 4th Q 2011 1st Q 3
Baseball field 90-foot NA 2006 2nd Q NA NA
Handball courts (8) None® 2006 2nd Q NA> NA>

Notes:
1The Harlem River Esplanade and the River Avenue Parks would be new facilities.
A temporary MM would be avallable throughout the construct|on period.

One new basketball court and the soccer f|e|d/400 meter track would have spectator stands.
NA = Not Applicable.

2007, the temporary running course would be located around the two baseball fields next to and
northwest of the existing Yankee Stadium. When construction displaces these ballfields, the
esplanade surrounding the new ballfields in the Harlem River waterfront park would serve as a
temporary running course and would be available until the permanent competitive track is
available. The temporary running course would be about 15 feet wide and have a cinder surface
and signage indicating distances. The temporary running course would be suitable for walking,
jogging and recreational running, but would not be suitable for competitive track meets.

Competitive track meets that currently use Macomb’s Dam Park would be held at other nearby
tracks that meet standards. The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR)
operates 32 tracks in New York City that meet the standards for competitive track meets. Of these
tracks 7 are located in The Bronx, 6 in Manhattan and 5 are located within 3 miles of the existing
Macomb’s Dam Park track. NYCDPR uses a permit system to schedule use of these tracks, and
the agency states that time periods are available for track meets at the nearby NYCDPR tracks. In
addition to NYCDPR tracks, other nearby tracks that can host competitive meets are operated by
the New York City Department of Education and various private schools, colleges and universities.
These tracks may be available for use by competitive meets that currently are scheduled in
Macomb’s Dam Park. Local residents my also be able to use thse tracks informally.

Like the running track for competitive meets, the soccer field in Macomb’s Dam Park would be
unavailable for scheduled games during a period of about 3% years. NYCDPR operates 64
soccer fields in New York City. Of these, 27 are in The Bronx, 6 in Manhattan and 7 within 3
miles of the existing Macomb’s Dam Park soccer field. NYCDPR uses a permit system to
schedule use of the soccer fields, and the agency states that time periods are available for
scheduled soccer games at the nearby fields. These fields may be available for use by clubs that
use the Macomb’s Dam Park field.
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Finally, there are a number of parks containing recreational facilities within close proximity to
the project area that would not be affected by the proposed project and would remain available
to the community throughout the project’s construction. These include: (i) Franz Sigel Park

15.99 acres located 0.35 miles from the project area, which contains one little league field, one
requlation-size baseball field and 2 basketball courts; (ii) the northern portion of John Mullal

Park, 18.5 acres located 0.35 miles from the project area, which contains two little league fields,
one synthetic turf soccer field (youth size), a swimming pool, four basketball backboards, and
one basketball court; (iii) Nelson Avenue Playground, 1.148 acres located 0.75 miles from the

roject area (i.e., from East 161st Street and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach), which

contains _two handball courts, one basketball court, and two basketball backboards; (iv)
Claremont Park, 38.5 acres located 1 mile from the project area, which contains two basketball
courts, two basketball backboards, two little league fields, and four handball courts; (v) St.
Mary’s Park, 35.3 acres located 1.3 miles from the project area, which contains four handball
courts, six basketball courts, two regulation-size baseball fields, and one indoor swimming pool;
and (vi) Crotona Park, 127.5 acres located 1.4 miles from the project area, which contains six

basketball courts, three regulation baseball fields, 20 tennis courts, 26 handball courts, six
basketball courts, and three basketball backboards.

The majority of the other recreational facilities would be unavailable for short periods of time,

about 1 to 2 years. NYCDPR would also work with displaced baseball and softball field user

groups to find playing time at nearby recreational fields as close as possible to Macomb’s Dam
Park. A temporary running course, which would be appropriate for recreational use by local

residents, would be available throughout the construction period. As discussed above, other
tracks and fields are available nearby. Therefore, the interim unavailability of certain park
facilities is not considered to be a significant adverse impact.

As under current conditions, under certain operational and security conditions, some of the existing
or replacement recreational facilities located near the proposed stadium could be used by the
NYPD to meet operational needs during the baseball season and could be closed to public use.

As a result of the relocation of facilities described above, more than adequate replacement of
existing facilities would occur, although the facilities would not be clustered together as they are
today. Two of the ballfields and some passive recreational space would be located along the
waterfront, within approximately “2-mile of the other recreational facilities. However, the
continuous area of parkland south of East 161st Street that would include Heritage Field,
Ruppert Plaza, and the replacement recreational facilities atop Parking Garage A would be 3.86
acres larger than the portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks located north of East
161st Street that would be displaced by the proposed project. This continuous area of parkland
would be located in the same general vicinity as the displaced facilities.

The increased net acreage for the recreational facilities with the proposed project would benefit
park users. For example, there would be more space for individual ballfields and their outfields
would not overlap, as they do at the four existing ballfields. The ballfields could continue to
accommodate groups using multiple fields at a location simultaneously. In addition, the two
ballfields along the waterfront and the ballfield atop Parking Garage A would be made of
artificial turf. As compared to the existing ballfields, the artificial turf would provide all-weather
fields with much improved conditions over the long-term. The artificial turf would have minimal
periods of interrupted play for field maintenance. The use of artificial turf would also reduce
expenses for maintenance as compared to natural grass. The life cycle for artificial turf is also
much greater than natural turf. There would be no change in the types of recreational uses in the
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project area and no significant adverse impacts on open space would result with the completion
of the replacement spaces.

Overall, as the replacement facilities would be new, whereas many of the existing facilities are
in fair to poor condition, the quality of the recreational spaces would be improved. In addition,
all trees that would be removed would be replaced within either the parks or on surrounding
streets, based on NYCDPR’s basal area replacement formula, which is designed to ensure that,
in sum, the replacement trees are of the same ecological functionality as the original trees.
(Multiple smaller, younger trees may be used to replace an older, larger tree.) The proposed
project would also seek to retain the existing native mature trees closest to the curbline along
East 164th Street, Jerome Avenue, and the rest of the project area, as possible. Furthermore, with
the provision of 5.82 acres of new waterfront open space (including 5.11 acres of new parkland
and a 0.71-acre esplanade), there would be increased visual and physical access to the Harlem
River waterfront, which is not available today.

D. LWCF SECTION 6(f) COMPLIANCE

Because LWCF funds were used to finance certain improvements to facilities in portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park, the requirements of Section 6(f), as described beginning on page 4-1,
must be satisfied before these facilities are replaced by the proposed project. Most particularly,
the loss of these facilities must be mitigated by the creation of replacement facilities.

NYCDPR has committed to taking all steps required to comply with Section 6(f), and the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) and NYCDPR have
agreed to the steps to be taken in this regard. In consultation with OPRHP, NYCDPR would
provide replacement facilities (described above) as necessary to mitigate the impacts on the
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park with recreational facilities that would be displaced, which take
into account the substitute resources provided by the replacement properties in accordance with
the requirements of Section 6(f).

IDENTIFICATION OF SECTION 6(f) PARCELS

The portion of Macomb’s Dam Park that received LWCF funds and would be developed with the
proposed Yankee Stadium (“conversion parcel”) is shown on Figure 4-2, and is generally bounded
by East 161st Street to the south, River Avenue to the east, Jerome Avenue to the west, and East
162nd Street to the north. The conversion parcel, which is approximately 11.2 acres, is mapped
parkland under the ownership of the City of New York and the control of NYCDPR (see Table 4-
3). Three parcels are proposed as replacement parkland (“replacement parcels”), which in total
would comprise 15.14 acres. The first replacement parcel is the site of the existing Yankee
Stadium, which is owned by the City of New York. Although NYCDPR administers the lease for
Yankee Stadium, the site is not mapped parkland. The second replacement parcel is Ruppert Place,
located adjacent to the existing Yankee Stadium (see Figure 4-2). Ruppert Place is also owned by
the City of New York and is mapped as a public street. The third replacement parcel is located
along the Harlem River waterfront and currently contains paved areas and three partially occupied
warehouse buildings used as wholesale food markets as part of the Bronx Terminal Market. This
waterfront replacement parcel is comprised of lots owned by both the City of New York and State
of New York but is not mapped parkland. The State-owned land is associated with the abutting
Oak Point Link rail connection. The New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes
the State to dispose of and the City to acquire the parcels of waterfront property owned of the
State. Although the replacement parcels are owned by the City and State, the parcels, currently and
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previously, have not been dedicated or managed for public outdoor recreation purposes. Table 4-3
provides a summary of the property information for each parcel.

Table 4-3
Section 6(f) Parcels: Existing Property Information
Site Type of 6(f) Size Ownership/
# Parcel Acreage Control Existing Use
1 |Conversion 11.2 NYCDPR Parkland: Macomb’s Dam Park
2 | Replacement 8.9 New York City Yankee Stadium
3 | Replacement 1.13 New York City City Street
4 | Replacement 5.11 New York City Waterfront Parcel: Vacant Warehouses and
New York State Paved Areas
Total Replacement 15.14
Notes: ! See Figure 4-2.
Sources: NYCDPR.

As part of the proposed project, the three replacement parcels would be mapped as parkland,
under the control of NYCDPR.

ALTERNATIVES TO CONVERSION OF THE SECTION 6(f) RESOURCE

Section 6(f) requires an evaluation of all practical alternatives to the proposed conversion of the
Section 6(f) resource. As described in detail in Chapter 1, viable alternatives to the proposed
project must meet several goals and objectives. These include: providing a modern stadium that
can comfortably accommodate fans, players, and the press, and locating the new stadium close
to the traditional home of the New York Yankees in The Bronx. Meeting these goals requires a
location with enough land area to accommodate a modern stadium with service areas removed
from public streets, as well as for adequate parking to support the stadium. In addition, the
proposed project aims to maximize utilization of mass transit, as well as minimize impacts to
parks, and to avoid and minimize displacement of residences and businesses, respectively.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Three alternative stadium locations outside the local neighborhood were found to be unsuitable,
as described below." In addition, any proposal to remove Yankee Stadium from its historic
location would strongly affect the surrounding area. Although the relocation of the stadium from
its current community would greatly reduce traffic, parking demand, pedestrian activity, and
associated noise, its removal would change neighborhood character substantially and would
result in a significant adverse effect on the stores, restaurants, and other businesses along River
Avenue that rely on the visitors to the stadium as part of their customer base.

VAN CORTLANDT PARK

The use of Van Cortlandt Park was not considered feasible for a number of reasons. The site is
not easily accessible. Transit service to the site is extremely limited. It is estimated that only 5

1 As further described in Chapter 22, “Alternatives,” additional alternatives that involved renovation or
reconstruction of the existing Yankee Stadium were considered and rejected, because there is
insufficient space within the existing stadium for renovation and at the existing site for a footprint size to

accommodate the needs and requirements for a modern-day stadium, and for this and additional reasons
these alternatives would not satisfy the project objectives.
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percent of stadium visitors would arrive by mass transit. Bus service in the area is locally
oriented and not a viable option. Improvements would be needed at the Woodlawn Station so
that trains could be stored for post-game service. Subway service would stop at 13 local stops in
The Bronx before reaching the stadium.

In addition, the existing vehicular and mass transportation networks would not be expected to be
able to handle the demand required by a stadium use without substantial delays and congestion
since a much higher volume of fans would drive to this site as opposed to the proposed project site.
Significant ramp and highway upgrades would be required because there is only one primary route
to the site. The Major Deegan Expressway, which provides access to the site has available traffic
capacity but does not have a sufficient number of exits/entrances or ramp capacity for stadium
needs. Secondary routes and local streets have limited capacity to accommodate average or sellout
crowds at the site. Major interchange improvements would be needed on the Major Deegan
Expressway. Furthermore, new direct access from the Henry Hudson Parkway might be needed,
and existing ramp connections to and from the Bronx River Parkway at West 233rd Street would
need to be upgraded. Existing ramp connections to and from the Bronx River Parkway at 233rd
Street would need to be upgraded. Substantial upgrading of the feeder network along Jerome
Avenue and 233rd Street would also be needed. Even with an expanded/improved roadway
network, the traffic network would not be able to accommodate a high attendance game and there
would be unacceptable vehicular circulation and numerous pedestrian vehicular conflicts. In
addition, because of the low share of visitors expected to arrive by public transit, substantial
parking would be required. There is no major source of available parking near the site. All new
parking would be required, which would occupy a large area of the park.

The construction of the stadium and parking fields at this location would require the loss of
approximately 140 acres of landscaped parkland, including 12 acres of high-quality wetlands.
Existing facilities (a heavily utilized golf course and recreation area with ballfields and picnic
grounds) would be displaced. The impacts on freshwater wetlands would require mitigation.
Furthermore, any loss of park for highway purposes would require alienation as well as
additional compliance for procedures for converting parkland.

The alternatives analysis concluded that the site was not feasible for the above reasons.
Moreover, since conducting the analysis, the City has begun clearing the site for the construction
of a water filtration plant that was approved by State and City officials in 2004. The City will
replace the driving range and clubhouse on top of the completed facility, and thus it would be
unavailable for stadium use.

PELHAM BAY PARK

The alternatives analysis concluded that the use of Pelham Bay Park for a stadium was not
suitable. The site is poorly served by public transit, and it is expected that only 5 percent of visitors
would arrive by mass transit. No. 6 subway service would have to be extended north (from the
southern portion of the park) to provide sufficient service to the site. Bus service in the area is
locally oriented and not a viable option. Because of the low share of visitors expected to arrive by
public transit, substantial parking would be required, which would occupy a large area of the park.

The existing transportation network would not be sufficient to accommodate the demand from a
stadium use. Access to the general area is from the Hutchinson River Parkway and the New
England Thruway, which do have capacity for additional vehicles in this location. Additional
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ramp connections to the Hutchinson River Parkway and the New England Thruway, new
interchanges, and peripheral roads would be needed to access the site.

Siting the stadium within Pelham Bay Park would require the loss of substantially more
landscaped parkland (for relocated facilities), including 12 acres of wetlands, for which
mitigation would be required. A heavily used public golf course would also be displaced.
Furthermore, any loss of park for highway purposes would require alienation as well as
additional compliance for procedures for converting parkland.

WEST SIDE RAIL YARD

This site was considered in the late 1990s, and was determined to be a feasible alternative, but was
not pursued because of a lack of funding at the time. Subsequently, and during the proposed
project’s planning process, the site was committed by the City and State for the development of a
new multi-use facility, including a stadium to be used by the New York Jets football team and the
2012 Olympics. While these two projects are no longer under consideration, the City and State will
likely continue to pursue development of the site that would not contemplate a new Yankee
Stadium. Furthermore, the use of this site would not be consistent with the New York Yankees’
objective of remaining in a location near the historical home of the Yankees in The Bronx.

APPRAISAL OF FAIR MARKET VALUE

Section 6(f) requires that the fair market value of the park property to be converted has been
established and that the property proposed for substitution is of at least equal fair market value,
as established by an appraisal performed in accordance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards,
excluding the value of structures or facilities that would not serve recreational purposes. An
appraisal of the fair market value of both the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park that would be
utilized for the project, as well as that of the properties proposed for substitution has been
conducted as part of the formal conversion proposal, to satisfy this requirement.

EVALUATION OF REASONABLY EQUIVALENT USEFULNESS AND LOCATION

The conversion parcel currently contains a 400-meter running track with a soccer field inside the
track and spectator stands at the edge of the track, a baseball field (90-foot infield), and a softball
field (60-foot infield). The proposed project would retain the playing field of the existing
Yankee Stadium as a replacement ballfield, to be called Heritage Field. It is anticipated that the
dugouts and portions of the field seating (no more than 3,000 seats) in the existing stadium
would be retained for the replacement ballfield. Although Heritage Field would retain some of
the existing field seats, these seats would not normally be used for ticketed events. In rare
instances, such as intercollegiate baseball games, ticketed events may be considered. The
primary purpose of Heritage Field, however, would be for public uses consistent with
programming currently available at Macomb’s Dam Park. In addition, Ruppert Place would be
redesigned as a passive park and called Ruppert Plaza. It would be an important recreational
element integrated with Heritage Field. The design of Ruppert Plaza would include significant
landscaping, including shaded areas and passive park amenities, such as benches, resting areas,
and pedestrian walkways.

A softball field (60-foot infield) and little league baseball field (90-foot infield) would be located
on the Harlem River waterfront replacement parcel. In total, the replacement parcels would
provide three ballfields (one softball field having a 60-foot infield and two baseball fields having
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90-foot infields) and a pedestrian promenade (see Table 4-4) to replace the running track with
interior soccer field, the baseball field, and the softball field.

Table 4-4
Section 6(f) Parcels: Recreational Facilities
Site #' Type of 6(f) Parcel Recreational Facilities
1 Conversion 400-meter Track with Soccer Field and Spectator Stands?

Softball Field (60-foot infield) 2
Baseball Field (90-foot infield) 2

2 Replacement Baseball Field (90-foot infield)®
3 Replacement Passive Park-Ruppert Plaza *
Replacement Little League Baseball Field (90-foot infield)®

Softball Field (60-foot im‘ield)3

Notes:

! See Figure 4-2.

2 See Figure 4-3.

® See Figures 4-8 and 4-9.
Source: NYCDPR.

Section 6(f) requires that the proposed replacement facilities are of reasonably equivalent usefulness
and location as the converted property. As described above, the replacement facilities, three
ballfields, and a pedestrian promenade, would provide equal recreational usefulness to the public.

All of the replacement facilities would be located within ¥%-mile of the converted facilities. One
baseball field would be located across the street, approximately 600 feet, from the existing
baseball field. A softball field would be replaced along the Harlem River waterfront,
approximately 2,100 feet from the existing facility. An additional little league baseball field
would also be located on the waterfront, in close proximity to the existing fields. Subway access
to the replacement parcels would generally be equivalent to that of the conversion parcel (see
Figure 4-10). As the Heritage Field and Ruppert Place replacement parcels are located across the
street from the conversion parcel, they would use the same subway access at River Avenue and
East 161st Street. Although the Harlem River waterfront replacement parcel is located farther
west and south, subway access is also available to the south at East 149th Street and Grand
Concourse. Pedestrian access to the Harlem River waterfront replacement parcel would be
available by the existing pedestrian bridge from East 157th Street, which would be improved and

made ADA-compliant by the proposed project, and from the esplanade associated with the
proposed project. To facilitate game-day pedestrian flow, the proposed project would also
extend this bridge to connect to the second level of Parking Garage 8 (located between East
157th Street, East 153rd Street, and River Avenue) and span over East 157th Street onto Ruppert

Plaza. The proposed esplanade would connect to the existing ferry landing and extend east to the
pedestrian connection at Exterior Street beneath the Major Deegan Expressway, which provides
pedestrian connections east to the remaining portions of the project area, including the remaining
replacement parkland. Public bus access to the vicinity of the waterfront parcel would be
provided by the existing Bx6 (along the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East 161st
Street), Bx19 (along East 149th Street), Bx13 (along East 161st Street), and Bx1 (along the
Grand Concourse) bus routes. Therefore, the replacement facilities are expected to serve the
same general user group and would be in a reasonably equivalent location.

As previously described, although all of the replacement parcels would be mapped as parkland at
the outset of the project, the recreational facilities and improvements would be implemented
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over the course of the construction period, ending in 2010. By 2007, the Harlem River
waterfront replacement parcel would be completed and the recreational facilities available to the
public, one year after the ballfields on the conversion parcel would be displaced. However,
during the 2009 to 2010 construction period, replacement facilities would not be available at the
existing Yankee Stadium replacement parcel because the existing stadium cannot be converted
to Heritage Field as a replacement ballfield until the proposed stadium is completed and
operational. However, this gap in the availability of the replacement facilities would be
temporary and the replacement facilities would ultimately provide reasonably equivalent
recreational usefulness to the public.

CONSISTENCY OF THE PROPOSED CONVERSION AND SUBSTITUTION WITH
THE STATEWIDE COMPREHENSIVE OUTDOOR RECREATION PLAN (SCORP)

As per Section 6(f), the proposed conversion and substitution must be in accordance with the
applicable SCORP. The proposed use of a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park and its substitution
with a replacement park area and facilities described above has been reviewed for consistency
with the “Final Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan and Final Environmental
Impact Statement for New York State 2003.” This document was prepared by OPRHP and
identifies a number of programs and initiatives that address recreation and open space needs.
Numerous programs and agency initiatives are identified with varying open space goals ranging
from preserving and protecting wetlands and other water bodies, to creating trails pursuant to the
New York State Heritage Program, to hosting a number of sports and athletic competitions.
Ongoing commitments to the over 300,000 acres of recreation and open space managed by
OPRHP, and the over 3 million acres managed by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) are also identified as open space priorities. The
SCORP notes that the greatest level of need for recreation facilities within the State exists within
its metropolitan areas, especially in the New York City area. Rehabilitation of existing facilities
and the acquisition of new facilities are required to satisfy this demand.

Planning processes have been developed by both the OPRHP and NYSDEC to respond to public
needs and involve public input throughout the planning and implementation process. The
SCORP is intended to provide an overall framework for making decisions regarding the
protection, management, and development of the State’s natural, cultural, and recreation
resources.

The SCORP does not provide any specific commentary on Macomb’s Dam Park. Instead, among
other things, it identifies goals and actions designed to meet a range of objectives. Among the
goals articulated in the SCORP are to improve delivery of recreation services to particular
subpopulations of New York, including urban residents and to provide additional programs and
resources for them.

According to the Relative Index of Needs in the 2003 SCORP, Bronx County experiences a high
demand for field games and general park uses, which include relaxing in the park and picnicking.
Every county in New York is rated a score from one to 10, with a score of one indicating a large
availability of recreation resources relative to demand with little or no crowding, and a score of 10
indicating that most facilities are heavily used. For Bronx County, field uses are rated seven and
general park uses are rated eight. Based on that rating, the recreational usefulness of the existing
ballfields on the conversion parcel is indicated to be very high. This usefulness would be replaced
on the replacement parcels. Although not proposed for the replacement parcels, the running track
and interior soccer field would be located on existing parkland in the project area. Therefore, the
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proposed project would meet recreational needs in Bronx County by replacing the affected
facilities with new and upgraded recreational facilities serving the park needs of Bronx County.
The new facilities would be of equivalent usefulness—and, as they would be new facilities, in
some cases greater usefulness—than those they would be replacing.

The proposed use of a portion of Macomb’s Dam Park would be consistent with the SCORP in
that it is NYCDPR’s intention that recreational resources providing services to the affected
area’s urban population be maintained in perpetuity in the replacement locations. NYCDPR
would construct replacement park facilities of equal or greater value in close proximity to the
existing facilities that would be affected.

E. NEW YORK STATE LEGISLATION COMPLIANCE

New York State legislation enacted in June 2005 authorizes the alienation of certain areas of
currently mapped parkland to allow for its disposition by the City, through leases, for operation
of the proposed Yankee Stadium and several parking garages. Specifically, the legislation
authorizes the alienation of portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park (Parcels A
and portions of Parcel J respectively, on Figure 4-1) for the proposed stadium, and portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park (Parcels B, C and D on Figure 4-1) and John Mullaly Park (portions of
Parcel J on Figure 4-1) for the proposed parking garages and other stadium-related facilities.
Following that disposition, however, these areas would remain mapped parkland. The State
legislation also requires that the City dedicate the existing Yankee Stadium site as parkland and
acquire additional parklands and/or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes which are
equal to or greater than the fair market value of the parkland being alienated.

As previously described, portions of Macomb’s Dam Park (Parcels C and D on Figure 4-1) are
currently used for parking for the existing stadium. As part of the proposed project, replacement
recreational facilities would be developed on these parcels and would include a little league field
(60-foot infield) on Parcel C and 14 tennis courts and a tennis pavilion building with restrooms
and other amenities on Parcel D. Replacement parkland would also be developed on two surface
parking lots (not currently mapped as parkland) at River Avenue and East 157th Street (Parcels 5
and 6 on Figure 4-8), and recreational facilities would be developed at the site of three
warehouse buildings and paved areas along Exterior Street within the Bronx Terminal Market
(Parcel 8 on Figure 4-8). Additionally, an esplanade would also be developed on paved areas
located along the Harlem River waterfront (Parcel 9 on Figure 4-8). Consistent with the
preceding analyses, as a result of the development of these new recreational facilities, together
with the dedication of the existing Yankee Stadium site as public recreational parkland, the
proposed project would comply with the replacement parkland requirements of the State
authorizing legislation. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

According to the 2001 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, an
assessment of shadows is necessary if shadows from the proposed project are expected to fall on
public open spaces, historic resources with significant sun-sensitive features, or important
natural features. Since the project area is located in and adjacent to portions of Macomb’s Dam
Park and John Mullaly Park, potential shadows impacts on these resources are analyzed in this
chapter. Existing open spaces that would remain, as well as open spaces that would be created or
refurbished by the proposed project, are considered in the analysis.

As discussed below, shadows from the proposed stadium would fall on portions of Macomb’s
Dam Park during the morning throughout the year. Additional incremental shadows would also
reach Macomb’s Dam Park in the afternoon during the fall through early spring months. The
triangular portion of the park bounded by East 161st Street, Jerome Avenue, and the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach, which contains walkways and a large rock outcropping surrounded by
trees, would be in the shadows of the proposed stadium for most of the morning throughout the
year. Additional shadows would be cast on Macomb’s Dam Park in the afternoon from fall
through spring by Parking Garage C. The proposed project would also cast shadows on the
proposed open space located in Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Plaza built atop a new

subterranean garage (Parking Garage A) and the proposed open space entrance plaza to Heritage
Field (to be mapped as parkland as part of Macomb’s Dam Park).

John Mullaly Park would also receive shadows from the proposed project. Incremental shadows
from proposed Parking Garage B along East 164th Street would fall on the southern portion of
the park in the afternoon for about three hours during the early spring and early fall months.
During the winter months, proposed Parking Garage B as well as the proposed stadium would
cast incremental shadows on the southern portion of John Mullaly Park throughout the entire
analysis period. The portion of John Mullaly Park affected by shadows contains a skate park (for
skateboards, rollerblades, and rollerskates), a recreation center (enclosed building), a
playground, and passive park areas.

No significant adverse impacts are expected to occur to any open spaces as the duration and
coverage of shadows are not long enough or large enough to affect vegetation or park usage.
Portions of the parks that would be in shadow contain mostly active recreation uses, which are
less affected by shadow than passive uses. In addition, several other portions of these parks are
available for recreational use during the times the incremental shadows from the proposed
project would occur.

B. METHODOLOGY

Following the guidelines of the CEQR Technical Manual, shadow analyses focus on public open
spaces (uses, users, landscaping, and vegetation), significant natural features, and historic
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resources with significant sunlight-dependent features. Analyses are performed for four
representative days of the year: March 21, which is the equivalent of September 21 (the
equinoxes); May 6, the equivalent of August 6 (midpoints between the summer solstice and the
equinoxes); June 21 (the summer solstice); and December 21 (the winter solstice). Since the
CEQR methodology does not consider shadows and incremental increases in shadows within 1%
hours of sunrise or sunset, the analysis period on each analysis day begins 1% hours after sunrise
and ends 1% hours before sunset.

The CEQR Technical Manual identifies the following situations when a proposed action may
result in a significant shadow impact:

e Substantial reduction in sunlight where a sensitive use is already subject to substandard
sunlight (i.e., less than the minimum time necessary for survival);

¢ Reduction in sunlight available to a sensitive use from more to less than the minimum time
necessary for its survival;

e Substantial reduction in sunlight to a sun-sensitive use or feature; and
e Substantial reduction in the usability of open space.

The determination of impact significance is based on an assessment of how a project’s shadows
specifically affect individual open space resources; that is, the analysis considers the incremental
and combined shadows on open space resources, and for each resource assesses the potential
impact.

The shadow diagrams and analysis presented in this chapter were developed using building
envelope and topographical information derived from Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps and U.S.
Geographical Survey (USGS) data. Shadows were modeled using the solar rendering capabilities
of MicroStation V8 software.

C. SCREENING

At a height of approximately 138 feet, the maximum shadow sweep of the proposed stadium
would be approximately 589 feet to the east and west and 285 feet to the north. The four
proposed parking garage structures would be lower, reaching a maximum height of 70 feet. The
maximum shadow sweep for the proposed parking garage structures would be approximately
299 feet to the east and west and 145 feet to the north. The proposed structures associated with
Heritage Field would be 18 feet tall reaching approximately 77 feet to the east and west and 37
feet to the north. Within the shadow sweeps of these buildings, the existing resources of concern
are Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park. The proposed project would create Heritage
Field on the existing Yankee Stadium site, which would be mapped as parkland, and it is
considered in this analysis. The shadow sweep from the proposed project does not extend as far
southwest to reach the proposed Harlem River Esplanade or waterfront ballfields and open
space. There are no historic resources with significant sunlight-dependent features within the
shadow sweep. Although the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach historic resource falls within the
maximum shadow sweep of the proposed project, it does not contain sunlight dependent
features.

While the rock outcropping in Macomb’s Dam Park is an important visual resource, it is also not
considered a sun-sensitive important natural feature. In addition, the portion of John Mullaly
Park affected by shadows contains a skate area that is for active recreation (skateboards,

5-2



Chapter 5: Shadows

rollerblades, and rollerskates) that would not be affected by the shadow as well as a playground
and passive park areas. The park also contains a recreation center that would not be affected as it
is an enclosed structure.

The proposed project would also create passive open space parks east of River Avenue on either
side of East 157th Street. None of the proposed structures are tall enough to cast shadow on
these proposed open spaces. There are no open spaces, historic resources with sun-sensitive
features, or important natural resources within the shadow sweep of proposed Parking Garage D.

D. POTENTIALLY AFFECTED RESOURCES

The screening analysis identified both existing and proposed open space resources in the shadow
sweep of the proposed project. As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the proposed
project would develop recreational facilities and create new parkland to replace those being
displaced by the proposed project. Although the proposed replacement facilities described below
reflect the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation’s (NYCDPR) current plan,
NYCDPR may choose to modify the new facilities to provide facilities that are not exactly the
same as those displaced, but are equal in value or better than those being replaced.

MACOMB’S DAM PARK

The 28.4-acre Macomb’s Dam Park, which is bounded roughly by East 162nd Street, Jerome
Avenue, East 157th Street, River Avenue, and the Major Deegan Expressway, is divided into
several segments, some of which would fall within the shadow sweep of the proposed project.

The park contains a variety of recreational uses, including little league ballfields, a softball field,
a track, soccer/football field, handball and basketball courts. There are several small, landscaped
areas along Jerome Avenue, as well as lawn areas and walking paths.

Macomb’s Dam Park Triangle

A triangular portion of Macomb’s Dam Park—Iocated directly west of the proposed stadium
between Jerome Avenue, East 161st Street, and Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach—is
landscaped with lawns, bushes and trees, and has winding walkways. A large rock outcropping
is a defining feature.

West of Ruppert Plaza

As currently contemplated, a full-size, artificial-turf soccer field would be located south of East
161st Street between the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and Ruppert Plaza in the southern
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park. This at-grade park would be located above a new subterranean
garage (Parking Garage A). A 400-meter athletic track would encircle the soccer field. A grand-
stand would overlook these two facilities. To the south of the track would be an artificial-turf
little league field and nine handball courts, and to the north would be two basketball courts (one
with stands) and two tennis courts. A tot-lot with climbing and play equipment, drinking
fountain, and benches would be located at the corner of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
and East 161st Street. In total, the open space would comprise 7.33 acres.

Parking Garage C Rooftop Open Space

Fourteen tennis courts are currently planned for the rooftop of proposed Parking Garage C in
Macomb’s Dam Park, south of East 161st Street, west of Jerome Avenue, and north of a ramp
from the Major Deegan Expressway. Adjacent to the tennis courts would be a pavilion building
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with restrooms and other amenities serving the tennis court program. The total area of this open
space would be 2.89 acres.

Heritage Field

The proposed project would retain the ballfield of the existing stadium, adapt it to a baseball
field (90-foot infield) and map it as parkland as part of Macomb’s Dam Park. It is anticipated
that some of the stands in the existing stadium may be retained for the replacement ballfield (no
more than 3,000 seats), while most of the existing stadium would be demolished.

JOHN MULLALY PARK

John Mullaly Park is an 18.5-acre park immediately north of proposed Parking Garage B and the
proposed stadium. The park is used for a mix of active and passive recreation and attracts users
of all ages. The portion of the park affected by shadows contains a skate park (skateboards,
rollerblades, rollerskates) a recreation center, a playground, and a passive park area.

E. SHADOW EFFECTS BY SEASON

In its yearly cycle, the height of the sun in the sky and the time and directional location at which
it rises and sets varies by season. In the winter, the sun travels in a low arc across the southern
sky, rising late in the southeast and setting early in the southwest. Because it is so low in the sky,
it casts longer shadows. In the spring and fall, the sun arcs through the sky at a somewhat higher
angle, rises earlier in the east, and sets later in the west. In these seasons, shadows are of
moderate length. In the summer, the sun arcs through the sky at its highest angle, rising almost
directly overhead at noon. For this reason, summer shadows are shortest. However, in the
summer, the sun rises earliest and sets latest; it also travels farther, from the northeast to the
northwest. Thus, the summer sun casts shadows in more directions than in other seasons, and its
early sunrise and late sunset creates shadows earlier in the morning and later in the evening than
in other seasons.

This section considers the overall incremental shadows at specific times on each analysis day.
The duration of the shadows by analysis day and by resource is shown on Table 5-1.

Table 5-1
Shadow Durations on Sun-Sensitive Receptors
March 21 May 6 June 21 December 21
Open Space Resource 7:36 AM—4:29 PM | 7:27 AM—-6:18 PM | 6:57 AM—7:01 PM | 8:51 AM — 2:53 PM
} ) 7:36 AM - 12:00 PM, . . ) . . .
Macomb’s Dam Park Triangle 3:30 - 4-29 PM 7:27 - 11:45 AM 6:57 - 10:45 AM 8:51 AM - 2:53 PM

Macomb’s Dam Park: Heritage

Field 7:36 AM - 4:29 PM 7:27 AM - 6:18 PM 6:57 AM - 7:01 PM 8:51 AM - 2:53 PM

Macomb’s Dam Park: West of

7:27 AM - 8:00 AM 6:57 - 8:15 AM
Ruppert Plaza

Macomb’s Dam Park: Parking

Garage C Rooftop Open Space 7:36 AM - 9:30 AM 7:27 - 9:45 AM 6:57 - 10:00 AM 8:51 AM -9:30 AM

Macomb’s Dam Park: Parking 7:36 AM - 10:00 AM | 7:27 AM-11:15AM | 657 AM-11:30 AM | 8:51 AM - 9:30 AM
Garage C Rooftop Tennis Courts

John Mullaly Park 2:15 - 4:29 PM - - 8:51 AM - 2:53 PM

Notes:

September 21 is the equivalent of March 21, except one hour later.
August 6 is the equivalent of May 6.

March and December are EST (Eastern Standard Time).

May, June, August and September are DST (Daylight Savings Time).
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MARCH 21/SEPTEMBER 21—ANALYSIS PERIOD: 7:36 AM TO 4:29 PM EST

On the March analysis day the proposed stadium would cast incremental shadows on Macomb’s
Dam Park from the 7:36 AM start of the analysis period, lasting all morning until 12:00 PM, and
again for an hour later in the afternoon. During the morning the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle—
between Jerome Avenue, East 161st Street, and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach—would
receive incremental shadows from the proposed stadium (see Figures 5-1 and 5-2)*. This portion
of the park contains walking paths with a large rock outcropping surrounded by trees. The
proposed landscaped area between the Major Deegan Expressway ramps and Parking Garage C
would also be covered by incremental shadows from Parking Garage C in the early morning (see
Figure 5-1). The tennis pavilion would cast shadow on the tennis courts until 10:00 AM.

Throughout the day the proposed structures associated with Heritage Field would cast
incremental shadows on the proposed open space entrance plaza to the field (see Figures 5-1
through 5-4). These shadows would not be large or cover much of the open space entrance plaza.
The majority of the open space would remain in full sun throughout the day.

Shadows from Parking Garage B would reach a portion of John Mullaly Park on the March
analysis day for more than two hours in the afternoon from 2:15 PM until the end of the analysis
period at 4:29 PM (see Figures 5-3 and 5-4). The incremental shadows would fall on the middle
portion of the park which contains a playground, skateboard park, and a small area of passive
park space.

MAY 6/AUGUST 6—ANALYSIS PERIOD: 7:27 AM TO 6:18 PM DST

On May 6 and August 6, the proposed stadium would again cast shadows onto a few sections of
Macomb’s Dam Park. The sections of the park that would receive incremental shadows during
the morning in May and August are located west of the proposed stadium along Jerome Avenue.
The proposed stadium would cast the largest shadows in the early morning, and would cover
most of the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle at the beginning of the analysis period (see Figure 5-
5). The proposed stadium would also cast a small incremental shadow on the northeast portion of
the proposed open space located in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Plaza in
the early morning at the beginning of the analysis period. The incremental shadow on the
Macomb’s Dam Park triangle would decrease in size until it leaves this open space just after
11:30 AM (see Figure 5-6).

Parking Garage C would cast shadows on the proposed landscaped area between along the Major
Deegan Expressway ramps and Parking Garage C in the early morning (see Figure 5-5). This
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park would not contain any public passive recreation amenities. The
proposed tennis pavilion would cast incremental shadow on the tennis courts throughout the
morning.

Similar to the March analysis day the proposed structures associated with Heritage Field would
cast incremental shadows on the proposed open space entrance plaza during the May/August
analysis period (see Figure 5-5). These shadows would be small and would not cover much of
the open space entrance plaza. The majority of the open space would remain in full sun
throughout the day.

L Al figures can be found at the end of this chapter.
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No incremental shadows from the proposed project would reach John Mullaly Park on the May
analysis day.

JUNE 21—ANALYSIS PERIOD: 6:57 AM TO 7:01 PM DST

On June 21, the proposed stadium would cast incremental shadows on Macomb’s Dam Park
during the morning from the start of the analysis period at 6:57 AM and last just under four
hours casting the last incremental shadow at 10:45 AM (see Figures 5-7 and 5-8). Incremental
shadows would mostly fall on the portions of the park west of the proposed stadium. Figure 5-7
shows the incremental shadows at 7:15 AM when the proposed stadium would cover portions of
the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle along Jerome Avenue as well as the portion of Macomb’s Dam
Park west of Ruppert Plaza. By 10:30 AM incremental shadows would decrease in size and
cover a much smaller area of the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle (see Figure 5-8). Garage C would
cast incremental shadows on the proposed landscaped area between the Major Deegan
Expressway ramps and Garage C in the early morning from the start of the analysis period to
around 10:30 AM (see Figures 5-7 and 5-8). Throughout the morning the proposed tennis
pavilion would cast incremental shadows on the tennis courts.

The proposed stadium would cast incremental shadows on the northern section of the portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Plaza in the early morning of the June 21 analysis day.
The shadow would cover a section of the soccer field and track as well as the tot-lot. The shadow
would decrease quickly and exit the open space within 33 minutes. The proposed structures
associated with Heritage Field would cast incremental shadows on the open space entrance plaza
throughout the day. The shadows would be small, leaving most of the field in full sun throughout
the day (see Figures 5-7 and 5-8).

Incremental shadows from the proposed project would not reach John Mullaly Park on the June
analysis day.

DECEMBER 21—ANALYSIS PERIOD: 8:51 AM TO 2:53 PM EST

On December 21 shadows from the proposed project would fall on portions of Macomb’s Dam
Park, Heritage Field, and John Mullaly Park for the entire analysis period lasting from 8:51 AM
until 2:53 PM. The proposed stadium would cast the largest shadow of the day on the Macomb’s
Dam Park triangle at the start of the analysis period (see Figure 5-9). In the afternoon, Garage C
would cast a small incremental shadow on the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle (see Figures 5-10
and 5-11). Garage C would cast a small incremental shadow on the proposed landscaped area
located between the Major Deegan Expressway ramps and Garage C from 8:51 AM until 9:30
AM (see Figure 5-9). The tennis pavilion would cast shadow on the tennis courts until 9:30 AM.

The proposed structures associated with Heritage Field would cast small incremental shadows on
that open space throughout the analysis period (see Figures 5-9 through 5-11). The shadows would
be small, leaving the majority of the open space open to receive full sun throughout the day.

Garage B would cast incremental shadows on John Mullaly Park. The shadow would be
approximately the same size at 9 AM and 12 Noon but would cover more of the open space at
2:30 PM near the end of the analysis period when the shadows of the proposed stadium also
reach the park (see Figures 5-9 through 5-11). The portion of the park affected by shadows
contains the skate park, playground, recreation center, and passive park space.
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F. SHADOW EFFECTS BY RESOURCE

MACOMB’S DAM PARK

MACOMB’S DAM PARK TRIANGLE

The proposed project would cast incremental shadow on the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle
throughout the year. It is the open space that would experience the greatest shadow increase due
to the proposed project. During the spring and fall the proposed stadium would cast shadows on
the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle from about 7:30 AM until noon. Parking Garage C would also
cast shadows on the triangle in the late afternoon from about 3:30 PM to the end of the analysis
period. The proposed stadium would cast morning shadows on the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle
from late spring to early summer lasting around four hours.

Shadows from the proposed project would reach further during the winter months than at other
times of the year. The proposed stadium would cast incremental shadows on the Macomb’s Dam
Park triangle from the beginning of the analysis period until around 1:15 PM. Proposed Parking
Garage C would cast shadow on the open space from around noon until the end of the analysis
period.

In general, the shadow increment would stretch across the Macomb’s Dam Park triangle in the
beginning of the analysis periods but would quickly diminish, allowing most of the open space
to be in the sun for the remainder of the day. The open space consists of walking paths with no
benches thus making the use of the park more active than passive. Therefore, the increase in
shadow would not be a significant adverse impact.

WEST OF RUPPERT PLAZA

The proposed stadium would cast early morning shadows on the proposed track, soccer field,
and tot-lot in the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park west of Ruppert Plaza on the May/August and
June analysis days. The open space contains mostly active recreation and its use would not be
affected by the shadows.

PARKING GARAGE C ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE

Parking Garage C would cast incremental shadows on the western portion of the landscaped area
located between the Major Deegan Expressway ramps and Parking Garage C. This section of the
park would be a visual resource and not function as recreational open space. Therefore, shadows
are not expected to be a significant adverse impact. The tennis pavilion would also cast shadow
on the tennis courts on the roof of Parking Garage C from the beginning of the analysis period
until around 11:15 AM. This would not affect the use of the tennis courts since it is an active
sport.

HERITAGE FIELD

Proposed structures associated with Heritage Field would cast incremental shadows on a portion
of the entrance plaza to Heritage Field throughout the day for the entire year. The shadows
would be small, leaving the majority of the open space entrance plaza in full sunlight for most of
the day throughout the year. Since this area would be a paved open plaza and not a recreational
open space, its use would not be affected by shadows.
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JOHN MULLALY PARK

Parking Garage B would cast incremental shadows on John Mullaly Park during the afternoon in
March and September for around three hours. Because it is a relatively low structure, shadows
from Parking Garage B would not reach John Mullaly Park during the May/August or June
analysis periods. In December, the Parking Garage B shadows would be on the park longer and
the shadow from the proposed stadium would be long enough to also reach the park in the
afternoon. The portion of the park that would receive shadow contains a skate park, playground,
recreation center, and passive park space. The skate park and playground are for active
recreation, which would not be affected by the shadow. In addition, the shadows would occur the
longest on this portion of the park during the winter months, when use of the skate park,
playground, and passive park space would be diminished. Since it is enclosed in a building, the
recreation center would also not be affected by shadow. Therefore, the increase in shadow would
not be a significant adverse impact.

Overall, no significant adverse impacts are expected to occur to any open spaces as the duration
and coverage of shadows are not long enough or large enough to affect vegetation or park usage.
Portions of the parks that would be in shadow contain mostly active recreation uses, which are
less affected by shadow than passive uses. In addition, several other portions of these parks are
available for recreational use during the times the incremental shadows from the proposed
project would occur. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the potential for the proposed project to affect historic resources on the
sites in the project area and in the surrounding study area. The project area is located in The
Bronx and comprises several independent parcels, including the existing Yankee Stadium,
portions of Macomb’s Dam Park to the north and west of the stadium, the southern portion of
John Mullaly Park, part of the Bronx Terminal Market, and paved parking facilities along River
Avenue and west of Exterior Street along the waterfront.

The historic resources analysis has been prepared in accordance with the New York City
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR), the New York State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA), the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (SHPA), and Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). These laws and regulations require
that City, State, and Federal agencies, respectively, consider the effects of their actions on
historic properties. This technical analysis follows the guidelines of the 2001 CEQR Technical
Manual.

In general, potential impacts on historic resources can include both direct physical impacts and
indirect impacts. Direct impacts include demolition of a resource and alterations to a resource
that cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource could also be damaged from
vibration (i.e., from construction blasting or pile driving) and additional damage from adjacent
construction that could occur from falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage from
construction machinery. Adjacent construction is defined as any construction activity that would
occur within 90 feet of an architectural resource, as defined in the New York City Department of
Buildings (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88."

Indirect impacts are contextual or visual impacts that could result from project construction or
operation. As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, indirect impacts could result from
blocking significant public views of a resource; isolating a resource from its setting or
relationship to the streetscape; altering the setting of a resource; introducing incompatible visual,
audible, or atmospheric elements to a resource’s setting; or introducing shadows over a historic
landscape or an architectural resource with sun-sensitive features that contribute to that
resource’s significance (e.g., a church with stained glass windows).

Significant adverse direct or indirect impacts can occur if a project would cause a change in the
quality of a property that qualifies it for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic
Places (S/NR) or for designation as a New York City Landmark (NYCL). To assess the potential

! TPPN #10/88 was issued by DOB on June 6, 1988, to supplement Building Code regulations with regard
to historic structures. TPPN #10/88 outlines procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic
structures resulting from adjacent construction, defined as construction within a lateral distance of 90
feet from the historic resource.



Yankee Stadium Project FEIS

impacts of the proposed project, an inventory of historic architectural resources in the project
area and study area that could be affected was compiled based on the methodology described
below. The existing setting of each historic resource, including its visual prominence and
significance in publicly accessible views, sun-sensitive features, and visual and architectural
relationship to other historic resources, was taken into consideration for this analysis.

As described below, the study concludes that the proposed project would result in significant
adverse impacts on Buildings G, H, and J of the Bronx Terminal Market through the proposed
demolition of these structures. Therefore, as discussed in Chapter 21, “Mitigation,” the proposed
project would develop mitigation measures in consultation with the New York State Historic

Preservation Officer (SHPQO), which would be set forth in a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA).

This assessment also found that the proposed project could result in adverse impacts to the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach span between the Major Deegan Expressway and East 161st
Street through the development of Parking Garages A and C. However, these impacts are not
expected to be significantly adverse. As currently planned, these garages would be set back
approximately 12 feet to the east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, essentially
eliminating the visibility of this section of the landmarked structure within the project area.
However, the most prominent features of the Macombs Dam Bridge roadway system—the
Macombs Dam Bridge Pratt truss spanning the Harlem River and the camelback truss spanning
the Metro-North Railroad right-of-way—would remain unaltered by proposed Parking Garages
A and C. Changes to the approach structure itself include widening the existing pedestrian
walkways at East 161st Street and constructing vehicular and pedestrian access between the
approach and Parking Garages A and C. To avoid adverse impacts to these portions of the

Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach resulting from the widening of the east crosswalk at East
161st Street and pedestrian and vehicular access points at the approach, these new elements
would be designed in consultation with SHPO, pursuant to the MOA, as well as the New York
City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). The potential impacts to this historic resource

are discussed in greater detail below under “Probable Impacts of the Proposed Project.”

Within the study area, it is not expected that the proposed project would have significant adverse
impacts to any architectural resources. Where there is potential for a construction-related impact,
a Construction Protection Plan would be developed in consultation with SHPO and LPC
pursuant to the MOA, as well as LPC, and implemented to protect resources within 90 feet of
proposed construction activities, including architectural resources in the project area and study
area.

Apart from the anticipated adverse impacts to Buildings G, H, and J of the Bronx Terminal
Market and the section of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach identified above, the proposed
project would not block significant views of any other known or potential historic resources,
significantly alter the visual setting of any other resource, or introduce incompatible contextual
elements to any other historic resource’s setting in the project area or study area.
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B. METHODOLOGY
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

STUDY AREA

The study area or area of potential effect (APE) for archaeological resources is the area of
planned construction and disturbance on the project area sites. Since the proposed project
involves in-ground disturbance for the development of the proposed stadium and parking
facilities, there is a potential for impacts to archaeological resources. LPC was contacted for its
preliminary determination of the site’s archaeological sensitivity. In a letter dated March 29,
2005, LPC determined that the project area has no archaeological significance. Correspondence
can be found in Appendix D. Likewise, in a letter dated August 10, 2005, SHPO has indicated
that it has no further archaeological concerns for this project.*

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

STUDY AREA

The study area for architectural resources is generally based on the APE where proposed
construction activities may physically alter historic structures or be close enough to them to
potentially cause structural damage and to account for visual or contextual impacts. The APE for
the proposed project has been defined as a 400-foot radius from the project area. It is bounded to
the north by the section of John Mullaly Park at East 165th Street and portions of Woodycrest
Avenue and Ogden Avenue; to the west by the Harlem River; to the south by East 150th Street;
and to the east by Walton Avenue (see Figure 6-1).2

Within the study area, architectural resources that were analyzed include S/NR properties or
properties determined eligible for such listing, and designated NYCL and Historic Districts and
properties determined eligible for landmark designation. Additionally, a survey was conducted
to identify any previously undesignated properties in the study area that were then evaluated for
their potential S/NR or NYCL eligibility.

CRITERIA AND REGULATIONS

Once the APE was determined, an inventory of officially recognized architectural resources in
the APE was compiled (“Architectural Resources”).

1 1t should be noted that the west side of Exterior Street within the project area was previously evaluated
for its archaeological potential as part of the environmental analyses prepared for a separate project, the
Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project (FEIS December 7, 2005). The archaeological study
prepared for the Gateway Center project, Phase 1A Archaeological Study of the Gateway Center at Bronx
Terminal Market, prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc., January 7, 2005 determined that sections of
the northern portion of the project area west of Exterior Street, including Piers 1 and 2, were sensitive for
precontact resources that could be present at depths ranging from 20 to 70 feet below the surface. Though
that report was accepted by SHPO on January 31, 2005, SHPO as well as LPC subsequently indicated that
they have no archaeological concerns for the Yankee Stadium project area, as described above.

2 All figures and a photo locator table can be found at the end of this chapter.
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Criteria for inclusion on the National Register are listed in the Code of Federal Regulations,
Title 36, Part 63. LPC and SHPO have adopted the criteria listed below for use in identifying
architectural resources for CEQR and SEQRA review. Following these criteria, districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects are eligible for the National Register if they possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and:

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of history;

B. Are associated with significant people;

C. Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
represent the work of a master, possess high artistic value, or represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. May yield [archaeological] information important in prehistory or history.

Properties that are less than 50 years of age are ordinarily not eligible, unless they have achieved
exceptional significance. Determinations of eligibility are made by SHPO.

In addition, LPC designates historically significant properties or areas in New York City as
NY CLs and/or Historic Districts, following the criteria provided in the Local Laws of the City of
New York, New York City Charter, Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 3. Buildings,
properties, or objects are eligible for landmark status when they are at least 30 years old.
Landmarks have a special character or special historical or aesthetic interest or value as part of
the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the City, State, or nation. There are four
types of landmarks: individual landmarks, interior landmarks, scenic landmarks, and historic
districts.

In addition to identifying architectural resources officially recognized in the APE, an inventory
was compiled of other buildings that could warrant recognition as architectural resources (i.e.,
properties that could be eligible for S/NR listing or NYCL designation) in compliance with
CEQR and SEQRA guidelines (“Potential Architectural Resources™). For this project, potential
architectural resources were those that appeared to meet one or more of the National Register
criteria (described above). These were identified based on site visits and by using historical
sources including local repositories, texts, images, and maps.

Once the historic resources in the APE were identified, the proposed project was assessed for its
potential for direct physical impacts and indirect contextual impacts on architectural resources.

C. BACKGROUND HISTORY

The area including and surrounding the project area was largely undeveloped in the late 1890s.
Development in the area included several private residential estates located primarily in the area
north of Jerome Avenue. Between Gerard and Walton Avenues and north of East 157th Street
(formerly Juliet Street) a few two- and three-story residential properties had been developed.
Between 1890-1895 the Macombs Dam Bridge and its Manhattan and Bronx approaches
(NYCL, S/NR-eligible) were built (discussed below in greater detail under *“Known
Architectural Resources” and “Existing Conditions”). The bridge’s 155th Street elevated steel
viaduct on the Manhattan side gradually descends toward and connects to the Macombs Dam
Bridge that spans the Harlem River. Connecting to the bridge on the Bronx side is the long
expanse of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach viaduct that was built over what was
marshland at the time of construction.
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Beginning around the turn of the century and continuing until the 1910s, The Bronx marshland
near the Macombs Dam Bridge was filled in for the creation of Macomb’s Dam Park which
opened in 1899 and was later expanded.! Today, the park occupies areas that are located within
the project area—sites east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach/Jerome Avenue
and an area north of the existing stadium and East 161st Street.

Historic maps indicate that a one-story recreational building was located at the southwest corner
of East 161st Street and Ruppert Place by 1923. Development north and west of Jerome Avenue
was primarily residential, and included courtyard apartments. Portions of the Bronx Terminal
Market (S/NR-eligible), a wholesale food market, located to the southwest of the existing
stadium and partially in the project area, were built beginning in 1917.

In 1923, Yankee Stadium was built at its present site at East 157th Street, River Avenue, East
161st Street, and Ruppert Place. Within the next several years, John Mullaly Park was developed
between River and Jerome Avenues north of East 162nd Street on land acquired by the City in
1924. This park is named for late 19th century journalist, reformer, and founding member of the
New York Parks Association, John Mullaly. Mullaly was greatly influenced by comparative
studies of parkland in foreign cities and had predicted the need for parks in New York City as
the population and land values continued to increase rapidly. A large, one-story recreational
building, discussed in greater detail below under “Known Architectural Resources,” was built in
the early 1930s on the western section of the park between East 164th and 165th Streets in the
study area. In the same section of the park, its first playground opened in 1932.

During the 1930s, recreational facilities at Macomb’s Dam Park underwent several
modifications and enhancements. These included the addition of a new two-story field house
built in 1933-1934 at the southwest corner of East 161st Street and Ruppert Place which is in the
project area, and a small comfort station (no longer extant) on Sedgewick Avenue opposite
Jerome Avenue built in 1935. The new field house building (now known as the Macomb’s Dam
Park District Office) was built by the City of New York, Department of Parks—Borough of The
Bronx (now the New York City Department of Parks & Recreation). The District Office was
built as a full, two-story structure and was connected via a small pavilion at the building’s
southwest parkside corner to the existing one-story Shower and Locker House that had been
built at some time before 1923. At the time of the District Office’s completion in 1934, the park
had stairs leading down to the building’s eastern entrance from East 161st Street and Ruppert
Place because of a gradual downward slope from the sidewalk elevation.

By 1935, development in the study area had accelerated. Apartment buildings lined Walton,
Gerard, and River Avenues. The IRT had been extended into The Bronx along River Avenue.
Other blocks and lots had been developed with industrial structures, garages, and other
commercial facilities.

Also in 1935, the Department of Parks re-landscaped the section of Macomb’s Dam Park west of
Ruppert Place.” The Shower and Locker House and connecting pavilion west of the District

! The Macombs Dam Bridge and Macomb’s Dam Park were named after the Macomb family, which
operated a dam and mill on the site of the park earlier in the 19th century.

%2 The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation files do not clearly indicate the reason for the
significant 1935-1936 re-landscaping of this section of Macomb’s Dam Park (personal communication
with John Krawchuk, Director of Historic Preservation, New York City Department of Parks and
Recreation, June 22, 2005).
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Office were also razed at that time. The elevation of the park east of the District Office along
East 161st Street and Ruppert Place was raised and filled, covering the District Office’s entire
original first floor. The elevation slopes down toward the rear of the building making the entire
two-story structure visible from the west elevation. The ballfields and rear of the building are
accessible by stairs flanking the building’s north and south elevations. Because of these
landscaping changes, the District Office’s east elevation appears as a single-story structure. With
these changes, the building’s east facade was altered to create a central primary entrance on the
building’s original second floor. Other alterations to the District Office include the creation of a
secondary entrance on the east elevation near the building’s northeast corner and, on the west
elevation, the creation of two additional new entrances and window openings.

Sections of Macomb’s Dam Park were further altered in 1936. The section of the park west of
Ruppert Place was re-landscaped and new baseball fields were created, removing the running
track from this section of the park. Other additions to the park included basketball courts, paddle
tennis courts, and horse shoe pitching fields. Macomb’s Dam Park was further enhanced with
the addition of the Macomb’s Dam Fountain. This large granite fountain with ornamental
limestone dolphins and a lion’s head was designed by Martin Schenck and Arther V. Waldegren
and is located on a terrace situated in the park along the north side of Jerome Avenue between
Ogden and Woodycrest Avenues in the study area. Also in 1936, bleachers were erected in the
portion of the park north of East 161st Street between Jerome and River Avenues.

Modifications have also been made to the southern section of John Mullaly Park, located within
the project area and study area, including the addition of basketball, handball, and ice skating
facilities. In the late 1960s a wading pool, swimming pool, and bathhouse were added to the
portion of the park in the study area and in the early 1970s tennis courts and softball fields were
added to the section of the park in the project area. In 1988 a new skate park for skateboarders,
rollerbladers, rollerskaters, and BMX-riders was opened. In 2000 the renovation of the Mullaly
Recreation Center was completed as part of a $3.1 million overhaul of the entire John Mullaly
Park that also included upgrades to ballfields, the resurfacing of playgrounds, and the addition of
two small soccer fields within the project area and study area.

The Macombs Dam Bridge and its Bronx and Manhattan approaches have been modified over
time to accommodate changing uses and needs. In 1920 two ramps were built on the east side of
East 161st Street. As a result, the abutment on the southeast side of East 161st Street was
dismantled and reconstructed on the southwest side of East 161st Street. Between 1949-1951
when the Major Deegan Expressway was being built, sections of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach were demolished and replaced with concrete piers and steel decks spanning the
expressway. Four new highway entrance and exit ramps were also built and trolley tracks were
removed from the bridge and approaches. Between 1960-1964 the road decks of the entire
bridge span and approaches were replaced. Also during that time frame most of the original
fascias, railings, and lampposts were removed and replaced with similar steel fascias and
railings. Chainlink fencing was installed along sections of the railings that line the cantilevered
sidewalks on both sides of the entire bridge span.

Most recently, beginning in 2000 and continuing through the present, the New York City
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) has invested $145 million into a three-stage
renovation of the Macombs Dam Bridge and its approaches. Work on the structural system
within the project area and study area has included the installation of structural components,
replacement of the middle one-third section of the bridge, replacement of the structural deck,
rehabilitation of the superstructure steel and concrete substructure members on the bridge’s
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southern portion, and reinforcement of truss members in the swing span and the camelback span.
The entire project is scheduled for completion in late 2005.

YANKEE STADIUM

The most prominent structure located in the project area is the existing Yankee Stadium. The
land that was developed for the stadium had been, by 1891, sparsely developed with single-story
structures and a stone yard and related structures. The property that was purchased for the
stadium had been part of the estate of William Waldorf Astor. Adjacent properties were also
owned by the Astors.

Built in 1922-1923, the stadium is a primarily concrete and steel structure (see Views 1 and 2 of
Figure 6-2). The stadium occupied the full block bounded by East 157th Street, River Avenue,
Ruppert Place, and East 161st Street. It was designed with a triple-tiered grandstand on its
western portion and a one-tiered bleachers section that makes up the eastern end of the stadium.
The original concept by the designers, the Osborn Engineering Company, envisioned the triple-
tiered grandstand surrounding the entire baseball field. However, this plan was scaled back in
the final design and the existing stadium became the first ballpark to have triple-tiered seating
(with a seating capacity of approximately 58,000 seats). At that time, the stadium was the largest
ballpark of its kind, with its original dimensions measuring 281 feet from home plate to left
field, 490 feet to center field, and 295 feet to right field; due to its then enormous distance from
home plate, left center field became known as “Death Valley.”

The Yankees were originally formed as the New York Highlanders in 1903. They played at
Hilltop Park,? a ballpark formerly located in Washington Heights, until 1912. That year, the team
was invited to lease space at the Polo Grounds, the home of the New York Giants (how the San
Francisco Giants). Upon moving to the Polo Grounds in Harlem, the team became known as the
Yankees, and remained there until 1922.% Apparently, at that time, the popularity of the Yankees
(enhanced by the arrival of Babe Ruth in 1920) greatly exceeded that of the Giants, and it has
been conjectured that the New York Giants evicted the Yankees in the hope that they would
leave the City and thereby eliminate competition with the Giants.

However, the team found its current approximately 10-acre site roughly ¥2-mile away from the
Polo Grounds and invested $3.2 million dollars to build the new stadium. Ground was broken for
the stadium on May 5, 1922; Opening Day was held less than one year later on April 18, 1923 in
the new Yankee Stadium.

The original stadium’s design, which has been significantly modified since its original
construction, consisted of the triple-decked grandstands which extended from behind home plate
and up to the first and third base lines, included a copper frieze that adorned the existing
stadium’s third tier deck, and had wood seating. In 1928, the triple-decked grandstand was

! . “Yankees to Build Stadium in the Bronx,” The New York Times, February 6, 1921; ProQuest
Historical Newspapers The New York Times (1851-2001).

2 Hilltop Park was the first ballpark used by the American League and was built in 1903 at Broadway and
West 168th Street. Hilltop Park was demolished in 1914 and the site is presently occupied by the
Columbia-Presbyterian Medical Center.

® The Polo Grounds were located in Harlem between West 155th and 157th Streets. This ballpark was also
designed by Osborn Engineering and in coordination with Henry B. Herts. The Polo Grounds were
demolished in 1964 and redeveloped with the Polo Grounds Towers, a residential development.
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extended into left field. Nine years later, it was extended into right field. This increased the
seating capacity to approximately 80,000. During this time, the bleacher seating was changed
from wood to concrete.

In 1932, the first of several plagues and monuments that now make up present day “Monument
Park” at the existing stadium was erected—a granite monument to former manager Miller
Huggins that was placed near the flag pole in center field. Others monuments, including those
honoring Lou Gehrig (1941) and Babe Ruth (1949), followed and were grouped in the same
location.

During the 1940s, night baseball was introduced with the addition of lights to the existing
stadium. A new electronic scoreboard was added in 1959.

In the early 1970s, the team proposed moving to New Jersey. To retain the Yankees in New
York, the City signed a 30-year lease with the Yankees in 1972, the same year that George
Steinbrenner bought the team and agreed to renovate the stadium. Two years later, the stadium
was given an approximately $160 million dollar renovation by Praeger-Kavanagh-Waterbury,
also the designers of Shea Stadium, which included the demolition of portions of the stadium
and resulted in a substantial reengineering of the structure to allow for the removal of steel
columns that supported the second and third tiers and blocked views. The renovation also
included new seating, the addition of concessions, and the remodeling of the press box and
bathrooms. At that time, the decorative frieze at the upper deck was removed and a similar
architectural element made of concrete was created at the top of a new scoreboard that extends
from center to right field. The monuments and plaques were removed from centerfield and
placed behind the left centerfield wall between the Yankees and visiting team bullpens to create
“Monument Park.” A 138-foot-tall bat—a replica of a Louisville Slugger baseball bat that serves
as a venting structure—was placed at the new southwestern entrance to the stadium. The stadium
reopened in April 1976. Other alterations have included the addition of new escalator and
elevator towers at the entrances and the addition of luxury suites. With additional renovations
carried out in the 1980s, the stadium’s dimensions were altered to its present configuration of
318 feet from home plate to left field, 408 feet to center field, and 314 feet to right field.

D. EXISTING CONDITIONS
ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

PROJECT AREA

The project area includes the existing Yankee Stadium, portions of Macomb’s Dam Park to the
west and north of the stadium, portions of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach to the west of
the stadium, and portions of John Mullaly Park to the north of the stadium. The project area also
contains part of the Bronx Terminal Market west of Exterior Street that is located to the
southwest of the stadium, and at-grade parking lots located north of the Bronx Terminal Market
and on sites to the southeast of the existing Yankee Stadium along River Avenue.

As the third oldest Major League baseball stadium in the country and the home of the team that
has had the most Hall of Famers and championship seasons than any other baseball team, the
existing stadium has figured prominently in The Bronx’s and New York City’s history and
popular culture. Though a well recognized cultural icon, the existing stadium structure itself has
been dramatically altered and essentially rebuilt from its original design. The east end of the
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existing stadium was originally a one-story structure. This design has been substantially
modified through the rebuilding of the grandstands and bleachers section along East 161st Street,
East 157th Street, and River Avenue. Alterations to the facade to accommodate the extension of
the grandstands into left and right fields in the 1920s and 1930s, removal of the original copper
frieze at the third tier, construction of the elevator/escalator towers, and reconstruction of the
grandstands in the 1970s, have resulted in a structure that is of a substantially different character
than what was originally built. Therefore, although the existing Yankee Stadium is fondly still
known as the “House that Ruth Built,” the extensive renovations have resulted in the loss of
stadium’s original design and architectural integrity. As such, in a comment letter dated April 25,
2005, LPC concluded that the existing Yankee Stadium is not eligible for NYCL designation.
Likewise, in a comment letter dated July 15, 2005, SHPO concluded that “Yankee Stadium does
not meet the criteria for listing to the National Register of Historic Places due to its lack of
integrity.” SHPO suggested that it might nonetheless be appropriate to retain some elements of
the stadium. As currently conceived, NYCDPR would retain the existing stadium’s playing field,
as well as some portion of the surrounding seating, as publicly accessible parkland to be known
as Heritage Field.

The portions of Macomb’s Dam Park in the project area consist of passive and active
recreational facilities including baseball fields, handball and basketball courts, and a parking lot
(see View 3 of Figure 6-3). A one- and two-story recreational building is located in the project
area at the southwest corner of East 161st Street and Ruppert Place. This small building (now
known as the Macomb’s Dam Park District Office) was built by the New York City Department
of Parks in 1933-1934 as a full two-story structure with two centrally located Palladian doors
separated by a similarly-styled window. The building is clad in red brick and designed in the
neo-Georgian style, with symmetrical window openings that flank centrally located entrances on
the east and west facades. At the time of the building’s completion, the park had stairs leading
down to the building’s eastern entrance because of a gradual downward slope from the East
161st Street and Ruppert Place sidewalk elevation. The District Office was significantly
modified in 1935 and 1936 when Macomb’s Dam Park was altered (see Views 4 and 5 of Figure
6-4). In a comment letter dated July 11, 2005, SHPO determined that the Macomb’s Dam Park
District Office does not meet the criteria for listing to the National Register. LPC concurred with
SHPQ’s determination of nonsignificance in a comment letter dated July 26, 2005.

A portion of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach (NYCL, S/NR-eligible) spans the section of
Macomb’s Dam Park to the west of the existing stadium. This historic resource will be discussed
below in “Known Architectural Resources.”

The portion of John Mullaly Park in the project area—the block bounded by River and Jerome
Avenues between East 162nd and 164th Streets—contains several small and nondescript brick
structures and tennis courts enclosed in bubbles during the winter (see View 6 of Figure 6-5).

A portion of the Bronx Terminal Market, a wholesale food market, also lies within the project
area southwest of the existing stadium and will be discussed below in “Known Architectural
Resources” (see Views 7 and 8 of Figure 6-6).

Known Architectural Resources

There are two known architectural resources in the project area—the Macombs Dam Bridge and
155th Street Viaduct and the Bronx Terminal Market.

The Macombs Dam Bridge and 155th Street Viaduct (NYCL, S/NR-eligible) were built
between 1890-1895. The bridge and viaducts span the Harlem River between West 155th Street
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and St. Nicholas Place in Manhattan and Jerome Avenue and East 162nd Street in The Bronx.
The consulting engineer for the bridge and its viaducts was Alfred Pancoast Boller, one of the
late-19th/early 20th century’s most distinguished American structural engineers. This structure,
known until 1902 as Central Bridge, is New York City’s oldest metal truss swing bridge and its
third-oldest bridge. The landmarked structure includes a Pratt through-truss swing bridge that
spans the Harlem River, stone end piers with shelter houses, a camelback truss span over the
Metro-North Railroad right-of-way in The Bronx, a long 155th Street steel viaduct on the
Manhattan side, and a shorter steel approach road on the Bronx side, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach (see Views 9 and 10 of Figure 6-7).

The section of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between the Major Deegan Expressway
and East 161st Street spans Macomb’s Dam Park. This span has steel double intersection Warren
fixed deck truss spans and is carried by pairs of battered rectangular rock-faced granite piers (see
Views 11 and 12 of Figure 6-8). The western-most section of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach that abuts the eastern side of the Macombs Dam Bridge also has steel double
intersection Warren fixed deck trusses and spans a surface parking lot along the eastern bank of
the Harlem River. Between 1960-1964 the road decks of the bridge and viaducts (the Manhattan
and Bronx viaducts) were rehabilitated, resulting in the loss of the original fascias and most of
the original railings and lampposts, including those on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach.
Chain link fencing was installed at this time along sections of the cantilevered pedestrian
walkways that line both sides of the approach.

The other known architectural resource is the Bronx Terminal Market which consists of
several low-scale warehouse buildings located west of Cromwell Avenue between the Major
Deegan Expressway access ramps to the north and East 150th Street to the south. SHPO has
determined that the buildings of the Bronx Terminal Market (Buildings B, D, F, G, H, and J) are
eligible for S/NR listing as part of a historic district. Three of the Bronx Terminal Market
Buildings—Buildings G, H, and J (refer to Views 7 and 8 of Figure 6-6)—are in the project area.

Buildings G and H were designed by Samuel Oxhandler with John D. Churchill and Albert W.
Lewis in 1934-35. They are located directly south of Building J on the west side of Exterior
Street. These buildings are composed of a group of small, connected spaces within a concrete-
block structure. These two-story buildings are unpainted and have few decorative elements
beyond a stucco corbel course running along the top. Large openings covered in metal gates are
on the first floor, while large, multi-paned rectangular window openings are on the second floor.
The second floor windows have been sealed with a variety of materials, mainly concrete block.
The buildings are built to the street line, are in fair condition, and are partially occupied.

Building J is a two-story former power house that is currently vacant. It was built in 1925 to
support the Bronx Terminal Market’s original cold-storage warehouse (Building A), which is no
longer extant. It is the northernmost building of the Bronx Terminal Market, located on the west
side of Exterior Street at the entrance/exit ramps for the Major Deegan Expressway. Building J
has two-story pavilions on each end and a three-story central pavilion. The structure is clad in
red brick with a corbel course running beneath a small parapet wall. There are large arched
openings on the first story and large square openings on the second story. All of the openings are
sealed with concrete or concrete block. Building J is set back from the street line and views to it
are partially obscured by the elevated Major Deegan Expressway that extends above Exterior
Street. Since the building is currently vacant, it has a dilapidated appearance and has graffiti on
the first floor.
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STUDY AREA

Known Architectural Resources

There are seven previously known architectural resources within the study area (refer to Figure
6-1). Sections of the Macombs Dam Bridge and 155th Street Viaduct (NYCL, S/NR-eligible)
lie within the study area." Within the study area, one of the Macombs Dam Bridge’s defining
features is a 19-panel Pratt through-truss structure with a 415-foot steel central swing bridge that
spans the Harlem River (refer to View 9 of Figure 6-7). Another defining feature of the bridge
structure is a 221-foot steel camelback through-truss that spans the Metro-North Railroad right-
of-way (refer to View 10 of Figure 6-7). East of these spans are replacement concrete “bents”
and steel deck spans that were built over the Major Deegan Expressway between 1949-1951.
The spans over Macomb’s Dam Park and the span that abuts the Macombs Dam Bridge lie
within the project area and are described above in “Existing Conditions.” The eastern terminus
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach is south of East 162nd Street and has a limestone and
granite abutment on the north side of East 161st Street.

As mentioned above in “Background History,” the Macombs Dam Bridge and approaches have
been modified over time to accommodate changing needs. One of the earliest changes was the
addition of two ramp connections built in 1920 at East 161st Street on the east side of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. The construction of these ramps involved the removal of the
southeast face of the masonry abutment and stairway and their reinstallation on the southwest
side of East 161st Street. The two ramps are not contributing features of the landmarked
structure. The construction of the Major Deegan Expressway between 1949-1951 involved the
replacement of three original truss spans and two pairs of masonry piers with six steel and
concrete spans and four new entrance/exit ramps; these are not contributing features of the
landmarked structure. Between 1960-1964 the road decks of the bridge and viaducts (the
Manhattan and Bronx viaducts) were rehabilitated and resulted in the loss of the original fascias
and most of the original railings and lampposts. Chain link fencing was installed at this time
along sections of the cantilevered pedestrian walkways that line both sides of the entire bridge
and approaches.

Buildings B, D, and F of the Bronx Terminal Market (S/NR-eligible) are located in the study
area southwest of the project site. These buildings were designed by Samuel Oxhandler with
John D. Churchill and Albert W. Lewis in 1934-1935. Building B is composed of 19 small,
connected spaces within a two-story reinforced concrete structure on the east side of Exterior
Street north of East 150th Street (see View 13 of Figure 6-9). The building’s design is much like
Building J of the market in the project area except that Building B is clad in stucco whereas
Building J is faced in brick.

Building D, the Bronx Terminal Market’s flagship structure, was designed to serve as a bank,
restaurant, and a hotel for farmers. Building D is a two-story stucco-clad polygonal building that
was built in 1934-1935 as part of Mayor LaGuardia’s expansion of the Bronx Terminal Market.
Building D is at the southeast corner of the Bronx Terminal Market at the corner of East 149th
Street and Exterior Street. The building is similar in design to Buildings B, F, G, and H but has
“Bronx Terminal Market, City of New York, 1935” painted in large, Art Moderne lettering on
its southern facade.

! The Manhattan side 155th Street viaduct does not lie within the project area or study area. This
description, therefore, focuses on the sections of the Macombs Dam Bridge within the study area only.
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Building F is the southernmost Bronx Terminal Market building on the west side of Exterior
Street, with frontage on East 150th Street. This building was built at the same time as Buildings
B and D and is similar in form, decoration, and massing.

The American Female Guardian Society and Home for the Friendless Woody Crest Home
(NYCL, S/NR-eligible), located at 936 Woodycrest Avenue west of the project area, was
designed by William B. Tuthill in 1901-1902. It originally housed the American Female
Guardian Society, an institution that served needy children. The architect, who also designed
Carnegie Hall in Manhattan, designed this institutional building to resemble a large Beaux-Arts
mansion featuring an arched entrance, decorative window surrounds, and a mansard roof defined
by dormers and chimneys (see View 14 of Figure 6-9). The property was converted in 1991 to a
residential care facility for families and individuals with AIDS.

The Park Plaza Apartments (NYCL, S/NR), designed by Horace Ginsberg and Marvin Fine
(1929-31), are located at 1005 Jerome Avenue between East 162nd and 165th Streets, directly
across Jerome Avenue from the proposed stadium site. The Park Plaza, clad in orange brick
accented by multi-colored terra-cotta ornamentation, was one of the first and most prominent Art
Deco apartment houses in The Bronx (see View 15 of Figure 6-10). Its design spearheaded the
proliferation of Art Deco buildings that significantly altered the appearance of The Bronx during
the 1930s. It is located approximately 100 feet from the project area.

The Bronx House of Detention (S/NR-eligible), formerly the Bronx County Jail, is located at
653 River Avenue at the southwest corner of East 151st Street. It was built in 1938 as a Works
Progress Administration project. Designed by architect Joseph H. Freelander, it is an 8-story
rectangular building with small pavilions at each end and a 10-story central pavilion. The
building is clad in gray brick and stone with vertical recessed windows that form uninterrupted
columns above the building’s base (see View 16 of Figure 6-10). The building has an eight-story
addition perpendicular to the original building along the structure’s western facade. The addition
uses similar gray brick and horizontal bands of windows as used in much the original building.
Also on the site of the Bronx House of Detention are several trailers and temporary structures.
The Bronx House of Detention currently does not house inmates and has taken on a derelict and
abandoned appearance. It is located approximately 75 feet from proposed Parking Garage D in
the project area across River Avenue.

145th Street Bridge (S/NR-eligible) was designed and constructed in 1905 by Alfred Pancoast
Boller, the same engineer responsible for the Macombs Dam Bridge and 155th Street Viaduct.
The 145th Street Bridge is a steel truss wing bridge that spans the Harlem River with reinforced
concrete and steel approaches at 145th Street in Manhattan and 149th Street in The Bronx (see
View 17 of Figure 6-11). It is located well over 90 feet from the project area.

The Bronx County Building, also known as the Bronx County Courthouse (NYCL, S/NR), lies
just outside of the study area to its east, but is prominently visible from within Yankee Stadium
and other portions of the study area. The Bronx County Building, designed by Max Hausle and
Joseph H. Freedlander (1931-1935), is at 851 Grand Concourse, which is The Bronx’s major
thoroughfare, lined by prominent buildings. This monumental building’s limestone cladding
contributes to its austere classical appearance that was popular for public buildings during the
1930s (see Views 18 and 19 of Figure 6-12). Among the building’s most prominent features are
its sculptural reliefs designed by sculptors Charles Keck, Adolph Weinman, Edward F. Sanford,
George H. Snowden, and Joseph Kiselewski.
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Nine structures identified as potential architectural resources were determined by LPC (August
26, 2005) and/or SHPO (September 20, 2005) to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the S/NR
and/or designation as NYCLSs, respectively, as part of their review of the proposed project.

The Mullaly Recreation Center (NYCL-eligible, S/INR-eligible) dates from the early 1930s and
is located in the western section of John Mullaly Park between East 164th and East 165th
Streets. This free-standing, one-story brick building fronts both Jerome Avenue to the west and
the park to the east. The building’s western fagade is symmetrical with two entries featuring
decorative terra cotta paneling and the Bronx County seal above each entryway. The building’s
parapet is accented by a terra cotta string course which is further enhanced by a running
ornamental feature also in terra cotta. The building was renovated in 2000 as part of a $3.1
million overhaul of John Mullaly Park (see Views 20 and 21 of Figure 6-13).

The apartment building at 1001 Jerome Avenue (S/NR-eligible), sited across Jerome Avenue
from John Mullaly Park, was built in 1937. This Art Deco building is clad in gray brick, rises
eleven stories, and is divided into three expressed bays alternating with two recessed bays (see
Views 22 and 23 of Figure 6-14). The windows of each bay are arranged in columns accenting
the building’s verticality. Decorative brickwork also draws the viewer’s eyes upward. It is
located approximately 100 feet from the project area.

The Church of God (NYCL-eligible, S/NR-eligible), located at 923 Woodycrest Avenue, was
built in 1927. It is a small, three-story church clad in gray brick. The primary facade is divided
into five bays; the three center bays are defined by arched stained glass windows on the second
story (see View 24 of Figure 6-15). It is located approximately 200 feet from the portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park in the project area.

An Art Deco building at 58 East 161st Street (NYCL-eligible, S/INR-eligible) dates to 1936. It
originally served as the entrance and lobby to the Semi Earl Theatre that occupied the middle of
the block. The theater has been closed and the building’s former lobby is now occupied by the
Unity Bar and Restaurant. The theater’s former auditorium space is now used for flea markets.
The building’s existing marquee dates from the 1970s (see View 25 of Figure 6-16). The
theater’s architect is unknown. This building is located approximately 100 feet from the existing
Yankee Stadium site and is separated from it by the elevated subway viaduct structure on River
Avenue.

An eight-story apartment building dating to the 1930s is located at 825 Gerard Avenue/90 East
158th Street (S/NR-eligible). It is clad in tan brick with darker bricks used to accent the facade.
The building has columns of windows at each corner whereas the windows along the exposed
facades are grouped together to create blocks of vertical, column-like windows common to this
period of building design. Jewelry-like decorative pendants appear to “dangle” from the
building’s roofline (see View 26 of Figure 6-16). The building is located approximately 160 feet
from the existing Yankee Stadium site.

The building at 675 Walton Avenue (NYCL-eligible, S/INR-eligible) at the northwest corner of
Walton Avenue and East 153rd Street is a six-story, Art Moderne apartment building that likely
dates to the 1930s, as do many other Art Deco and Art Moderne apartment buildings in the
neighborhood. The building is clad in yellow brick and features streamline motifs characteristic
of the building’s style. The apartment building’s design is reminiscent of the prow-like Flat Iron
Building in Manhattan (see View 27 of Figure 6-17). It is located over 375 feet from proposed
Parking Garage D to be located across East 151st Street between Gerard and River Avenues.
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At the northeast corner of Gerard Avenue and East 153rd Street, the six-story apartment building
at 690 Gerard Avenue (S/NR-eligible) was built in 1936. It is similar in style to many of the
other Art Deco apartment buildings along the Grand Concourse and neighboring areas. The
building is clad in light-colored brick that is accented by darker-colored brick forming geometric
patterns. The building’s windows are vertically divided by dark and light bricks creating
column-like patterns (see View 28 of Figure 6-17). It is located over 300 feet from proposed
Parking Garage D to be located across East 151st Street between Gerard and River Avenues.

A through-block building at 876-878 Gerard Avenue/893-895 Walton Avenue (S/NR-eligible)
dates from 1927-1928 (see Views 29 and 30 of Figure 6-18). This two-story building’s primary
facades are defined largely by their highly decorative terra cotta designs. The Gerard Avenue
facade has three bays on the upper floor and is clad in painted white bricks in a stretcher bond
pattern. The building’s ground floor is occupied by two small businesses and has been altered to
accommodate those uses. The second floor is clad in highly stylized white terra cotta featuring
horses’ heads, facial masks, and floral patterns, all of which create a sense of verticality. The
building’s east facade fronts on the northwest corner of Walton Avenue and East 161st Street
and houses a Burger King. Despite the alterations that have been made to accommodate the fast
food chain, the building’s second-floor terra cotta detailing remains its defining feature. This
building is located approximately 200 feet from the project area.

The Oxford Knolls' (S/NR-eligible) , located at 691 Gerard Avenue/109 East 153rd Street, is a
complex of three six-story apartment buildings that span the full block of East 153rd Street
between River and Gerard Avenues (see Views 31 and 32 of Figure 6-19). The mock Tudor-
designed buildings are clad in coarse red brick and feature half-timbering, steeply pitched
gables, crenellated parapets, and a rusticated stone base and details. The buildings were built
around 1930. They are located over 200 feet from both the proposed passive recreation park at
the southeast corner of River Avenue and East 157th Street and proposed Parking Garage D to
be located across East 151st Street between Gerard and River Avenues.

The row of seven houses at 615, 621, 625, 629, 633, 637, and 641 Walton Avenue south of
East 151st Street do not appear to meet criteria for listing on the N/R or for designation as
NYCLs (see Views 33 and 34 of Figure 6-20).

E. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Without the proposed project, it is assumed that there will be no subsurface disturbance of the
project area. In any case, the site was determined not sensitive for archaeological resources by
LPC and SHPO.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

PROJECT AREA

There are no projects planned for construction in the project area by the project’s analysis year
of 2009.

! On January 1, 2006, a fire in this building damaged several apartment units on the 6th floor.
www.NY1.com
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STUDY AREA

In the future, the status of historic resources could change. Properties found eligible for
designation as NYCLs could be designated and S/NR-eligible architectural resources could be
listed on the Register. It is also possible, given the project’s analysis year of 2009, that additional
sites could be identified as architectural resources in this time frame.

Changes to the historic resources identified above or to their settings could occur irrespective of
the proposed project. Future projects could also affect the settings of architectural resources. It is
possible that some architectural resources in the project area could deteriorate, while others
could be restored. In addition, future projects could accidentally damage architectural resources
through adjacent construction.

Historic resources that are S/NR-listed, or that have been determined eligible for listing, are
given a measure of protection from the effects of Federally sponsored or Federally assisted
projects under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Although preservation is
not mandated, Federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse impacts on such resources
through a notice, review, and consultation process. Properties listed on the registers are similarly
protected against impacts resulting from State-sponsored or State-assisted projects under the
State Historic Preservation Act. Private owners of properties eligible for, or even listed on, the
registers using private funds, can, however, alter or demolish their properties without such a
review process. Privately owned properties that are NYCLs, in New York City Historic
Districts, or pending designation as Landmarks are protected under the New York City
Landmarks Law, which requires LPC review and approval before any alteration or demolition
can occur. Publicly owned resources are also subject to review by LPC prior to the start of a
project; however, LPC’s role with other City agencies is advisory only.

The proposed Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project would result in the demolition
of Building B (S/NR-eligible) of the Bronx Terminal Market. It would also result in the
demolition of the Bronx House of Detention (S/NR-eligible). Measures to mitigate these adverse
impacts to architectural resources would be developed by the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal
Market project sponsors in consultation with SHPO.

NYCDPR’s proposed construction of a park south of the proposed project’s waterfront park,

west of Exterior Street, would presumably require the demolition of Building F of the Bronx
Terminal Market.

The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation will undertake site work in the
Macomb’s Dam Park parcel at the northwest corner of Jerome and Woodycrest Avenues where
the Macomb’s Dam Fountain is located. The site work will include the restoration of the
fountain’s stone work and associated plumbing to return the fountain to operation. The stairs and
pathways in this parcel of the park will also be repaired. The completion year for this project is
fall 2005 or spring 2006. No adverse impacts are anticipated.

As described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the City of New York
proposes to expand its existing Bronx Emergency Assistance Unit located at the northwest
corner of Walton Avenue and East 151st Street. This would result in the construction of a new
60,000-square-foot facility at that location. The completion year for this project is 2008. This
site is located approximately 70 feet from the group of seven late 19th century rowhouses at
615-641 Walton Avenue. As such, this project could potentially result in inadvertent
construction-related damage to the rowhouses from ground borne construction-period vibrations,
falling debris, and collapse.
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F. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

PROJECT AREA

The proposed project anticipates the retention of the existing stadium ballfield and its conversion
into one of the replacement baseball fields. It is also anticipated that some of the field seats in
the existing stadium would be retained for the replacement ballfield. The proposed project would
also remove the baseball bat at the corner of East 157th and East 153rd Streets. The proposed
project would result in a new, state-of-the-art stadium to be erected on the blocks to the north of
the existing stadium that would visually evoke the original 1923 Yankee Stadium. Since the
existing stadium has been determined ineligible for NYCL designation and S/NR listing, the
removal of the existing stadium would not result in any significant adverse impacts to
architectural resources. The Macomb’s Dam Park District Office at the southwest corner of
Ruppert Place and East 161st Street has also been determined not eligible for S/NR listing or
NYCL designation. Therefore, the proposed removal and replacement of this building with new
recreational facilities would also not result in any significant adverse impacts to architectural
resources.

The proposed Parking Garages A and C would result in adverse impacts to the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach. As described above, the proposed garages would be set back approximately
12 feet to the east and west of this portion of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, visually
eliminating the viaduct span between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan Expressway. The
proposed Parking Garage A, a two-story partially below grade garage, would be built to the east
of the viaduct span on the site of the existing western section of Macomb’s Dam Park. The
elevation of the landscape to the east and west of the approach viaduct is depressed in relation to
the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. By raising the elevation in this portion of the project area,
the roof of Parking Garage A would be at the level of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
roadway and would be developed with recreational facilities. It is expected that there would be

one ramp to connect to Garage A and two ramps to connect to Garage C. The ramp closest to
East 161st Street would connect to the third level of Garage C. Farther west, another ramp would
connect to the fourth rooftop parking level. The proposed ramps would be designed to touch, but
not require material alterations to the bridge structure with the exception of removing curbs and
railings to make the connections. Each ramp would be supported on a new pier that would be
designed to match those of the existing bridge. Since the modifications to the viaduct structure
are expected to be minor and the ramps self-supporting, it is not expected that the new ramps
would adversely impact the integrity or historical character of the bridge or additionally burden

the load-bearing capacity of the existing structure. The existing surface parking lot that is west
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach would be developed with Parking Garage C, a four-

level parking garage. Despite the lower grade in this section of the project area, this multi-level
structure would rise approximately 11 feet above the approach viaduct. The roof of this garage
would be developed with new outdoor tennis courts. The existing pedestrian walkway on the
east side of the span of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach over East 161st Street would be
widened by 5 feet to accommodate anticipated increases in pedestrian use. The sidewalk

extension would be supported by a new truss structure over East 161st Street that would be

designed to match the profile and appearance of the existing trusses spanning East 161st Street.
To avoid adverse impacts to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, the methods by which
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vehicular and pedestrian access would be created between Parking Garages A and C and the
walkways would be designed in consultation with SHPO, pursuant to the MOA, as well as LPC.

As described above, the development of Parking Garages A and C east and west of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan Expressway
would have indirect adverse impacts to this historic resource because the approach span would
be obscured from view and isolated from its setting and its relationship to the streetscape.
Further, because the construction of proposed Parking Garages A and C would be within 90 feet
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, a Construction Protection Plan would be developed in
consultation with SHPO, pursuant to the MOA, as well as LPC, and implemented prior to
construction to protect this resource from construction-related activities and to avoid any
inadvertent physical damage to this historic resource. However, it is not anticipated that the
development of Parking Garages A and C would result in a significant adverse impact to this
historic resource for several reasons. Although the visibility of the approach span between the
Major Deegan Expressway and East 161st Street would be reduced from the surrounding area,
this historic resource would be retained and would remain a viable section of the bridge’s
roadway system. The visibility of the Macombs Dam Bridge spanning the Harlem River and the
camelback truss spanning the Metro-North Railroad right-of-way—two of the most visible and
significant features of the roadway system—would remain unaffected by the proposed project.
Further, the visual connection between the section of the approach spanning Macomb’s Dam
Park and the two trusses to the west is already obscured by large trees and the Major Deegan
Expressway to the south of the park. Additionally, pedestrian access would be maintained and
would continue to allow the public to experience the landmarked bridge. Therefore, the proposed
project is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts to this historic resource.

The proposed replacement of the other surface parking lots with parking garages would not
result in any significant adverse contextual impacts to architectural resources as there are no
such resources in close proximity to these sites and there is also no meaningful relationship
between the known architectural resources and vacant sites used for surface parking.

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new park with baseball fields on the
west side of Exterior Street at the Bronx Terminal Market in the area of Buildings G, H, and J.
Therefore, to build the new park and baseball fields associated with the proposed project, these
buildings would be demolished. The proposed project would undertake mitigation measures in
consultation with SHPO to mitigate any significant adverse effects on architectural resources.
The mitigation measures would include Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-level
photographic documentation with an accompanying narrative, and interpretive design elements,
such as a fence and plagues/historic markers. The mitigation measures would be set forth in an
MOA to be entered into among NYCDPR, the National Park Service (NPS), and SHPO. The
Draft MOA, the terms of which have been developed in consultation with SHPO and NPS and
which is anticipated to be entered into among the parties, is included in Appendix G.*

The proposed project would include a new 0.71-acre esplanade that would extend from the
northern end of the proposed waterfront park, wrap around the waterfront to the existing ferry

! As set forth in the Foreword, because the Alternative Park Plan analyzed in Chapter 22, “Alternatives,”
is the preferred park plan that is anticipated to be adopted and approved by NYCDPR, the Draft MOA
applies to that alternative program. Bronx Terminal Market Building J, rather than being demolished by
the proposed project, would be retained and adaptively reused in connection with the tennis facilities to
be located at the waterfront park under this alternative.
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landing, and extend east to the pedestrian connection at Exterior Street beneath the Major
Deegan Expressway. It is anticipated that the proposed esplanade would not have any significant
adverse contextual impacts to architectural resources.

STUDY AREA

The proposed stadium site is located more than 90 feet (the anticipated area of potential impacts
from construction) from the known architectural resources in the study area. However, the Park
Plaza Apartments, located at 1005 Jerome Avenue, and the apartment building located at 1001
Jerome Avenue, adjacent to the Park Plaza Apartments, are directly across Jerome Avenue, a
100-foot-wide street, from the proposed stadium site. Due to the scale of the proposed project in
this location and the fragility of the terra cotta ornament that adorns the Park Plaza Apartments,
a Construction Protection Plan would be developed to protect these resources from construction-
related activities. This Construction Protection Plan would be developed in consultation with
SHPO and LPC and implemented prior to construction to avoid any inadvertent damage to these
historic structures.

It is not anticipated that the proposed project would have any significant adverse contextual
impacts on any other known architectural resources in the study area. It is expected that the
proposed project would shift the visual focus of the neighborhood from its current location south
of East 161st Street to the proposed stadium location north of East 161st Street. The scale of the
existing structure and that of the proposed structure are and would continue to be significant
features in the neighborhood’s skyline. Rising approximately 138 feet, the proposed stadium
would rise to a height similar to the existing stadium, and as such, would not result in a structure
of a significantly larger mass or height than presently exists in the area. The proposed stadium
would not obstruct views to known architectural resources. It is anticipated that the new
structure would be visible from the Macombs Dam Bridge as is the existing stadium.

Parking Garage B, to be built along the south side of East 164th Street, would be more than 90
feet from the Mullaly Recreation Center. Although Parking Garage B would be visible from the
Mullaly Recreation Center, the parking garage is not expected to significantly affect this known
historic resource since the proposed garage would not create significant shadows or otherwise
alter the building’s context or significant features. Further, the garage would not block any
significant views to the south. The Mullaly Recreation Center would remain prominently visible
from within the park block, from Jerome Avenue, and from portions of the park to the north (see
Chapter 5, “Shadows,” and Chapter 7, “Urban Design™).

Parking Garage D, to be built north and south of East 151st Street spanning over that street,
would be located to the east of the former Bronx House of Detention. It is expected that the
former Bronx House of Detention would be demolished in the future without the proposed
project. Absent this known historic resource, it is anticipated that Parking Garage D would not
significantly alter the context or visibility of architectural resources in this portion of the project
area or study area (see Chapter 5, “Shadows” and Chapter 7 “Urban Design”).

As has been described above, the most prominent change to the area would be the construction
of the proposed stadium north of East 161st Street. It is expected that the proposed stadium
would be visible from the Mullaly Recreation Center, since it would be built across East 164th
Street. However, the Mullaly Recreation Center is oriented west towards Jerome Avenue, and its
setting on its block and the setting across Jerome Avenue would remain unchanged. As with the
introduction of proposed Parking Garage B, the Mullaly Recreation Center would still remain
prominently visible from within the park block from Jerome Avenue, and from the portions of
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Table 6-1
Photo Locator for Figure 6-1
Figure | Photo S/INR- NYCL-
No. No. Location SINR | eligible | NYCL |eligible
6-2 1 Yankee Stadium from the Harlem River
6-2 2 Yankee Stadium, north facade
6-3 3 Macomb’s Dam Park, north of the stadium
Macomb’s Dam Park District Office, northeast
6-4 4
facade
Macomb’s Dam Park District Office, southeast
6-4 5
facade
6-5 6 | John Mullaly Park, northwest corner
6-6 7 Bronx Terminal Market, Buildings G/H X
6-6 8 Bronx Terminal Market, Building J X
6-7 9 Macombs Dam Bridge, Harlem River span X X
6-7 10 Macombs Dam Bridge, Metro-North right-of- . x
way span
6-8 11 | Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach X X
6-8 12 | Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach X X
6-9 13 [Bronx Terminal Market, Building B X
6-9 14 American Female Guardian Society, west X x
facade =
6-10 15 | Park Plaza Apartments, east facade X X
6-10 16 | Bronx House of Detention, east facade X
6-11 17 | 145th Street Bridge X
6-12 18 [Bronx County Building, north facade X X
6-12 19 | Bronx County Building, south facade X X
6-13 20 [Mullaly Recreation Center, west facade X X
6-13 21 | Mullaly Recreation Center, east facade X X
6-14 22 11001 Jerome Avenue, east facade X
6-14 23 [1001 Jerome Avenue, entry detail X
6-15 24 [ Church of God, east facade X X
6-16 25 |58 East 161st Street, north facade X X
825 Gerard Avenue/90 East 158th Street,
6-16 26 X
southeast corner
6-17 27 |675 Walton Avenue at East 153rd Street X X
6-17 28 [690 Gerard Avenue at East 153rd Street X
876-878 Gerard Avenue/893-895 Walton
6-18 29 X
Avenue, west facade
876-878 Gerard Avenue/893-895 Walton
6-18 30 ; X
Avenue, west facade details
6-19 31 [Oxford Knolls, west facade X
6-19 32 | Oxford Knolls, southeast facades X
6-20 33 | Walton Avenue at East 151st Street
6-20 34 | Walton Avenue rowhouses, east facade
Notes: Corresponds to Figure 6-1.
NHL: National Historic Landmark.
SR: New York State Register of Historic Places.
NR: National Register of Historic Places.
S/NR-eligible: Site has been found eligible for listing on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places.
NYCL: New York City Landmark.
NYCL-eligible: LPC has determined that the site appears eligible for NYCL designation.
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the park to the north. Therefore, the proposed project would not be anticipated to have any
significant adverse impacts on this resource. In addition, the proposed stadium would be located
across Jerome Avenue from two architectural resources, the Park Plaza Apartments at 1005
Jerome Avenue and the apartment building at 1001 Jerome Avenue. However, the proposed
project is not expected to have any adverse contextual impacts on these resources. Though the
proposed context of the project area between East 164th Street and East 161st Street would
change from one containing parks and recreational facilities to one that contains a new stadium,
garage, and new open spaces, the significance of these buildings lies primarily in their Art Deco
designs. In addition, the park-like settings of these resources would be maintained through the
retention of other portions of John Mullaly Park and Macomb’s Dam Park, most specifically the
portion of John Mullaly Park north of East 164th Street directly across from the Park Plaza
Apartments and the triangular portion of Macomb’s Dam Park south of Jerome Avenue, as well
as through the addition of new parkland in the project area.

It is also anticipated that portions of the proposed stadium would be visible above the subway
viaduct on River Avenue from the Art Deco building at 58 East 161st Street and the through
block building at 876-878 Gerard Avenue/893-895 Walton Avenue that front onto East 161st
Street. However, these resources presently exist in a context of old and new buildings that
includes the existing stadium and subway viaduct. Since the subway viaduct serves as a physical
and visual barrier between the areas east and west of River Avenue, the construction of the
proposed stadium and modification of the existing stadium site would not be anticipated to result
in significant adverse impacts to these resources. It is not expected that the proposed stadium
would be prominently visible from other architectural resources in the study area. *
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A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the potential of the proposed project to affect the urban design
characteristics and visual resources of the surrounding area. The project area contains the existing
Yankee Stadium site, portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park adjacent to the
existing stadium, the site of three warehouse buildings between the waterfront and Exterior Street
within the Bronx Terminal Market, and several parking lots located on River Avenue between East
158th and East 150th Streets and west of Exterior Street along the waterfront (see Figure 7-1).!
The proposed project would develop a new stadium, as well as associated new open spaces
(including retaining the existing Yankee Stadium baseball field for community use) and parking
garages. Since the proposed project would result in development that differs in use, height, bulk,
form, materials, and arrangement from that currently existing in the project area, an urban design
and visual resources analysis is appropriate.

This chapter has been prepared in accordance with New York City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) and the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), which require that
City and State agencies, respectively, consider the effects of their actions on urban design and
visual resources. This technical analysis follows the guidelines of the 2001 CEQR Technical
Manual. As defined in the manual, urban design components and visual resources determine the
“look” of a neighborhood—its physical appearance, including the size and shape of buildings,
their arrangement on blocks, the street pattern, and noteworthy views that may give an area a
distinctive character. The following analysis addresses each of these characteristics for existing
conditions and the future without and with the proposed project for the year 2009, the analysis
year for the proposed project. The future baseline conditions (“the future without the proposed
project”) assume that the same conditions as currently exist in the project area will continue.

As described below, the proposed project would be expected to develop buildings and
recreational facilities of a comparable design as those presently found in the area. As such, the
proposed project would have no significant adverse impacts on the urban design of the study
area. On balance, the proposed project would have a positive effect on visual resources; it would
remove two segments of Macomb’s Dam Park and one of Mullaly Park that together constitute a
visual resource for the area, but it would introduce new visual resources. These include new
waterfront elements along the Harlem River, including the baseball fields, landscaped areas, and
an esplanade, providing new public amenities and locations from which to view the river and its
shorelines; the proposed stadium, which would constitute a new visual landmark in the area, and
the proposed new green areas and public plazas to be developed at the existing and proposed
stadium sites would also generate new visual resources in the area.

" All figures can be found at the end of this chapter.
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Although the proposed project would seek to retain mature trees wherever possible, it is
expected that the removal of mature trees, which are approximately 40 feet tall, within
Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park could result in unavoidable adverse impacts. Some
of these trees would have to be removed due to the scope of the construction. Although the
replacement trees would not achieve comparable size for several decades, the number of
replacement trees would be extremely large and equivalent in total mass to the trees that would
be lost. The addition of a significantly expanded canopy of trees to the project area and
surrounding neighborhoods, in addition to the mature trees that would be retained, would mean
that the change would not be significantly adverse. In addition, the proposed project would
remove green areas within portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park, affecting
views east from Jerome Avenue. However, since views on Jerome Avenue north of East 164th
Street of the northern portions of John Mullaly Park would not be altered, and new visual
resources would be created in the project area, this change is not expected to result in significant
adverse impacts to visual resources.

It is also expected that the development of Parking Garages A and C would obscure the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between the Major Deegan Expressway and East 161st Street,
resulting in adverse impacts to visual resources. Since the most prominent and distinguished
portions of the bridge—namely, its two differently configured truss structures that are west of
the project area—would remain unaffected, this change would not be expected to be
significantly adverse. The development of Parking Garages B and D is not expected to result in
adverse impacts to visual resources.

B. METHODOLOGY

In accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual, this analysis considers the effects of the
proposed project on the following elements that collectively form an area’s urban design:

e Block Form and Street Pattern. This urban design feature refers to the shape and
arrangement of blocks and surroundings streets, such as a grid pattern with regularly sized,
rectangular blocks. These features set street views, define the flow of activity through an
area, and create the basic format on which building arrangements can be organized.

e Building Arrangement. This term refers to the way that buildings are placed on zoning lots
and blocks. The buildings can have small or large footprints, be attached or detached and
separated by open uses, and varied in their site plans. This urban design feature helps to
convey a sense of the overall form and design of a block or a larger area.

e Building Bulk, Use, and Type. Buildings are usually described by these characteristics. A
building’s bulk is created from an amalgam of characteristics that include its height, length,
and width; lot coverage and density; and shape and use of setbacks and other massing
elements. The general use of a building (e.g., residential, manufacturing, commercial office)
gives an impression of its appearance and helps to understand its visual and urban design
character.

e Streetscape Elements. Streetscape elements are the distinctive physical features that make up
a streetscape, such as street walls, building entrances, parking lots, fences, street trees, street
furniture, curb cuts, and parking ribbons. These features help define the immediate visual
experience of pedestrians.
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e Street Hierarchy. Streets may be classified as expressways, arterials, boulevards,
collector/distributor streets, or local streets, and they may be defined by their width, type of
access, and the presence or absence of at-grade pedestrian crossings. Street hierarchy helps
convey a sense of the overall form and activity level of a neighborhood.

e Topography and Natural Features. Topographic and natural features help define the overall
visual character of an area and may include varied ground elevation, rock outcroppings and
steep slopes, vegetation, and aquatic features.

This analysis also considers the effects of the proposed project on the area’s visual resources,
which the CEQR Technical Manual defines as unique or important public view corridors, vistas,
or natural or built features. Visual resources can include waterfront views, public parks,
landmark structures or districts, or natural features, such as a river or geologic formations.

As recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual, this technical analysis evaluates impacts in
two areas—the project area and a surrounding study area (see Figures 7-1 and 7-2). Photographs
referenced in this report are keyed to photo locator tables, presented as Tables 7-1 and 7-2 at the
end of this chapter. As more fully described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the project area
is composed of several independent parcels, including the existing stadium, portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park to the north and west of the stadium, the southern portion of John Mullaly
Park, part of the existing Bronx Terminal Market site, and paved parking facilities along River
Avenue and west of Exterior Street.

Due to barriers that surround the project area and limit views within the area, namely the
elevated Major Deegan Expressway and the elevated subway viaduct above River Avenue, the
urban design and visual resources study area for this project in The Bronx is defined as being
within an approximately 400-foot radius of the project area. Due to the project area’s proximity
to the Harlem River shoreline, views of the proposed project have also been considered from
nearby Harlem River crossings and from across the Harlem River in Manhattan (see Figure 7-2).

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS
PROJECT AREA

URBAN DESIGN

Yankee Stadium, Ruppert Place, and East 157th Street

The existing stadium occupies the full block bounded by East 161st Street, River Avenue, East
157th Street, and Ruppert Place. Constructed in 1922-23, the existing stadium is a concrete and
steel open air structure built around a grass baseball field. The existing stadium stands
approximately 130 feet tall on its western side, which is composed of triple tier grandstands. The
eastern portion consists of a single deck of bleachers (see view 1 of Figure 7-3). Seating is
primarily arranged in sections divided by concrete staircases that contain rows of metal chairs.
There are also enclosed suite seats, as well as the press box, which is located behind home plate
at the second tier level. There are large advertisements affixed to the wall above the bleachers
seating.

The exterior of the existing stadium presents a rounded facade (see view 2 of Figure 7-3, Figure
7-4, and view 5 of Figure 7-5). On River Avenue, which consists of the bleachers seating, the
fagade has a smooth cladding above the ground floor with no windows (see view 3 of Figure
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7-4). The ground floor, clad in concrete, has numerous street level openings, including a retail
shop for team merchandise. Above the fagade is a replica of a historical frieze that once adorned
the stadium’s third deck. Lights and flagpoles project above the fagade.

The north, west, and south fagades, which enclose the grandstand seating, are clad in concrete.
Full height vertical piers of smooth concrete divide window bays. Between the piers, the facade
is of textured concrete (see view 2 of Figure 7-3 and view 4 of Figure 7-4). Numerous openings,
including for maintenance staff, the Yankee Clubhouse, Yankees offices and press entrances,
patron entry “gates” and ticket windows, are on the ground level. The openings for the offices
and ticket windows have small canopies; the “gates” consist of a series of openings sealed with
roll down metal gates above which the gate numbers are prominently written. Above ground
level, triple height round arched openings span the second through fourth stories of the existing
stadium. These are infilled with louvers that are separated by concrete spandrels of a geometric
design. Above this are blind square windows, also infilled with textured concrete. Below the
parapet are additional openings with louvers. Above the fagade projects the top of the
grandstand, consisting of stepped seating supported by reinforced concrete ribs. The words
“Yankee Stadium” are spelled out in large letters on the side of the grandstand facing west.

Around the perimeter of and attached to the existing stadium are three elevator/escalator towers
which are located at the entrance gates of the stadium. These are located on the north (East 161st
Street) fagade between the grandstand and bleacher seating sections, at the southwest corner of the
existing stadium at the corner of Ruppert Place and East 157th Street, and at the southeast corner of
the existing stadium at the corner of River Avenue and East 157th Street. These structures, which
provide access from the gates at ground level to seating in the existing stadium, have curved facades
that are clad in alternating rows of concrete and glass (see view 2 of Figure 7-3 and view 3 of Figure
7-4). On East 161st Street, there is a small gap between the exterior fagade of the bleachers seating
and the elevator/escalator tower, which contains a maintenance entrance set within a low wall.

The sidewalks surrounding the existing stadium, which are wide in locations where the curve of
the existing stadium creates a setback from the street, are paved in geometric patterns. Former
East 157th Street, a pedestrian walkway, is also paved in this manner between Ruppert Place and
River Avenue (see view 4 of Figure 7-4). A number of rectangular concrete planters are placed
along the sidewalks surrounding the stadium. There are also a few benches on East 161st Street.
A 138-foot-tall replica of a baseball bat, standing bat side down, is located at the southeast
corner of former East 157th Street and Ruppert Place (see view 6 of Figure 7-5).

West of the existing stadium is an approximately 60,000-square-foot surface parking lot (see
view 5 of Figure 7-5). It is situated between concrete handball courts associated with Macomb’s
Dam Park to the north (described below); Ruppert Place, a one-way street to the east that
separates this lot from the existing stadium and which extends north-south between East 157th
and East 161st Streets; East 157th Street to the south; and the Major Deegan Expressway access
ramps to the west. The paved lot has rows of parking spaces and is enclosed by a chain-link
fence with vehicular gates on Ruppert Place.

Macomb’s Dam Park Sites, Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, John Mullaly Park Site, and East
162nd Street

The project area contains three parcels that make up Macomb’s Dam Park. These are located
north and south of East 161st Street and east and west of Jerome Avenue/Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach. The parcel adjoining the existing Yankee Stadium parking lot (described above) to
the north is sunken and at a lower elevation than most of the surrounding roadways—Ruppert
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Place, East 161st Street, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan
Expressway; it is located approximately 20 feet below the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
roadway. It primarily contains two baseball fields that are enclosed by a tall chain link fence (see
view 7 of Figure 7-6). There are rows of low bleachers facing the field along the northern edge
of the larger field on the north portion of the site. South of the field are approximately one-story
concrete walls and paved surfaces that serve as handball courts. To the east along Ruppert Place
are several paved basketball courts, also enclosed by a chain link fence and with small bleachers.
These courts are at a higher elevation and accessed by a wide and shallow flight of stone stairs.
The northeast corner of the site contains a one- to two-story red brick park building, or “field
house,” with a peaked roof (see view 8 of Figure 7-6). This building is set back at an angle from
the southwest corner of East 161st Street and Ruppert Place behind paved walkways with small
landscaped areas (see view 9 of Figure 7-7). There are similarly landscaped areas with benches
behind the building in the park (see view 7 of Figure 7-6). In this portion of the park, the land
slopes upward sharply to the north to East 161st Street. This results in the Ruppert Place/East
161st Street fagade of the building being one story and the park fagade of the building being two
stories. Sets of stairs with metal railings provide access on either side of the building from East
161st Street and Ruppert Place to the recreation areas below (see view 8 of Figure 7-6). Located
mostly along the perimeter of the site are large, approximately 40-foot-tall leafy trees.

West of Jerome Avenue/Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach is one irregularly shaped parcel that is
also part of Macomb’s Dam Park. Bounded by East 161st Street, Jerome Avenue, the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan Expressway ramp, this parcel primarily contains a flat
and large surface parking lot that is also located at a lower elevation than most of the surrounding
elevated roadways, including approximately 20 feet below the elevated Macomb Dam Bridge
Approach structure, but at the same grade as East 161st Street (see view 10 of Figure 7-7). There is
also a small one-story structure near Jerome Avenue. The Macomb Dam Bridge Approach between
East 161st Street and Major Deegan Expressway is carried on a metal truss set on stone piers.

The large block across East 161st Street from the existing Yankee Stadium and bounded by East
162nd Street, River Avenue, East 161st Street, and Jerome Avenue/Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach, contains outdoor athletic facilities associated with Macomb’s Dam Park. These
include a large track, athletic field, and several baseball fields. The track, which is oval-shaped,
occupies roughly the eastern half of the block along River Avenue (see view 12 of Figure 7-8). It
encircles a grassy field that is used for a variety of sports such as soccer. To the west are two
baseball diamonds that are surrounded by grassy areas.

Separating this portion of Macomb’s Dam Park from John Mullaly Park to the north is East
162nd Street. This street extends east-west between Jerome and River Avenues. It carries two-
way traffic and has curbside parking. Concrete sidewalks line both sides of the street, which are
planted with smaller street trees than those found in Macomb’s Dam Park. The block north of
East 162nd Street and bounded to the east by River Avenue, to the west by Jerome Avenue, and
to the north by East 164th Street, contains a portion of John Mullaly Park. Occupying the
majority of this block along East 164th Street and Jerome Avenue are 16 paved tennis courts.
Along East 164th Street, the tennis courts are two rows deep. These are surrounded by chain link
fencing; black netting is used to separate the rows of courts. The tennis courts are enclosed in
inflatable structures in the winter and bounded by a few small, one-story brick buildings to the
west (see view 13 of Figure 7-9). There are a number of concrete handball courts along River
Avenue. This portion of John Mullaly Park has large, approximately 40-foot-tall mature trees at
its perimeter. On East 164th Street, which is a local street, these trees are planted in a narrow
grassy area between the tennis courts and sidewalk. This area also contains standard wood and
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concrete park benches, which face south to the tennis courts. Though located on the project
block south of the handball courts, a one-story New York City Transit substation is not part of
the project area.

Bronx Terminal Market Site

The project area includes a portion of the Bronx Terminal Market that is roughly bounded by
Exterior Street, also known as Major Deegan Boulevard, to the east, the Harlem River to the
west, Bronx Terminal Market Building F to the south, and the Major Deegan Expressway ramp
to the north. This portion of the project area is occupied by three warehouses buildings—
Buildings J, H, and G—that are associated with the Bronx Terminal Market, a wholesale food
market. They are oriented north-south between Exterior Street and the Harlem River. The
northernmost building, Building J, is a rectangular-shaped brick building that is somewhat set
back from Exterior Street. It has a three-story central pavilion flanked by two-story end
pavilions. This building has had most doorway and window openings sealed in concrete or
cement brick. Graffiti also covers the first floor of the building and gives it a derelict appearance
(see view 14 of Figure 7-9).

South of Building J, Building H is a long, narrow building approximately 450 feet long and 70
feet wide. Building G has similar dimensions and is located south of Building H. Both structures
are built to Exterior Street and are similar in form, decoration, and massing. Each structure
consists of a group of small, connected spaces within a reinforced concrete structure. The
buildings are two stories, are unpainted, and have few decorative elements beyond a stucco
corbel course running along the tops of the buildings (See view 15 of Figure 7-10). Large
openings covered with metal grates are on the first floor facing Exterior Street, while large,
multi-paned rectangular windows are on the second floor; some of these openings have been
sealed. The buildings are partially occupied and are painted with signs advertising the vendors.
Metal walkways placed at the second-story level connect the buildings. The spaces between the
buildings are not landscaped and are strewn with garbage and debris. West of the buildings are
unused, partially obscured railroad tracks running parallel to the buildings. Beyond the tracks the
Harlem River piers are used for delivery truck parking with paved and unpaved areas that are
rutted and not well maintained (see view 16 of Figure 7-10). Low, concrete Jersey barriers and
chain-link fencing border the piers on the water. These conditions give this portion of the project
area an industrial, rundown appearance.

Parking Lot Sites North of the Bronx Terminal Market and on River Avenue

Located along the Harlem River between the Bronx Terminal Market and the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach are a series of interconnected parking fields. These are broad expanses of
pavement that are bordered by chain-link fences along the river and a service road that borders
the lots to the east (see view 17 of Figure 7-11). The parking lots extend out onto the Harlem
River piers and therefore have an irregular edge along the river. Metal signs indicating that the
parking lots are for use by Yankee Stadium visitors are posted at the entrances to the lots.

There are four parking lot sites on the east side of River Avenue. These are paved and are
surrounded by chain-link fences. Two of these are located north and south of East 157th Street
and two are located north and south of East 151st Street. The parking lot at the northeast corner
of River Avenue and East 157th Street is a square, 100-by-100-foot parcel. The south wall of the
building adjacent to the site on the north has been painted with a large mural of the existing
Yankee Stadium, players’ faces, and graffiti-type lettering, and has faded (see view 18 of Figure
7-11). The site at the southeast corner of River Avenue and East 157th Street is triangle-shaped.
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Its western edge is bordered by the elevated subway structure that veers east of River Avenue
and declines in elevation as it approaches a tunnel slightly south of the parking lot.

The parking lot bounded by East 151st Street to the south, the Metro-North Railroad tracks to
the north, River Avenue to the west, and Gerard Avenue to the east, is a rectangle-shaped parcel
of approximately 180 by 220 feet. There are two large light poles located at either ends of the
parking lots, as well as a few trees (see view 19 of Figure 7-12). South of East 151st Street is a
larger parking lot with an irregular shape. This parking lot also has tall light poles and has trees
planted in a couple of rows across the site (see view 20 of Figure 7-12).

VISUAL RESOURCES AND VIEW CORRIDORS

Visual Resources in the Project Area

As described above, the project area consists of the existing Yankee Stadium, surface parking
lots, outdoor recreational facilities and landscaped areas associated with Macomb’s Dam Park
and John Mullaly Park, as well as a portion of a wholesale food market. Due to its distinctive
circular shape, size, and the prominent lettering on the fagade that identifies the structure as
Yankee Stadium, the existing stadium is a prominent visual landmark and wayfinder in the area.

The active recreation areas, such as playing fields, jogging track, paved basketball, handball, and
tennis courts in Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park, do not contain unique natural
features and are bounded by a variety of chain-link fences that are visually obtrusive. However,
their wide open areas, the large rock outcropping in Macomb’s Dam Park at the northeast corner
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East 161st Street, and the numerous mature trees
that are located in portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park, make these parks
visual resources for the project area.

The parking lots north of the Bronx Terminal Market and along River Avenue are paved, and
though a few of the lots on River Avenue contain trees, they do not constitute visual resources in
the project area. The portion of the Bronx Terminal Market in the project area has an industrial
and degraded appearance and also does not contain visual resources.

Views from the Project Area

Portions of the project area contain views to visual resources in the study area as well as other
interesting views. Visual resources in the study area include the Harlem River, its bridge
crossings and Manhattan waterfront, as well as views of the Bronx County Courthouse. The
Harlem River is not visible from most locations in the project area, due to the distance of the
sites from the Harlem River, intervening buildings associated with the Bronx Terminal Market, a
railroad trestle, and elevated roads associated with the Major Deegan Expressway. However, the
river is visible, though not easily accessible, from the waterfront behind the Bronx Terminal
Market and paved parking lots that extend north of it, since these areas are located directly on
the river (see view 21 of Figure 7-13). Views from these locations are impeded by the Oak Point
Link rail connection, which runs on a trestle along the Harlem River parallel to the Bronx
shoreline. The Manhattan skyline, consisting primarily of large, freestanding brick apartment
buildings in Harlem, is also visible across the river due to its narrow width (see Figure 7-13).

Also visible, depending upon location, are two historic (early 20th century) river crossings. The
decorative steel latticework of the Macombs Dam Bridge, a metal truss swing bridge that is a
New York City Landmark, is visible from the piers behind the Bronx Terminal Market and the
parking lots north of it (see view 17 of Figure 7-11 and view 21 of Figure 7-13). These include
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views of the bridge span across the river and railroad tracks and its two metal trusses. Portions of
the elevated approach, which begins just south of East 162nd Street, are also visible from the
Macomb’s Dam Park parcels south of East 161st Street, east and west of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach. These include views of, and views underneath, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach, including its steel truss supporting structure and stone piers. Also visible from these
locations are the approach’s stone retaining walls north of East 161st Street and stone bridge
structure crossing East 161st Street, which are also noteworthy urban design features in the study
area. Also visible from the south portions of the piers behind the Bronx Terminal Market is the
145th Street Bridge, also a metal truss swing bridge (see view 22 of Figure 7-13).

The triple-tiered structure of the existing Yankee Stadium restricts most views in and out.
However, the lower wall of the bleachers section along River Avenue allows for views from
within the existing stadium of the upper stories of the Bronx County Courthouse, an imposing
limestone-clad building located between Walton Avenue and the Grand Concourse, between
East 161st and East 158th Streets (see Figure 7-1 and view 1 of Figure 7-3). This 11-story
building, a New York City Landmark (see Chapter 6, “Historic Resources” for further details), is
designed in an austere, classical style, with decorative panels between the windows and carved
figures at the roofline. Because of its height, large massing, and setting on a hill, this building is
also visible from within Macomb’s Dam Bridge Park and John Mullaly Park as well as from a
number of locations in the study area as described in greater detail below.

In addition, the design of the existing stadium on East 161st Street, which contains a low wall
with a maintenance entrance that is located between the elevator/escalator tower and curved wall
surrounding the bleachers section, provides a small gap allowing for views into the existing
stadium. These views consist of a sliver of the grandstand seating, and can be seen in views
south from the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park directly north of the existing stadium.

STUDY AREA

Generally, the study area is defined by its mixture of residential and commercial buildings, parking
facilities, and transportation components including elevated viaducts that carry subways and major
traffic arteries. Within the study area, River Avenue is a strong physical and visual divider between
areas east and west by virtue of the elevated subway viaduct that runs above it. In addition, the
urban design character of the study area differs east and west of River Avenue. To the east, the
study area is developed primarily in a grid street pattern though several streets and the Metro-
North Railroad right-of-way cut diagonally through the grid, creating irregularly shaped blocks in
these locations. The blocks in this portion of the study area are mostly developed with a mix of
mid-rise residential and commercial buildings, parking lots and garages. West of River Avenue to
Jerome Avenue, the study area is dominated by irregularly shaped superblocks that include a
portion of John Mullaly Park, the Bronx Terminal Market, and various parking lots and industrial
sites bounded by viaducts and ramps associated with the Major Deegan Expressway by the Harlem
River (see Figures 7-1 and 7-2). The topography of the study area generally slopes downward from
Walton Avenue to the Harlem River and also gradually to the south. However, north and west of
Jerome Avenue, the topography slopes sharply upward. The discussion below focuses first on the
area’s urban design—its basic layout and structures—and then describes its visual resources.
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URBAN DESIGN

Topography and Natural Features

The most prominent (though not very visible) natural feature in the study area is the Harlem
River. The river is narrow and separates this section of The Bronx from the north end of
Manhattan. It is easily crossed via the 145th Street and Macombs Dam Bridges. The river is not
easily accessible or visible from the Bronx waterfront within the study area, due to the presence
of the elevated Major Deegan Expressway, buildings associated with the Bronx Terminal
Market, and fenced parking lots located along the water.

Due to natural land formations and man-made changes, the topography of the study area varies.
In general, the topography is hilly and slopes upward from the Harlem River to the east. This is
most visible between River and Walton Avenues; north of East 161st Street the topography of
the blocks between River and Jerome Avenues is flat. Northwest of Jerome Avenue and East
161st Street, the land slopes sharply upward on a hill. Large stone outcroppings are visible on
the west side of Jerome Avenue, including an area across East 165th Street, which contains
rusticated stone retaining walls and a staircase between Jerome Avenue and Anderson Avenue to
the east (see view 23 of Figure 7-14). This area is identified in park signs as “Jerome Slope” and
the hillside is landscaped with trees and small bushes. There is also a large stone outcropping in
Macomb’s Dam Park on the parcel north of East 161st Street and bounded by East 161st Street,
Jerome Avenue, and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. This is a triangle-shaped area with a
gently sloping topography. It is landscaped with lawns, bushes and trees, and has winding
walkways (see view 11 of Figure 7-8).

Other areas containing natural features are in the parks located in the study area. These include
other portions of Macomb’s Dam Park located on the north side of Jerome Avenue and other parks
in the area. The areas along Jerome Avenue between Anderson Avenue and Sedgwick Boulevard
are both paved and landscaped. Typical park benches are placed along the perimeter of the paved
areas. A circular stone fountain, bounded by landscaped areas and including lawns and trees, is at
the northwest corner of Jerome and Woodycrest Avenues (see view 24 of Figure 7-14).

There are a few landscaped areas in the south portion of John Mullaly Park that is bounded by
Jerome and River Avenues and East 164th and East 165th Streets (most of this area is paved and
is described below under “Streetscape”). They are located along the west end of the block along
Jerome Avenue and contain lawns and mature trees. Large, mature trees also line both sides of
Jerome Avenue and the sidewalks surrounding Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park
between River and Jerome Avenues.

Farther south, the north portion of the block bounded by Gerard and Walton Avenues and East
153rd and 151st Streets contains a small extension of Franz Sigel Park; the remainder of this
large park is located east of Walton Avenue outside the study area. The portion of the park in the
study area consists of a sloping land form with stone outcroppings (see view 25 of Figure 7-15).
It is landscaped with lawns and trees. A paved walkway at the northwest corner of the park
provides access to an elevated and level paved area with park benches, a small jungle gym, and
an elephant statue. There is also a smattering of smaller street trees on the sidewalks throughout
the south portion of the study area.

Street Pattern, Street Hierarchy, and Block Shapes

River Avenue extends north-south through the study area. East of River Avenue, the street pattern
is a confluence of a rectilinear street grid (with avenues running north-south and cross streets
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running east-west) and a diagonal street pattern. The rectilinear grid streets consist of River,
Gerard, and Walton Avenues and East 164th, East 161st, East 158th, East 157th, and East 150th
Streets. The intersections of these streets create mostly rectangular blocks east of River Avenue.
This grid intersects with a diagonal street pattern whereby several streets—FEast 162nd, East 153rd,
and East 151st Streets—intersect the grid at an angle, creating irregularly sized and shaped blocks.
West of River Avenue there is no defined street grid, and block shapes vary in size and shape.

East 161st Street is the major east-west thoroughfare through the study area. Near Yankee
Stadium, East 161st Street is composed of a central roadway flanked by service roads. Between
Ruppert Place and Gerard Avenue, the roadways are separated by Babe Ruth Plaza. West of
River Avenue, the plaza consists of parking islands, planted with trees, that separate the
roadways (see view 26 of Figure 7-15). East of River Avenue, Babe Ruth Plaza consists of
paved and landscaped medians with trees.

West of Ruppert Place, the East 161st Street service roads connect to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach, an elevated structure that is described in greater detail below. The central East 161st
Street roadway passes beneath the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach structure and dead ends
onto Jerome Avenue. East of River Avenue, East 161st Street is bustling with activity and
pedestrians and is lined with numerous stores. The central East 161st Street roadway is carried in
a tunnel that commences just west of Walton Avenue and proceeds under the Grand Concourse
(see view 27 of Figure 7-16). The flanking roadways intersect Walton Avenue. East 164th Street
is a narrower, local east-west street that contains numerous street trees and is less heavily-
trafficked than other streets within the study area.

In addition to the streets, the study area contains four other major transportation components that
are prominent urban design features in the study area. These consist of the elevated 4/B/D
subway above River Avenue, the Major Deegan Expressway, the Oak Point link and Metro-
North Railroad right-of-ways, and bridges crossing the Harlem River. A number of these are
carried on viaduct structures as described below.

Elevated No. 4 Subway on River Avenue. The No. 4 subway trains travel above River Avenue
on a steel truss structure. This structure casts River Avenue in shadow and also serves as a
physical and visual barrier to areas east and west (see view 28 of Figure 7-16). The Yankee
Stadium station at East 161st Street consists of a mezzanine level control area above East 161st
Street with turnstiles and a manned token booth. This mezzanine is housed in a concrete
structure that provides access to the street via enclosed staircases located in the medians (see
view 29 of Figure 7-17). It also provides access to the station platforms—Iong, concrete
structures that are partially overhung by metal shed roofs. Between the platforms is a wide area
containing the subway tracks. Open air metal stairwells connect from River Avenue to the
platform level south of East 161st Street. South of East 157th Street, the viaduct structure veers
southeast in a diagonal trajectory, gradually descending to grade and entering the subway tunnel
just north of East 153rd Street.

Major Deegan Expressway (1-87). The Major Deegan Expressway follows the Harlem River
shoreline. This major transportation artery links areas north and south in New York State. South
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge, the highway is carried on a steel frame viaduct over the width of
Exterior Street (see view 30 of Figure 7-17). Access ramps, both at grade and elevated, including
one that projects east to the Harlem River from East 153rd Street and another that extends south
from the Macombs Dam Bridge, largely define the urban design character of the area north of
the Bronx Terminal Market. North of the Macombs Dam Bridge, the Major Deegan Expressway
is at grade along the Harlem River (see view 31 of Figure 7-18).
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Railroads. As described above, the Oak Point Link rail connection extends along the Bronx
shoreline on a wood trestle in the Harlem River. This narrow structure has low railings and is
supported on concrete footings (see view 21 of Figure 7-13). To the east, the Metro-North Railroad
extends diagonally through the southern portion of the study area in a deep cut. River, Gerard, and
Walton Avenues are carried over the tracks on reinforced concrete bridges. The tracks are set in a
gravel bed and are typically bordered by unstructured embankments with overgrown vegetation
(see view 32 of Figure 7-18). Due to the topography that slopes down to the Harlem River, the
tracks are at the same elevation as the waterfront west of River Avenue. At the Harlem River, the
railroad tracks veer north and run parallel to the Major Deegan Expressway.

Bridges and Approaches. The 145th Street and Macombs Dam Bridges cross the Harlem River
and are both early 20th century steel truss bridges. The 145th Street Bridge has one arched steel
truss (see view 22 of Figure 7-13, above). The roadway is supported on large stone and concrete
piers. The approach to the bridge is via East 149th Street, a wide street lined with restaurants and
small retail shops. The Macombs Dam Bridge has two trusses of different configurations on the
spans that cross the Major Deegan Expressway, Metro-North Railroad right-of-way, and Harlem
River (see view 17 of Figure 7-11). It also has small control houses clad in stone with peaked roofs
at the end of these spans. Pedestrian walkways are provided on both sides of the bridge. The bridge
is approached by a long and curving viaduct structure commencing at East 162nd Street. From this
point, the roadway proceeds to become an elevated structure as the surrounding land slopes down
to the south, and is carried on stone retaining walls. As described above, at East 161st Street, the
approach roadway in the project area becomes fully elevated and is carried across East 161st Street
and portions of Macomb’s Dam Park in the project area on a metal truss and stone piers (see
Figure 7-26). Sets of stairs contained in a large stone structure that supports the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach roadway over East 161st Street are located north and south of this street. The
approach is located approximately 6 feet above Jerome Avenue and 16 feet above East 161st
Street. West of the project area, the bridge crosses the Major Deegan Expressway, the Metro-North
Railroad tracks, and the Harlem River. A network of elevated entrance and exit ramps carry traffic
to and from this elevated structure and the Major Deegan Expressway.

Streetscape

The streetscape of the study area is urban in character with mostly narrow concrete sidewalks
lining streets paved in blacktop. A few streets, including portions of Exterior Street and the
portion of Cromwell Avenue that is at grade south of East 151st Street (the north portion of the
street as it connects to East 153rd Street is carried on a concrete viaduct), are paved in Belgian
block (see view 30 of Figure 7-17). Some of the areas on these streets are missing stones and
have been paved over in blacktop (see view 14 of Figure 7-9). Street furniture in the study area
generally includes standard metal streetlamps, traffic lights, fire hydrants, and bus shelters. As
described above, there are street trees in the study area, though these are mostly full and dense
on the streets surrounding the parks between River and Jerome Avenues and in the landscaped
areas along the north side of Jerome Avenue. Trees and limited landscaping also make up Babe
Ruth Plaza on East 161st Street. There are few street trees lining the industrial areas south of the
existing stadium and west of River Avenue.

Other streetscape elements include playgrounds and monuments. The majority of John Mullaly
Park on the block between River and Jerome Avenues and between East 164th and East 165th
Streets contains large expanses of blacktop. The east end of the park contains low, fenced areas
containing playground equipment, including jungle gyms and swings, and two swimming pools
(see view 33 of Figure 7-19). The west end contains landscaped areas that surround a brick
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recreation building, described in great detail below under Building Uses, Bulks, and
Arrangements (see view 34 of Figure 7-19). A distinctive streetscape element in the study area is
the 138-foot-tall baseball bat located near existing Yankee Stadium at the southeast corner of
Ruppert Place/East 153rd Street and East 157th Street, which serves as a venting structure (see
view 6 of Figure 7-5).

The streetwalls of buildings in the study area vary depending upon location. West of River
Avenue, there is almost no streetwall since the blocks are primarily undeveloped. Exceptions
include the Bronx Terminal Market buildings, which line both sides of Exterior Street north of
East 150th Street (see view 30 of Figure 7-17), the four-story parking garage that fills the
triangle-shaped parcel between River Avenue, East 157th Street, and East 153rd Street, and the
one-story garage buildings that line the south side East 153rd Street between East 157th Street
and Cromwell Avenue. The blocks between River and Walton Avenues generally possess a
more consistent streetwall that is created by commercial and residential buildings that are built
to the sidewalk. However, north of East 151st Street, most of the apartment buildings are
separated by narrow side yards that are fenced, gated, or serve as delivery entrances. A number
of these yards have been filled in with one-story commercial buildings. The streetwall is also
broken in a number of locations by paved parking lots. South of East 151st Street, Walton Street
contains rows of small rowhouses that share party walls and create a strong streetwall.

Pedestrian activity is heaviest along East 161st Street and on Gerard Avenue. Both streets
contain numerous ground-floor shops and restaurants that serve the local residents, workers, and
Yankee Stadium visitors. The intersection of East 161st Street and River Avenue is especially
busy due to the subway station. During home games at the existing Yankee Stadium, the
surrounding streets are crowded with people going to and from the existing stadium and parking
areas. During this time, the normally mostly desolate streets south of the stadium and west of
River Avenue become enlivened with people. When there are no baseball games, the area
including and surrounding the Bronx Terminal Market is especially industrial and gritty, with
pedestrian activity limited to employees loading and unloading produce at the market stalls.

Building Uses, Bulk, and Arrangements

North/East Study Area: Area North of East 153rd Street and East of River Avenue. Buildings in
the east part of the study area do not vary significantly in size and configuration. Gerard and
Walton Avenues are primarily lined with apartment buildings. These buildings are on both sides
of Gerard Avenue south of East 161st Street and fill the entire west side of Walton Avenue
between East 164th and East 153rd Streets. The buildings typically have square and rectangular
footprints though buildings located at the intersections of the diagonal streets including at East
162nd and East 153rd Streets have modified plans that follow the street pattern. The buildings
generally measure at least 100 by 100 feet, though many are larger. South of East 161st Street,
many of the buildings are through-block structures, presenting fagades on both Gerard and
Walton Avenues. Most of the buildings are designed with exterior light courts. The buildings are
typically five and six stories tall.

The buildings have flat roofs and are clad in brick (see Figure 7-20). They have limited
ornamentation, which includes brick corbelling and patterning at the rooftop and between the
windows. Some of the buildings have applied terra cotta ornament. The buildings all have
exterior fire escapes. Of particular note is a complex of six-story apartment buildings—The
Oxford Knolls—at the southern end of the block bounded by Gerard and River Avenues and
East 157th and East 153rd Streets. These buildings have a picturesque appearance with rough

7-12



Chapter 7: Urban Design and Visual Resources

hewn stone foundation walls, stuccoed and patterned brick facades, decorative chimneys, and
peaked roofs (see view 37 of Figure 7-21).

A number of the buildings on Gerard Avenue, mostly those located at the intersections of the
east-west cross streets, have small, ground-floor retail spaces including grocery stores,
restaurants, and laundromats (see view 35 of Figure 7-20). The residential buildings on East
161st and 157th Streets also have a variety of ground-floor shops. These typically have glass
storefronts with brightly colored awnings above advertising for the name of the business.

East 161st Street between River and Gerard Avenues is primarily lined with one-story taxpayer
buildings that contain stores. They are similar to the other small shops in the study area though
some consist of extremely narrow spaces. One of the larger spaces, a McDonald’s restaurant, is
set behind an approximately 100-by-150-foot lot that contains an entrance to the 4/B/D subway
on River Avenue.

The east side of River Avenue contains a variety of commercial and parking uses, which are
housed in structures that vary in bulk and appearance, though most of the buildings do not
exceed two stories. There are also a number of surface parking lots. A two-story parking garage
fills the full block between East 164th and East 162nd Streets. Another four-story garage fills the
block bounded by East 157th Street, East 153rd Street, and River Avenue. Both structures have
extremely large footprints. The garages are similar in appearance, consisting of open air parking
levels clad in concrete that give the buildings strong horizontal orientations. Both garages have
rooftop parking and the roofs are bounded by metal fences. The southernmost parking lot has a
concrete and glass pedestrian footbridge that spans from the garage over East 153rd to the
parking fields located along the Major Deegan Expressway and Harlem River (see view 6 of
Figure 7-5). The blocks between East 161st and East 157th Streets contain mostly plain, brick-
clad commercial buildings of one and two stories. Farther south, the blockfront between East
157th and East 153rd Streets contains an apartment complex and a large surface parking lot that
is triangle-shaped. The northern edge of the parking lot is formed by the subway viaduct
structure which veers to the east from above River Avenue into a subway tunnel just east of the
parking lot. The southern end of the block is occupied by the complex of six-story brick and
stucco-clad Oxford Knolls apartment buildings described above.

South/East Study Area: Area South of East 153rd Street and East of River Avenue. The blocks
east and west of Gerard Avenue between East 153rd and East 151st Streets are bisected by the
Metro-North Railroad right-of-way. North of the right-of-way, the blocks contain a park and a
one-story building respectively. The extension of Franz Sigel Park, located north of the tracks
between Gerard and Walton Avenues, is described above. South of the tracks the block contains
a one- and two-story red brick building complex that includes the Bronx Emergency Assistance
Unit at the northwest corner of Walton Avenue and East 151st Street. These buildings have flat
roofs, few windows and a number of ground floor openings that are sealed with metal roll-down
gates. The entrance to the Emergency Assistance Unit is covered by a blue awning. To the west,
the north end of the block bounded by East 153rd Street, the railroad tracks, and Gerard and
River Avenues, is occupied by a plain, grey-brick clad building with a flat roof. South of the
tracks the block contains a surface parking lot that is in the project area and is described above.

South of East 151st Street, the east side of River Avenue and both sides of Gerard Avenue are
lined with parking-related and industrial uses. Midblock between Gerard and River Avenues is a
large parking lot bounded by a chain-link fence and surrounded by trees. The south end of this
block fronting on East 150th Street contains a square, brick industrial building. This two-story
structure has a flat roof, ground-floor loading bays with metal roll-down gates, and is painted a
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bright combination of red, white, and blue (see view 38 of Figure 7-21). The east side of Gerard
Avenue contains several one-story structures. At the southeast corner of East 151st Street and
Gerard Avenue is a small one-story concrete commercial building. It has a chamfered (diagonal)
corner with several barred windows and ground floor openings secured with metal gates. Farther
south are a number of industrial and auto-repair buildings, including one with a peaked corrugated
metal roof and a long one-story brick garage. These typically have large openings to allow vehicles
to enter the repair shops and are in fair condition, with some broken windows and graffiti.

The west side of Walton Street south of East 151st Street differs considerably in urban design
from Gerard and River Avenues, as it is lined with small residential buildings (see view 39 of
Figure 7-22). These consist of two- and three-story attached rowhouses that date to the late 19th
century. They are clad primarily in brick and have decorative cornices and stone stoops. The
house at the southwest corner of East 151st Street and Walton Avenue has part of its fagade
turned at an angle.

South/West Study Area: Area South of Jerome Avenue and East 153rd Street, West of River
Avenue. This portion of the study area is dominated by the Bronx Terminal Market complex and
the former Bronx House of Detention. As described above, the Bronx Terminal Market buildings
line both sides of Exterior Street. These consist of Buildings F and B on Exterior Street and
Building C between Cromwell and River Avenues. Buildings F and B are two-stories and are
similar in form, decoration, and massing as Buildings G and H in the project area and described
above. Building F is located at the northwest corner of Exterior Street and East 150th Street and is
an approximately 350-foot-long and 75-foot-wide structure. Building B is a much longer building
that is mostly slightly set back from Exterior Street, measuring approximately 850 feet long by 50
feet wide. North of Building B is a large area surrounded in decrepit wood fencing. This site
contained another Bronx Terminal Market Building (Building A) which was recently demolished.

Building C is a very large one-story warehouse building. Built of brick and concrete block, it
fills approximately the southern %5 of the block bounded by East 150th and East 151st Streets
and Cromwell and River Avenues (see view 38 of Figure 7-21). On Cromwell Avenue, it has
groups of ground-floor delivery entrances. On River Avenue, the building has a few barred
windows and ground floor openings, but primarily presents a blank facade to this street.

Just north of Bronx Terminal Market Building C is the former Bronx House of Detention, an
eight- to 10-story, rectangular building (see view 38 of Figure 7-21). The building extends
through-block with an approximately 300-foot frontage on River and Cromwell Avenues. It has
a 10-story central pavilion that is flanked with 8-story wings. The building is faced in grey brick
and stone. An eight-story addition to the building is perpendicular to the original structure on its
west, Cromwell Avenue, fagade. The building is presently covered in construction netting and
there are sidewalk sheds located in front of it on River Avenue.

The only other structure in this area is a one- and two-story building on the south side of East
153rd Street between East 157th Street and Cromwell Avenue. It is clad in brick with vehicular
loading entrances and with a peaked shed-like roof. The building fronts on East 153rd Street for
approximately 475 feet and is approximately 175 feet wide. Its rear fagade faces the Metro-
North Railroad right-of-way. East and west of it are fenced paved parking lots. As described
above, the portion of the study area west of the project area that is south of Jerome Avenue and
north of the Bronx Terminal Market complex contains the Metro-North Railroad right-of-way
and the numerous roadways and access ramps associated with the Major Deegan Expressway.
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North/West Study Area: Area North and West of Jerome Avenue and North of East 164th Street.
The portion of the study area northwest of Jerome Avenue is primarily a residential district
developed with attached and semi-detached apartment houses. There are a few exceptions,
including a church, commercial buildings, and a large institutional building. The residential
buildings that line Jerome, Anderson, Woodycrest, and Ogden Avenues vary somewhat in age,
footprint, and height. Most of the buildings date from the late 19th century through the mid-
1930s. Many are designed with exterior light courts that are either located along the sides of the
buildings or are recessed areas on the main fagades. The buildings’ footprints range from as
small as 27 by 100 feet on Anderson Avenue to 75 by 350 feet on Jerome Avenue. They range in
height from 4 to 11 stories.

The apartment buildings on Jerome Avenue follow the curve of the street. A large, 10-story
apartment building, The Park Plaza Apartments, is located at 1005 Jerome Avenue across East
164th Street (see view 40 of Figure 7-22). Dating from the 1930s, this brick building is designed
in the Art Deco style with towered structures at the roofline and eye-catching multi-chromed
terra cotta ornament. To the south at 1001 Jerome Avenue is a more simply designed 11-story
buff brick apartment building dating to a similar time period. The remainder of the Jerome
Avenue frontage is occupied by a small one-story car repair shop and a six-story apartment
building. The repair shop abuts an undeveloped area that contains a large outcropping that
separates the shop from 1001 Jerome Avenue. The shop is a concrete building with vehicular
openings with roll-down metal gates. South of the repair shop, a six-story apartment building at
941 Jerome Avenue occupies the remainder of the Jerome Avenue frontage to the corner with
Anderson Avenue. This building, clad in buff-colored brick, has a triple arched stone entryway
on Jerome Avenue and several fire escapes on its facade.

Due to the sloping topography, most of the buildings on Anderson Avenue are at a higher
elevation than those on Jerome Avenue. These include a row of four- and five-story brick
apartment buildings on the east side of the street. These typically have some stone ornament and
cornices at the roofline. The row is broken at 948 Anderson Avenue by a two-story commercial
building with small shops.

Between Anderson and Woodycrest Avenues is a large, institutional building that originally
housed a charitable home for needy children and now serves as an AIDS health facility. Built at
the turn of the 20th century, the building is a large brick and stone mansion-like structure built
on a hill (see view 41 of Figure 7-23). It has an arched main entrance and windows, rounded bay
windows, and a pitched roof with dormer windows. A surface parking lot enclosed by a high
chain-link fence capped with barbed wire is in front of the building on Anderson Avenue.
Farther west, the block between Woodycrest and Ogden Avenues mostly contains several five-
to eight-story brick apartment houses. There is also a picturesque two-story church on the west
side of Woodycest Avenue at 927 Woodycrest Avenue. It is clad in grey brick with arched
stained glass windows and entryways and a peaked central gable.

As described above, the area of John Mullaly Park north of East 164th Street between Jerome
and River Avenues contains paved areas with pools and playground equipment along River
Avenue, as well as landscaped areas along Jerome Avenue. Also located on Jerome Avenue is a
two-story recreation building. This building has a rectangular footprint and is set back behind
Jerome Avenue behind landscaped areas with benches. It is clad in red brick with large arched
windows. Entrances to the building facing Jerome Avenue are located at projecting bays at either
end of the building and have elaborate arched stone surrounds.
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VISUAL RESOURCES AND VIEW CORRIDORS

There are a number of visual resources in the study area. These consist of natural features where
they are visible, including the Harlem River and its shorelines and geologic formations such as
those on Jerome Avenue, in Macomb’s Dam Park and in the Franz Sigel Park extension. The
Harlem River and its Manhattan and Bronx waterfronts are prominent in panoramic views from
the 145th Street and Macombs Dam Bridges (see view 43 of Figure 7-24). The river and its
Manbhattan shoreline may also be seen in the study area from the Macombs Dam Bridge access
ramps, including views of the elevated Harlem River Drive and apartment buildings and large
brick housing complexes beyond it in Harlem (see view 42 of Figure 7-23). These features are
also visible from the piers behind the Bronx Terminal Market and from the existing Yankee
Stadium parking fields north of the Bronx Terminal Market (see Figure 7-13 and view 17 of
Figure 7-11).

Conversely, the Bronx shoreline can be seen from the Manhattan shoreline, and includes such
prominent structures and buildings as the Major Deegan Expressway, the existing Yankee
Stadium, the Bronx County Courthouse, and the former Bronx House of Detention (see view 44
of Figure 7-24 and view 45 of Figure 7-25). These structures are visible from the Harlem River
Drive, as well as from elevated locations in Harlem above the Harlem River Drive, such as the
landscaped areas at the Harlem River Houses and Frederick Johnson Playground at Adam
Clayton Powell Junior Boulevard and West 153rd Street, and from the Esplanade Gardens
apartment complex at Lenox Avenue (Malcolm X Boulevard) and West 147th Street.

Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park also constitute visual resources, as these two
adjacent parks provide views of a continuous, open, and landscaped area that stretches for
several blocks between the existing stadium and McClellan Street. Additional visual resources
consisting of landscaped areas in the study area also include chiefly the portions of Macomb’s
Dam Park that include the triangular parcel bounded by Jerome Avenue, the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach, and East 161st Street, as well as along the north side of Jerome Avenue
between Anderson and Sedgwick Avenues; Jerome Slope on the west side of Jerome Avenue at
East 165th Street; the landscaped portion of John Mullaly Park between Jerome and River
Avenues and East 164th and East 165th Streets; and the extension of Franz Sigel Park on the
south side of East 153rd Street between Gerard and Walton Avenues (see view 24 of Figure 7-14
and view 25 of Figure 7-15). They also include views of landscaped areas outside the study area,
such as the elevated Franz Sigel Park, located on the east side of Walton Avenue south of East
158th Street, and Joyce Kilmer Park, located north of East 161st Street. From within the study
area, specifically from Walton Avenue and in views north on East 157th and East 153rd Streets,
the sloping embankment of Franz Sigel Park is visible. This area is landscaped with mature trees
and a wide walkway takes pedestrians from the sidewalk on Walton Avenue to the top of the
park (see view 46 of Figure 7-25). Joyce Kilmer Park is also visible from Walton Avenue and
East 161st Street, and consists of gently sloping lawns interspersed with walkways and statues.
Jerome Avenue, which is a wide curving road, also provides long and sweeping views. Views to
the southeast take in the open spaces on Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park in the
project and study areas, including the mature trees at the perimeters. Views carry across these
open spaces, taking in the River Avenue viaduct and buildings located beyond it, and Yankee
Stadium.

Structures of aesthetic, engineering, and historic value also make up visual resources in the area.
These include views of the Macomb’s Dam and 145th Street Bridges, including their decorative
metal trusses and heavy stone supports (see view 17 of Figure 7-11 and Figure 7-13). The most
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visually impressive elements of the Macombs Dam Bridge are its spans across the Major Deegan
Expressway, Metro-North Railroad right-of-way, and the Harlem River, which contain the two
truss structures (see view 43 of Figure 7-24). Portions of the approach structure itself, including
the roadway and its supports between the Major Deegan Expressway and East 162nd Street
(including the supporting truss structure beneath the roadway south of East 161st Street and
stone bridge structure across East 161st Street) also constitute urban design elements in the area
that are of visual interest (see Figure 7-26).

Visual resources also include such historic structures as the mansion building on Woodycrest
Avenue that houses an AIDS facility, the Park Plaza Apartments at 1005 Jerome Avenue, the
small church at 927 Woodycrest Avenue, and the Oxford Knolls apartment buildings on East
153rd Street between River and Gerard Avenues (see view 40 of Figure 7-22, view 41 of Figure
7-23, and view 37 of Figure 7-21).

The former Bronx House of Detention and the Bronx County Courthouse serve as visual
landmarks, or wayfinders, in the study area. These consist of the Bronx County Courthouse,
located just outside the study area on a hill, and the former Bronx House of Detention in the
study area. Both structures tower over the generally low-rise fabric of the study area. The Bronx
County Courthouse is either fully or partially visible from a number of locations in the study
area. These locations include from the subway platforms above River Avenue, Walton Avenue,
East 161st Street, and Manhattan (see view 45 of Figure 7-25). Due to its size and situation on
elevated land, the Bronx County Courthouse is also visible above the River Avenue viaduct and
low-rise buildings beyond it from Jerome Avenue, across the portions of Macomb’s Dam Park
and John Mullaly Park in the project area. The Bronx County Courthouse is also visible from
areas in the south portion of the study area. Besides being clearly visible from River and
Cromwell Avenues, it can be seen from Exterior Street, East 151st Street, Gerard Avenue, the
145th Street Bridge, and the Manhattan waterfront. Also of visual interest is the 138-foot-tall
baseball bat at the corner of East 157th and East 153rd Streets. The bat can be seen from as far
away as the intersection of Gerard Avenue and East 153rd Street and the intersection of Walton
Avenue and East 157th Street (see view 37 of Figure 7-21).

Prominent visual corridors are created by the various elevated transportation elements in the
study area. Panoramic views of The Bronx and Manhattan are available to motorists on the
Major Deegan Expressway. In addition, views of The Bronx and tall buildings in Manhattan are
visible from passengers traveling on the No. 4 subway above River Avenue. The existing
Yankee Stadium is prominently visible from the Major Deegan Expressway. It is also visible at
the south end of the subway platforms above River Avenue. From this vantage point, the
primarily blank (east) facade of the stadium that contains the bleacher seating is visible, above
which is the back side of the replica decorative frieze. Also visible is a portion of the East 161st
Street circulation tower, the top of the right field grandstand, and other elements that project
above the stadium’s facade including lights and flag poles (see view 3 of Figure 7-4).

At ground level, the visibility of the project area differs based on site location, topography, and
urban design. With the exception of the existing Yankee Stadium, which is by far the most
visible component of the project area, most of the project area sites are primarily visible from the
immediately surrounding roadways. Besides being visible from East 161st Street, River and
Jerome Avenues, and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, the portions of Macomb’s Dam
Park and John Mullaly Park in the project area are also visible from Anderson, Woodycrest, and
Ogden Avenues, which are located north of Jerome Avenue on a hill. The portion of the project
area containing John Mullaly Park is also visible in views south from John Mullaly Park north of
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East 164th Street. From this location, which contains active recreation uses including swimming
pools, handball and basketball courts, and playgrounds, the trees lining the north edge of the
park (on the south side of East 164th Street) are visible. The visibility of the tennis courts varies
during the seasons. When not enclosed, the tennis courts are mostly shrouded by the dense tree
cover. During the winter, the inflatable structures covering the courts are more visible, due to
both their size and the reduction in foliage (see views 33 and 34 of Figure 7-19). The visibility of
these sites east of River Avenue and south of East 157th Street is limited since either intervening
buildings or elevated roadways obstruct views.

The portions of the project area that contain the Bronx Terminal Market buildings and parking
fields to the north along the river are at a substantially lower elevation than areas to the east,
since the land slopes upward on a hill from the Harlem River. This portion of the project area is
heavily screened from view in the study area by the Major Deegan Expressway elevated
structures and by other Bronx Terminal Market buildings located on the east side of Exterior
Street and on Cromwell Avenue. The parking lot sites on River Avenue that are located north
and south of East 157th Street are only visible from East 157th Street and River Avenue. To the
west, the elevated subway structure blocks views. To the east, the six-story apartment buildings
that abut the sites block views from areas further east, including Gerard and Walton Avenues.

The parking lot sites north and south of East 151st Street generally have a greater visibility as
they occupy entire blockfronts and development in this area is primarily limited to short auto-
repair shops, parking lots, and other low-rise commercial buildings. Besides being visible from
the immediately surrounding streets, these sites are also visible from the extension of Franz Sigel
Park west of Gerard Avenue and south of East 153rd Street.

The existing Yankee Stadium itself is visible from many locations, and serves as a visual landmark
in the area, as do the Bronx County Courthouse and former Bronx House of Detention. However,
Yankee Stadium’s visibility is restricted mostly to areas west of the existing stadium where the
elevated subway on River Avenue does not obstruct views. The existing stadium is clearly visible
from Jerome Avenue across Macomb’s Dam Park, from the Macombs Dam Bridge, and from
waterfront areas in Harlem. It is also visible in views on River Avenue from as far south as East
150th Street and from the subway platforms above River Avenue (see view 38 of Figure 7-21).

D. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

PROJECT AREA

In the future without the proposed project, it is assumed that the same conditions as currently
exist in the project area will continue.

STUDY AREA

URBAN DESIGN

By 2009, the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market will be developed on the portion of the
Bronx Terminal Market site located east of Exterior Street as well as the Bronx House of

Detention. This consists of the areas east of Exterior Street south of the Metro-North Railroad
right-of-way, and the blocks between the Metro-North Railroad right-of-way and East 150th Street
between Cromwell and River Avenues. This proposed retail project will contain several new
stores, parking garages, and parking lots. It will alter the street pattern and block shapes in the
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study area by merging the parcels east of the Major Deegan Expressway with portions of
Cromwell Avenue and East 150th and East 151st Streets into one large superblock site. It will alter
the streetscape and building uses, bulk and arrangement in this portion of the study area by
removing several buildings on the site—namely Buildings B and C of the Bronx Terminal Market
and the former Bronx House of Detention—and surface parking lots and vacant parcels, and
replacing these uses with new buildings of different uses, design, bulk and configuration. The
proposed new retail and garage buildings are planned with very large footprints, with the buildings
to be located between Exterior Street, River Avenue, East 150th Street, and the Major Deegan
ramp north of the Bronx Terminal Market, measuring approximately 900 feet by 800 feet.
Buildings would range from approximately 40 to 100 feet in height. The Gateway Center at Bronx

Terminal Market project will retain Building D of the Bronx Terminal Market for adaptive reuse as
a retail building.

NYCDPR will construct a new waterfront park on Pier 4 south of the project area. Development

of this park would presumably require the demolition of Building F of the Bronx Terminal
Market and would dramatically change the urban design of this portion of the study area from

one consisting of an industrial and run-down building and pier to one containing a new park
anticipated to contain such public amenities as landscaping, benches, and lighting.

Also planned for development in the study area is the expansion of the existing Bronx
Emergency Assistance Unit, located at the northwest corner of Walton Avenue and East 151st
Street. This will result in the construction of a new 60,000-square-foot facility at that location
that would alter the streetscape on Walton Avenue and East 151st Street and alter building bulk
and arrangement on the site.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed demolition of the Bronx House of Detention would remove a visual landmark in
the south portion of the study area. This will render the Bronx County Courthouse more
prominent on the Bronx skyline and alter views from the 145th Street Bridge and the Harlem
waterfront to the southern portion of the study area.

Creation of a portion of a new waterfront park south of the project area on Pier 4 between the
Harlem River and Exterior Street is expected to create an attractive location along the Bronx
waterfront that will provide greenery such as trees and lawns in an area where no vegetation is
currently present. It will also provide a new location to view such prominent yet little accessible
visual resources as the Harlem River, the bridges that cross it, and the opposite Manhattan
shoreline. While it is not expected that this development will be particularly visible from areas in
The Bronx due to its visually isolated location west of the elevated Major Deegan Expressway, it
will be visible from the 145th Street Bridge and the Harlem waterfront.

E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
PROJECT AREA

URBAN DESIGN

The proposed master plan for the project encompasses three primary elements: (1) a new Yankee
Stadium, (2) recreational facilities in Macomb’s Dam Park, John Mullaly Park, and in a portion
of the Bronx Terminal Market, to replace those to be removed by the proposed project, and
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(3) new parking garages (see Figures 7-27 and 7-28). The proposed Yankee Stadium would be
developed on the blocks north of East 161st Street between River and Jerome Avenues and south
of East 164th Street. New recreational facilities would be built primarily on the blocks south of
East 161st Street between River Avenue, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, the Major
Deegan Expressway, and East 157th Street. They would also be developed in tandem with
parking facilities on the Macomb’s Dam Park parcel bounded by the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach, East 161st Street, Jerome Avenue, and the Major Deegan Expressway, on River
Avenue, and at the Bronx Terminal Market site on the Harlem River waterfront. Additional
parking facilities would be developed at the Bronx Terminal Market site and on River Avenue at
East 151st Street.

Proposed Yankee Stadium

The blocks consisting of the portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park north of
East 161st Street would be redeveloped with the proposed Yankee Stadium (see Figures 7-27
and Figures 7-29 through 7-33). The development of the proposed stadium would require the
demapping of East 162nd Street between River and Jerome Avenues and the consolidation of
affected blocks north and south of East 162nd Street as one superblock. It would also remove the
existing Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park recreational facilities located on the site.
These include baseball fields, an athletic field, and an athletic track in Macomb’s Dam Park and
tennis courts and handball courts in John Mullaly Park. It would also require the removal of
large mature trees that are at the perimeter of the parks as well as a natural feature in the project
area—the rock outcropping located at the northeast corner of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
Approach and East 161st Street. Impacts to these visual resources are described in greater detail
below under “Visual Resources.”

Within this area, the proposed stadium would occupy most of the site. Though it would have a
somewhat larger footprint, the design of the proposed stadium would evoke that of the existing
stadium and incorporate design elements from the original 1923 stadium design as well as the
existing stadium. Aspects of the proposed stadium that would be similar to the existing facility
include the following:

e The proposed stadium would be an open-air facility (see Figure 7-30);

e The ballfield would be positioned in the same orientation as the existing Yankee Stadium,
e.g., with home plate positioned at the west corner of the site and with the same dimensions.

e The height of the proposed, six-level stadium would be approximately the same as the
existing stadium, which is approximately 138 feet tall.

e The design would contain an exterior shell that would wrap around the proposed stadium,
e.g., playing field and grandstand area (see Figure 7-30).

e Grandstand seating would be located at the west end of the proposed stadium, with lower
bleacher seating along River Avenue, as is the case at the existing stadium.

e Monument Park would be recreated and would be designed to match, as closely as possible,
its location and configuration at the existing Yankee Stadium. This area, to be located
outside the center field wall, would be accessible to the public (see Figure 7-31).

Conceptually, the proposed stadium design envisions an exterior facade of concrete, stone, and
glass that would wrap around the playing field and seating stands (see Figures 7-30 and 7-32). At
approximately 80 feet in height, it would be composed of repeating four-story arched window
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arcades that evoke the existing stadium design and are still visible on its exterior. Entrances to the
stadium would be via projecting bays that would also be arcaded, with the main stadium entrance
positioned at the corner of Jerome Avenue and East 161st Street and with another large entrance at
the corner of River Avenue and East 161st Street. A Yankees store would also be located at street
level and be accessible to the public from the street as well as from inside the proposed stadium.

Similar to the existing stadium, the curved seating of the proposed stadium would project above
the exterior masonry facade (see Figures 7-29, 7-30 and 7-32). This “interior” part of the
proposed stadium, which would include outdoor seating, enclosed V.I.P boxes and the press box,
would be built of steel and glass. It would be capped by a reproduction of the original 1923 tin
frieze that is presently replicated above the scoreboard in concrete at the existing stadium.

Surrounding the proposed stadium on River and Jerome Avenues and on East 161st Street would
be large pedestrian gathering areas that would include decorative paving, landscaping, and other
amenities such as seating areas and sculpture (see Figures 7-30, 7-32, and 7-33).

The proposed stadium’s ballfield/sports lighting design would include (600) 2000 Watt metal
halide event fixtures and (64) 1000 Watt housekeeping fixtures arranged in a linear, two-fixture
stacked rack that would run across the top of the stadium canopy, and three-fixture stacked
sections in far left and right outfield, also across the top of the stadium canopy. These lighting
racks would appear similar to the existing stadium light racks. During a night game the field
illumination would be roughly an average of 275 foot-candles, while in a non-game mode the
level would drop to about 5 foot-candles (foot-candle is a measure of illuminance and is
commonly used to measure how brightly a surface is illuminated). The fixtures would be
directed downwards or otherwise shielded and contain glare control optics and accessories such
as internal arc tube shields or external visors to minimize spill impact to the surrounding areas,
both in close proximity to the ballpark and as viewed from a distance. All exterior lighting
including the field, seating bowl, fagade, and site fixtures would be controlled in functional
zones through the stadium’s lighting control system. Lighting would be selectively controlled in
discrete sections throughout the stadium such that various physical areas could be illuminated
independent of others. Similarly, the level of illumination would be independently controlled in
these functional zones. The system would include programming capabilities to automatically
turn off unnecessary lights at preset times for event and non-event periods.

New Recreational Facilities

The portion of the project area south of East 161st Street and bounded to the east by River
Avenue, to the west by the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the Major Deegan
Expressway, and to the south by East 157th Street, would be developed with a continuous area
of new parkland, with outdoor recreational uses to be partially built above a new parking garage
that is partially below-grade (see Figures 7-27, 7-28, and 7-34). To accomplish this, the two
blocks located east and west of Ruppert Place would be reconfigured into one larger superblock
site. Due to the construction of a partially below-grade parking garage (Parking Garage A, which
is discussed in greater detail below), the depressed grade of the portion of the site west of
Ruppert Place would be raised by approximately 20 feet to the level of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach and Ruppert Place. The existing two baseball fields, basketball courts,
handball courts, and park field house west of Ruppert Place would be removed. Also to be
removed would be mature trees that are mostly located at the perimeter of this park area. This
area would be redeveloped with active recreation uses including a large oval athletic track and
soccer field, surrounded by spectator stands. The track and soccer field would occupy most of
the site. South of the track and bordered by the Major Deegan Expressway and East 157th Street
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would be a little league field and handball courts. The area north of the track and bordered by the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach would include several open air basketball and tennis courts.

Ruppert Place would be mostly retained in its original path but converted to 1.13 acres of new
parkland. This new parkland would be designed and used as a public passive park and renamed
“Ruppert Plaza.” The design of Ruppert Plaza would include trees, benches, and pedestrian
walkways. East of Ruppert Place, the majority of the existing Yankee Stadium structure would
be demolished. The existing Yankee Stadium baseball field would be retained as a publicly
accessible baseball field, with the dugouts and some portions of the west grandstands also to be
retained. The remainder of the existing stadium, consisting of portions of the east grandstands,
the three elevator/escalator towers, and the bleachers seating, would be removed. The remainder
of this parcel would be landscaped with lawns and other plantings and a new public plaza would
be built around the perimeter of the site.

Additional recreational facilities would be created in other portions of the project area. These
include 14 new outdoor tennis courts and a covered pavilion to be built on the roof of a parking
garage (Parking Garage “C”) to be developed on the Macomb’s Dam Park parcel west of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach (see Figure 7-27). As described above, this site, which is
bounded to the north by the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, to the south by East 161st Street,
and the west by the Major Deegan Expressway, currently contains a surface parking lot that
would be removed. New passive park areas to include decorative paving, plantings, and seating
would replace surface parking lots on the east side of River Avenue north and south of East
157th Street (see Figure 7-27). The north parcel would also contain sculptured play elements.

In addition to the active recreational facilities described above, a new approximately 0.3-acre
public passive open space would be developed at the east and west ends of proposed Parking
Garage B (described in greater detail below). This area would contain such amenities as grass
and trees. The proposed project seeks to retain as many as possible of the mature trees located
along the curb-line at the perimeter of John Mullaly Park on East 164th Street, Jerome Avenue,
as well as the rest of the project area.

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new waterfront park with one little
league field and one softball field on the west side of Exterior Street at the Bronx Terminal
Market in the area of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G, H, and J, necessitating the demolition
of these structures (see Figures 7-27 and 7-35). These ballfields would be surrounded by
landscaped areas including lawns, trees, paved walkways, and other plantings. The proposed
project would also include a new esplanade that would extend north from the proposed
ballfields. The esplanade would extend from the northern end of the proposed park, following
the edges of the piers that contain the existing Yankee Stadium parking fields, to the existing
ferry landing. At that point, it would veer east to Exterior Street to the existing pedestrian
connection beneath the Major Deegan Expressway (see Figures 7-27 and 7-35). It is expected
that this new esplanade would be 20 feet wide. It would be designed with such amenities as
decorative paving, landscaping, and lighting. It would establish physical and visual access to the
Harlem River waterfront, enliven the waterfront, and connect the proposed new park facilities
along the Harlem River waterfront and those in the eastern portion of the project area.

Proposed Parking Facilities

The proposed parking facilities would include both subsurface and surface parking facilities as
well as above-grade tiered parking garages and a new pedestrian footbridge. The proposed
project would construct a subterranean parking garage on the proposed new superblock site
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south of East 161st Street. As described above, this area would be developed with new
recreational facilities. These would be developed on the roof of Parking Garage A, a two-story
garage, which would be built primarily beneath the portion of the site west of Ruppert Plaza and
set back approximately 12 feet from the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach (see Figures 7-27 and
7-28). The roof of the garage would be at the level of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach.
This would change the grade by raising this portion of the project area, which is depressed in
relation to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, by approximately 20 feet to bring it to the level
of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach roadway. Entrance/exit points to the garages would be
at the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and on East 157th Street. This would require that East
157th Street be reopened from a pedestrian mall into a vehicular street. The east sidewalk of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach roadway would be widened over East 161st Street by five feet
to facilitate pedestrian access.

A new pedestrian bridge would also be built to facilitate pedestrian access, connecting to the
existing footbridge that spans above East 153rd Street from the parking garage east of it (i.e.,
Garage 8) to the parking fields located along the Harlem River. Further, it would be constructed
above the south sidewalk on East 157th Street for a distance of approximately 160 feet from
where the existing footbridge touches down. It would further extend approximately 450 feet on
Ruppert Plaza. The bridge, as a footbridge, would be narrow and would be either enclosed or

partially enclosed and designed to be a transparent structure. The existing footbridge would also
be reconstructed.

Three additional above-ground Parking Garages—B, C, and D—would be developed in the
project area (see Figure 7-28). Parking Garage B would be located north of the proposed Yankee
Stadium along East 164th Street. It would be a rectangular structure that would contain five
parking levels, one of which would be below-grade. The garage would have a flat roof, with
rooftop parking composing the uppermost parking level above grade. Access to the garage
would be via River and Jerome Avenues. The area surrounding the garage on East 164th Street
and Jerome Avenue would be landscaped with green open spaces, as described above.

West of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, the existing sunken surface parking lot would be
redeveloped with four-story Parking Garage C, which would contain three above-ground parking
levels and one below grade parking level. It would also be set back 12 feet from the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach. As described above, the roof of the new garage would be developed with
new outdoor tennis courts. Due to the large change in grade from the parking lot and the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach (approximately 20 feet), vehicular egress would be possible
from the garage’s first level at East 161st Street and from the third level at the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach. Pedestrian access on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between the Major
Deegan Expressway and East 161st Street would be enhanced through the widening of the
bridge’s east sidewalk over East 161st Street. It is expected that the roof level of the garage
containing the tennis courts would project above the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach by
approximately 11 feet.

Parking Garage D, a four-story structure, would be located south of the proposed Yankee
Stadium at River Avenue and East 151st Street. This garage would replace the two surface
parking lots located north and south of East 151st Street. The garage structure would span over
East 151st Street, with the existing roadway passing beneath the upper three levels. The parking
lot structure would fully occupy both parking lot sites north and south of East 151st Street. It
could include retail at the ground floor and a level of rooftop parking.
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Additionally, an existing parking lot along the Harlem River (Yankee Stadium Parking Lot 13A)
would be extended south in the area of the Bronx Terminal Market presently occupied by Bronx
Terminal Building J. This would create new surface parking between the proposed waterfront
park and the Major Deegan Expressway ramp (see Figure 7-27).

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual Resources in the Project Area

The proposed project would not have any significant adverse effects on visual resources in the
project area. As described above, the project area contains a number of visual resources,
including the swath of green spaces created by Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park,
including the mature trees located in these open spaces, and the large rock outcropping in
Macomb’s Dam Park at the northeast corner of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East
161st Street.

It is anticipated that the construction of the proposed project, consisting of the development of
the new stadium and parking garages/recreation areas in Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly
Park, would eliminate these open spaces and would require the removal of many of the mature
trees in these parks. These parks contain a large number of trees, including mature trees of
approximately 40 feet in height, that provide an extensive leaf canopy at the perimeter of the
parks. The proposed project would retain approximately 170 trees in the project area but would
require the removal of approximately 370 trees. Where possible, the proposed project would
seek to retain the mature trees in the project area. As described in Chapter 9, “Natural
Resources,” all trees to be removed would be replaced in accordance with New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR) requirements. To minimize potential ecological
impacts resulting from removal of large trees, thousands of smaller trees would be planted in the
project area, study area and beyond. Nonetheless, the removal of mature trees would constitute
an unavoidable adverse impact on visual resources until replacement trees grow to a mature
size—a process that could take several decades. However, since portions of Macomb’s Dam
Park and John Mullaly Park immediately surrounding the project area would still contain large
trees, and the replacement trees would be numerous and eventually grow larger, this impact is
not expected to be significant.

To construct the proposed stadium and associated public gathering areas, the rock outcropping at
the southwest corner of Macomb’s Dam Park would need to be removed. The removal of this
natural feature would remove one of several such natural features in the area. The closest other
outcropping, located on the triangular parcel bounded by Jerome Avenue, East 161st Street, and
the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, would be retained. Of the two, the one on the triangular
parcel is much more visible due to its location at the intersection of three principal streets. Other
outcroppings in the study area, including those on Jerome Avenue containing the steep cliff that
makes up Jerome Slope and at Franz Sigel Park, are more prominently visible, larger and of
greater visual interest. Therefore, it is not expected that the removal of this natural feature would
result in significant adverse impacts to visual resources.

The removal of portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park in the project area
would eliminate the continuity of green spaces which presently stretch from the Major Deegan
Expressway north to McClellan Street in the study area. However, this change would not be
expected to be significantly adverse, as described in greater detail below, since many green areas
would still remain in the study area and the project would create new parkland in the project
area.
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As has been described above, the proposed project would create outdoor recreational facilities
and park areas that would provide attractive landscaping elements and that would constitute new
visual resources in the project area. Generally, with the exception of the potential loss of mature
trees in Macomb’s Dam Park, the project area bounded by East 161st Street, River Avenue, East
157th Street, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan Expressway would
include recreation areas of a comparable visual character as are located there presently. It is
expected that the substantial demolition of the existing Yankee Stadium would result in the
creation of welcome green areas and public gathering areas in this portion of the project area.
The removal of the bleachers seating and the corresponding exterior wall of the existing stadium
would allow for the creation of a park that would extend east to River Avenue, providing a new
visual resource in this location.

Most prominently, the Harlem River waterfront would be improved through the construction of
the baseball fields and landscaped areas in the area of the Bronx Terminal Market and by the
proposed new Harlem River esplanade. It is expected that both project elements would create
attractive green spaces in an area that presently has no such amenities, and would constitute an
inviting green oasis in the neighborhood. These new waterfront open spaces would constitute
important new visual resources in an area that currently has a greatly deteriorated, industrial
appearance.

It is expected that the proposed stadium itself would constitute a prominent visual landmark in
the project area and a visual wayfinder, in a manner similar to the existing stadium.

Views from the Project Area

Views of the Harlem River and its waterfront would be substantially improved through the
development of the new recreation areas along the Harlem River and by the new esplanade.
These new waterfront areas would substantially augment the open space proposed by NYCDPR
south of the project area along the Harlem River, and would provide new locations for the public
to enjoy views of the Harlem River, including the bridges that cross it and the opposite
Manhattan shoreline.

Views east from within the proposed Yankee Stadium, which presently include the upper stories
of the Bronx County Courthouse Building, would be expanded by the removal of the east
portion of the existing stadium, including sections of the grandstands, the bleachers seating, and
elevator/escalator tower. This would allow for a greater portion of this monumental building to
be visible above the elevated subway viaduct on River Avenue.

It is not expected that the Bronx County Courthouse would be visible from within the proposed
stadium as it is from the existing stadium, since this structure is located southeast of the proposed
stadium site and the lower bleacher seating of the proposed stadium would face northeast. In
addition, the existing views of the Bronx County Courthouse from this location would be
eliminated. However, the removal of this view would not be expected to result in significant
adverse impacts to visual resources. Views to the courthouse from the existing Yankee Stadium
site would be expanded, and due to its height and setting on a hill, the Bronx County Courthouse
would still remain prominently visible from other locations in the study area.

The development of Parking Garages A and C abutting the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach to
the east and west would, for the most part, eliminate the visibility of this structure at ground
level between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan Expressway. A narrow corridor would be
formed by the 12-foot-wide setbacks of the garages, allowing for some visibility of the viaduct
bridge’s truss support and stone piers from East 161st Street. As has been described above,
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Parking Garage A would be built to the level of the roadway to the east, and Parking Garage C
would extend approximately 11 feet above the height of the roadway to the west, obscuring the
bridge. Within the project area, it would remove locations east and west of the viaduct structure
that allow for close-up views of this urban design feature, including the roadway span itself and
its street truss support and stone piers. The potential impacts on visual resources are discussed in
greater detail below under “Study Area.”

STUDY AREA

URBAN DESIGN

Topography and Natural Features

The proposed project would not adversely affect topography or natural features in the study area.
The proposed project components—the new stadium, recreation areas, and garage facilities—
would mostly be built on sites that do not contain major natural or important topographic
elements. However, as has been discussed above, the proposed project would require the
removal of a rock outcropping and mature trees. As described above, it is not expected that the
removal of the outcropping in Macomb’s Dam Park would have an adverse urban design and
visual impact due to the presence of other more prominent rock formations in the study area. The
removal of mature trees in the project area would affect the urban design of the study area in so
far as the trees are visible from the surrounding streets as described in greater detail below under
“Visual Resources.”

It is expected that portions of the project area, namely the sunken portions of Macomb’s Dam Park
east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and south of East 161st Street, would be
altered through the construction of the garage structures. Parking Garage C, to be built west of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach on the surface parking lot, would effectively change the grade
of this site in relation to the study area from one that is sunken to one that is located approximately
one-story above the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. The development of subsurface Parking
Garage A on the portion of Macomb’s Dam Park east of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
would raise the grade of this site by approximately 20 feet to the height of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach roadway. While this would result in a change in the area’s topography, the
elevation of a previously sunken area to one at grade with the surrounding area north of East 161st
Street would not in itself be anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts.

The development of the baseball fields and surrounding green spaces on the Bronx Terminal
Market site and the creation of the new Harlem River esplanade to the north would occur on
existing piers. Therefore, this portion of the project would not adversely affect the Harlem River
in any way. It would in fact benefit this prominent natural feature by creating new locations for
the public to enjoy it, as described in greater detail below under “Visual Resources.”

Street Pattern, Street Hierarchy, and Block Shapes

The proposed project would affect street patterns, block shapes, and street hierarchy in the study
area. However, it is not expected that any of the proposed changes would adversely impact the
urban design of the area.

As described above, Ruppert Place and East 162nd Street would be closed to vehicular traffic.
Ruppert Place would become a public passive park, effectively creating a new superblock site
bounded by East 161st Street to the north, River Avenue to the east, East 157th Street to the
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south, and the Macombs Dam Bridge and Major Deegan Expressway to the west. However,
since this street would be retained as a pedestrian promenade, it is not expected that this change
would significantly alter the urban design of the study area.

The closing and demapping of East 162nd Street would eliminate the portion of the street
between River and Jerome Avenues, as it would become part of the footprint of the proposed
stadium. This would result in the creation of a new superblock bounded by East 161st Street to
the south, River Avenue to the east, Jerome Avenue to the west, and East 164th Street to the
north. However, the trajectory of East 162nd Street is broken in a number of areas in the study
area: it does not exist between Jerome and Anderson Avenues or east of Gerard Avenue.
Between Jerome and Gerard Avenues it follows two separate paths, as an east-west cross street
in the project area between Jerome and River Avenues and as a diagonal street between River
and Gerard Avenues in the study area. As such, even this two-block portion of the street does not
read as one street, but rather two separate roadways. Though this street carries two-way traffic
including a bus route, its lack of a straight trajectory and its short length in the area does not
make it an important view corridor. Therefore, the elimination of East 162nd Street for the
length of one block would not be expected to have a significant adverse impact on urban design.

The partial reopening of East 157th Street between River Avenue and East 153rd Street from a
pedestrian mall to a vehicular street would visually break up the proposed stadium in the project
area from the garage located south of East 157th Street in the study area. This change is not
expected to adversely affect urban design since this street was once a vehicular street that
continued east to Walton Avenue.

As described above, the modification of Ruppert Place and demapping of East 162nd Street
would create two new superblocks. However, these superblocks would be built in an area that
has several such sites. As has been detailed above, the study area west of River Avenue is
primarily composed of large, irregularly shaped land parcels. It is therefore not expected that this
change would adversely impact the urban design of the area.

It is expected that the construction of the two garages east and west of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach would alter street hierarchy by visually eliminating this portion of the
approach as an elevated viaduct. As described in greater detail below under “Visual Resources,”
views of this structure from within the study area would be obscured through the construction of
the garages that will bound it between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan Expressway.

Streetscape

In general, the proposed project would introduce streetscape elements that would positively
affect the urban design of the area. These principally consist of the wide variety of green spaces
and public plazas to be developed in the project area, including, but not limited to, the new
public plazas to be built around the existing stadium and the proposed stadium, new green and
recreational areas that would replace surface parking lots on the sites north and south of East
157th Street, new recreational facilities and green spaces on the new superblock site created
south of East 161st Street containing the proposed stadium, and outdoor facilities to be
developed west of newly configured Ruppert Plaza. Most prominently, it is envisioned that the
new waterfront areas, including the proposed new ballfields and Harlem River Esplanade, would
greatly enliven streetscape in the study area west of the Major Deegan Expressway. Besides
providing welcome greenery, it is expected that the new waterfront areas would encourage
pedestrian activity that would enliven the streets in this area. It is further anticipated that
potential retail space at the base of the garage spanning north and south of East 151st Street
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would also enliven an area that is primarily developed with parking lots and auto-repair
facilities.

The proposed project would alter the streetwall in the study area by removing structures and
erecting new buildings and recreational facilities in new locations. The removal of the east
portions of the existing stadium along River Avenue and creation of a public plaza surrounding
the new little league field would break the wall presently created by the existing stadium and the
four-story parking garage south of East 157th Street on the west side of River Avenue. The
construction of the proposed stadium would eliminate the continuous, open, generally
landscaped, area that currently exists within Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park,
between East 161st and East 164th Streets, and would create strong streetwalls anticipated to
possess visual interest due to the arcaded facade design and fenestration along River and Jerome
Avenues and East 161st Street. The baseball bat at the corner of East 157th and East 153rd
Streets would also be removed, eliminating this streetscape element and popular way-finder in
the area. The removal of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings J, H and G would interrupt the
streetwall on the west side of Exterior Street.

The streetscape in the area would also be altered by the construction of the garage buildings and
recreational facilities east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge. These portions of the project
would eliminate the depressed land areas in relation to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge, creating
streetscape elements at either one level higher than the bridge (the upper level of Parking Garage
C and the tennis courts above it west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach) or at the same
height as this roadway (the outdoor courts and track to be built above subterranean Parking
Garage A east of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach). Parking Garage B, to be built along the
south side of East 164th Street, would alter the streetscape on East 164th Street by creating a
new building in an area presently occupied by fenced tennis and handball courts. This would
result in a new, five-story structure along the south side of East 164th Street. The garage would
be set back from Jerome and River Avenues behind a landscaped buffer of approximately 0.3
acres, and the curb row of existing trees on the south side of 164th Street would remain. These
landscape features would soften the change in streetscape on Jerome Avenue.

The proposed reconstruction of the existing pedestrian footbridge over East 153rd Street and its
extension partially above East 157th Street and above Ruppert Plaza would also alter the
streetscape. It is expected that the footbridge, to be either enclosed or partially enclosed, would
be approximately 20 feet higher than Ruppert Plaza and East 157th Street sidewalk, with the top
of the bridge approximately 30 feet above these locations. It is anticipated that the footbridge
would be a relatively narrow structure, similar in width to the existing bridge. Because the
footbridge would extend above Ruppert Plaza in proposed new parkland, with the proposed
Heritage Park to the east and recreational facilities above Garage A to the west, it would be
designed to be transparent and sensitive to the proposed new parkland. Further, because the
footbridge would be built in an area where there are presently a number of bridge and viaduct
structures (e.g., the Major Deegan Expressway above Exterior Street, the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach, and the existing footbridge), and it would be a narrow structure designed by
NYCDPR in a manner appropriate to the surrounding parkland, it is not expected that this new
feature would result in significant adverse impacts to the urban design of the study area.

The parking garage to be built north and south of East 151st Street, Parking Garage D, would
span over that street, and would also alter streetscape. However, while the spanning of a street
with a structure would represent a new urban design entity in the study area, the number of
viaduct and bridge structures would not render this an obtrusive urban design element.
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It is anticipated that the proposed stadium would use the latest technology for lighting. As such,
it is anticipated that the lighting at the proposed stadium would control glare and light spill in a
more efficient manner, with light spill during night games anticipated to be an indirect glow. In
addition to the programming of illumination for night games, the lighting system would also
allow for a reduction in the illumination of the exterior of the stadium when there is no event,
with lighting during non-games anticipated to consist only of discrete downlighting and
illumination of the stadium entrances. Therefore, it is not expected that the lighting at the
proposed stadium, either for night games or non-event periods, would be overtly intrusive and
therefore, it is not expected to significantly adversely impact the visual character of the study
area.

Building Uses, Bulk, and Arrangements

While the proposed project would alter urban design by removing such buildings as Buildings J,
H, and G at the Bronx Terminal Market (which would in any case be removed absent the
proposed project for the Gateway Center project) and removing portions of the existing stadium,
the proposed new buildings would be in keeping with the uses, bulk, and arrangements of the
buildings in the study area.

The proposed project would replace an open, landscaped area that contains portions of
Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park between East 161st and East 164th Streets with a
new stadium. However, the proposed project would also create a continuous open area of
parkland south of East 161st Street and west of Heritage Field. In addition, the proposed stadium
would be a structure of a comparable use, height, bulk, and form as the existing stadium. To be
located one block north of the existing site, it is not expected that a new structure of a
comparable use and massing would adversely affect the urban design of a neighborhood which
has historically contained such a building since the 1920s. Since portions of the existing stadium
would be removed along River Avenue, there would be a break in the massing on the west side
of this street between East 153rd and East 162nd Streets, and no adverse impacts are anticipated
in terms of the building’s proposed bulk. Its arrangement on the site, which would create public
plazas on the corners, would create welcome open areas between the bulk of the proposed
stadium and the existing viaduct structure above River Avenue. Thus, overall, the proposed
stadium structure would not result in significant adverse impacts.

The development of the four garages on the site (though only three would be visible above
grade) would also be in keeping with the urban design of the area. As has been noted above, the
study area contains numerous parking lots and two large parking garages on River Avenue. The
proposed bulks of the garages would be comparable to, or less than, these existing parking
structures and would be smaller than the approximately 900-by-800-foot garage proposed at
Gateway Center. It is anticipated that they would be of a similar design, e.g., open-air concrete
garages, and they would contain other amenities in addition to parking, e.g., tennis courts on the
roof of Parking Garage C and possible ground level retail in Parking Garage D. It is also
expected that the areas surrounding Parking Garages B and C (Parking Garage A would be
underground) would also be landscaped. As described above, Parking Garage B would introduce
a new streetwall along the south side of East 164th Street.
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VISUAL RESOURCES

In most cases, it is expected that the proposed project would contribute positively to visual
resources in the study area although it would remove a visual resource and alter certain views
within the project area. It is anticipated that the proposed stadium would become a prominent
visual landmark to the surrounding area as is the existing stadium. It is also expected that the
demolition of the eastern portions of the existing stadium would open up views to the baseball
field and other interior components of the stadium from the elevated No. 4 subway on River
Avenue. An additional visual benefit of the proposed project includes the creation of passive
parkland to the east of River Avenue north and south of East 157th Street.

As has been described above, the proposed project includes a waterfront component, including
ball fields, green spaces, and a new esplanade. These open space components in themselves
constitute new visual resources that would positively affect the study area. The removal of
several decrepit Bronx Terminal Market buildings and unsightly piers behind them, as well as
landscaping of the edges of the parking lots north of the Bronx Terminal Market to create the
esplanade, would positively affect the Harlem River by allowing the public to enjoy it in a park-
like setting. This aspect of the project would also positively affect views of this resource from
the nearby bridges and from the opposite Manhattan shoreline. It would also open up views to
the river from nearby locations in the study area along Exterior Street that were blocked from
view by the Bronx Terminal Market buildings. Other landscaping elements, including new
plazas and green spaces associated with the proposed stadium and recreation areas, would also
constitute new visual resources in the study area.

It is expected that the construction of the proposed stadium and Parking Garage C west of the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach would alter views from the Macomb’s Dam Bridge and the
Harlem waterfront. However, it is not expected that any significant resources would be
obstructed from view. While it is expected that the former Bronx House of Detention would be
demolished in the future without the proposed project, the visibility of the Bronx County
Courthouse would not be significantly altered. It would remain visible in views from the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge, the 145th Street Bridge, the Harlem waterfront, and from various
locations in the study area including the immediately surrounding streets and the elevated
subway platforms on River Avenue.

The proposed new stadium would eliminate views of Bronx County Courthouse from Jerome
Avenue, though other views to it from other locations in the study area would not be expected to
be significantly altered. The proposed new buildings would otherwise not be expected to
obstruct or otherwise significantly impede views to historic buildings. The Park Plaza
Apartments at 1005 Jerome Avenue, the mansion on Woodycrest Avenue, and the small church
at 927 Woodycrest Avenue would all remain visible from Jerome Avenue. In addition, the Park
Plaza Apartments would still remain visible from River Avenue from across portions of John
Mullaly Park north of East 164th Street.

Prominent natural or landscaped features and monuments in the area would also not be
significantly affected, although views in the study area of the large trees in Macomb’s Dam Park
and John Mullaly Park would be altered where removal of these visual resources would be
required during project construction and replaced with smaller trees. In addition, views from
Jerome Avenue to the east would be altered by the removal of the open spaces on Macomb’s
Dam Park and John Mullaly Park and replacement with the stadium structure. However, views
on Jerome Avenue of the large two superblocks that make up John Mullaly Park north of East
164th Street would still remain available. In addition, as has been described above, the proposed
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project would create new parkland in the project area, which would overall benefit the study area
and generate new visual resources. The landscaped Macomb’s Dam triangle at the intersection
of Jerome Avenue, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and East 161st Street would remain
prominently visible in views from the immediately surrounding streets, as would the rock
outcroppings along the west side of Jerome Avenue. Farther east, views to the parks east of
Walton Avenue outside the study area would remain unaffected since development would occur
west of Gerard Avenue. It is expected that views east and west on East 151st Street would be
truncated by the construction of the parking garage across it. However, although this change
would adversely affect this visual resource, the impact is not expected to be significant for a
number of reasons. Views east and west on this street would not be expected to contain any
visual resources, e.g., the Bronx House of Detention would be demolished absent the proposed
project and views west would take in the new Gateway Center retail and garage buildings.

The construction of Parking Garage B on the south side of East 164th Street would be expected
to alter views on East 164th Street, from John Mullaly Park north of East 164th Street, and from
Jerome Avenue, by replacing tennis and handball courts with a five-story parking structure.
However, this change is not expected to result in significant adverse visual impacts for a number
of reasons: (1) the portion of John Mullaly Park north of East 164th Street in the study area
contains primarily active recreational areas rather than passive recreation, and active recreation
is less dependent on surrounding views, so changing the streetscape on the south side of East
164th Street would not adversely impact those recreational uses; (2) the parking garage would
replace tennis and handball courts, which are not visual resources; (3) an 0.3-acre landscape
buffer would be created between the proposed garage and Jerome Avenue; and (4) the proposed
project would retain as many of the curbside row of the mature trees on East 164th Street and on
Jerome Avenue as possible, which would partially screen the new structure.

The visibility of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge spanning the Major Deegan Expressway, Metro-
North Railroad right-of-way, and Harlem River would remain unaffected by the proposed
project. However, as described above, the development of Parking Garages A and C east and
west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan
Expressway would obscure this visual resource from view, resulting in adverse impacts to visual
resources in the study area. It is not expected that this change would be significantly adverse for
several reasons. The most visually prominent portions of the bridge, including its two trusses
west of the Major Deegan Expressway, would retain their present visibility. Large trees at the
south ends of the project area parcels east and west of the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
obscure the closest of the truss structures from view, and also serve to sever the visual
connection between the approach structure east of the Major Deegan Expressway from the
bridge spans located west of it. The stone bridge structure across East 161st Street and stone
retaining walls north of East 161st Street would also remain visible and the 12-foot setbacks of
Garages A and C from the viaduct structure would allow for some views of the viaduct’s tress
support and stone piers from East 161st Street. Therefore, while the proposed project would
obscure a portion of the bridge structure from view, its most prominent and distinguished
components west of the Major Deegan Expressway, as well as its stone retaining structure at
East 161st Street, would remain visible. As such, the proposed project is not expected to result in
any significant adverse impacts to visual resources.
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Table 7-1
Photo Locator for Figure 7-1
Figure | Photo
No. No. Location
7-3 1 View east inside Yankee Stadium
7-3 2 Yankee Stadium view south from East 161 Street
7-4 3 Yankee Stadium, view west on East 161st Street on River Avenue from the elevated
subway platform
7-4 4 Yankee Stadium, view east on East 157th Street
7-5 5 Yankee Stadium, view northeast from the Major Deegan Expressway
7-5 6 View southeast on East 153rd Street from East 157th Street
7-6 7 View south from the northeast corner of Macomb’s Dam Park
7-6 8 View northeast from within Macomb’s Dam Park
7-7 9 View south on Ruppert Place from East 161st Street. Yankee Stadium is on the left.
7-7 10 Parking lot bounded by East 161st Street, Jerome Avenue, the Macomb’s Damn
Bridge Approach, and the Major Deegan Expressway
7-8 11 Macomb’s Dam Park between Jerome Avenue, East 161st Street and the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach
7-8 12 Macomb’s Dam Park at the northwest corner of River Avenue and East 161st Street
7-9 13 John Mullaly Park at the northeast corner of Jerome Avenue and East 162nd Street
7-9 14 View northwest of Bronx Terminal Market Building J
7-10 15 View northwest of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings F/G/H
7-10 16 Area west of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings F/G/H
7-11 17 Parking lots located north of the Bronx Terminal Market. The Macomb’s Dam Bridge
is in the background.
7-11 18 Parking lot at the northeast corner of River Avenue and East 157th Street
7-12 19 Parking lot at the northeast corner of River Avenue and East 151st Street
7-12 20 Parking lot at the southeast corner of River Avenue and East 151st Street
7-13 21 View north from area south and west of Bronx Terminal Market Buildings J/H/G,
including the Harlem River, the Macomb’s Dam Bridge, and the Manhattan (Harlem)
skyline
7-13 22 View south from area south and west of the Bronx Terminal Market including the

145th Street bridge and the Manhattan (Harlem) skyline
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Table 7-2
Photo Locator for Figure 7-2
Figure | Photo
No. No. Location
7-14 23 View west of Jerome Slope from East 165th Street
7-14 24 View northwest on Jerome Avenue from Woodycrest Avenue
7-15 25 Franz Sigel Park at the southeast corner of Gerard Avenue and East 153rd Street
7-15 26 View west on 161st Street from the elevated subway on River Avenue
7-16 27 View east on 161st Street from Gerard Avenue
7-16 28 View south on River Avenue from East 161st Street
7-17 29 View east on 161st Street from Babe Ruth Plaza
7-17 30 View north on Exterior Street from East 150th Street
7-18 31 Major Deegan Expressway, view north from the Macomb’s Dam Bridge
7-18 32 Metro-North Railroad right-of-way, view west from Gerard Avenue between East
151st and East 153rd Streets
7-19 33 East side of John Mullaly Park, view south
7-19 34 West side of John Mullaly Park, view southwest
7-20 35 Gerard Avenue, south of East 157th Street
7-20 36 Gerard Avenue, north of East 157th Street
7-21 37 View west on East 153rd Street from Gerard Avenue
7-21 38 River Avenue north of East 150th Street. Bronx Terminal Market Building C and the
former Bronx House of Detention beyond it is on the left. Yankee Stadium is visible
behind the former Bronx House of Detention.
7-22 39 View south on Walton Avenue from East 151st Street
7-22 40 View southwest on Jerome Avenue from East 165th Street
7-23 41 View west on Jerome Avenue on Anderson Avenue
7-23 42 Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, view west
7-24 43 View north from the 145th Street Bridge. The Macomb’s Dam Bridge, Highbridge
Tower, and other tall apartment buildings in Harlem are visible.
7-24 44 View east of Yankee Stadium from the Frederick Johnson Playground (Seventh
Avenue and West 153rd Street) in Harlem
7-25 45 View northeast from the Esplanade Gardens (Lenox Avenue and West 147th Street)
in Harlem. The Bronx Terminal Market portion of the project area is in the foreground
7-25 46 Walton Avenue south of East 157th Street. Franz Sigel Park is on the left
7-26 a7 View east on 161st Street. The Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach crosses on a
viaduct bridge.
7-26 48 View southeast from 161st Street and Jerome Avenue. The Macomb’s Dam Bridge

crosses the project area as an elevated stone and steel structure.
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A. INTRODUCTION

Neighborhood character is an amalgam of the many factors that combine to give an area its
distinctive personality. These components include land use, scale, and type of development,
historic features, patterns and volumes of traffic, noise levels, and other physical or social
characteristics that help define a community. Not all of these elements affect neighborhood
character in all cases; a neighborhood usually draws its distinctive character from a few
determining elements.

According to the 2001 City Environmental Quality Review (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, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomic conditions, traffic, or noise. An
assessment is also appropriate when the action would have moderate effects on several of the
aforementioned areas. Potential effects on neighborhood character may include:

e Land Use: When development resulting from the proposed actions would have the potential
to change neighborhood character by introducing a new, incompatible land use; conflicting
with land use policy or other public plans for the area; changing land use character; or re-
sulting in significant land use impacts.

e Urban Design and Visual Resources: In developed areas, urban design changes have the po-
tential 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 streetwalls, land-
scaping, and curbcuts. Visual resource changes have the potential to affect neighborhood
character by directly changing visual features such as unique and important public view
corridors and vistas, or public visual access to such features.

o Historic Resources. When an action would result in substantial direct changes to a historic
resource or substantial changes to public views of a resource, or when a historic resources
analysis identifies a significant impact in this category, there is a potential to affect neigh-
borhood character.

e Socioeconomic Conditions. Changes in socioeconomic conditions have the potential to af-
fect 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.

o Traffic and Pedestrians. Changes in traffic and pedestrian conditions can affect neighbor-
hood 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
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CEQR Technical Manual, such substantial traffic changes can include: changes in level of
service (LOS) to C or below; changes in traffic patterns; changes in roadway classifications;
changes in vehicle mixes; substantial increases in traffic volumes on residential streets; or
significant traffic impacts, as identified in that technical analysis. Regarding pedestrians,
when a proposed action would result in substantially different pedestrian activity and circu-
lation, it has the potential to affect neighborhood character.

¢ Noise. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, for an action to affect neighborhood char-
acter with regard to noise, it would need to result in a significant adverse noise impact and a
change in acceptability category.

This chapter examines neighborhood character in the area surrounding the project area, defined
as a ¥s-mile perimeter around the project area, and how the proposed project would affect that
character. The chapter’s impact analysis focuses primarily on changes to neighborhood character
resulting from changes in the technical areas discussed above, since changes in these technical
areas are most likely to result in changes to neighborhood character.

The analysis concludes that as a result of the proposed project, there would be no change in the
types of land uses or design and scale of development located in the study area; however, the
location of the various uses would be reconfigured in different locations. The proposed stadium
would be located closer than the existing stadium to the predominantly residential neighborhood
located north of East 161st Street and west of Jerome Avenue. The proposed project would not
result in an increase in traffic and pedestrian trips over existing conditions. Rather, these trips
would be redistributed within the transportation network, largely due to the future location of the
proposed stadium, the addition of nearby parking facilities, and the provision of a dedicated
pedestrian spine along Ruppert Plaza. This redistribution would result in increases in traffic and
pedestrian congestion in some locations and improvements in others. Overall, conditions would
be similar to those in existing conditions and in the future without the proposed project, although
the proposed project would result in a higher number of significantly impacted intersections than
exists today or would exist in the future without the proposed project. Noise level increases in
locations closer to the proposed stadium and decreases in locations closer to the existing stadium
would be imperceptible and overall the proposed project would not result in significant adverse
noise impacts, with the exception of the proposed parks at River Avenue and 157th Street and at
the Harlem River waterfront. The noise level at the parks, however, would be comparable to the
noise levels at many existing New York City parks, such as portions of Central Park, Hudson
Park, Riverside Park, Van Cortlandt Park, and Pelham Bay Park.

Due to the location of the proposed stadium and Parking Garages A, B, and C, several of the
traffic and pedestrian impacts would occur along Jerome Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach near East 161st and East 162nd Streets. However, the increase in traffic and
pedestrian levels in this largely residential area would be of limited duration, occurring only
during Yankees games. Echoing present game-day practice, a comprehensive game-day traffic
management plan would address impacts in the pre- and post-game peak periods in as effective a
manner as possible. Therefore, these changes overall would not have significant adverse impacts
on neighborhood character, as discussed below.

The proposed project would also have a positive effect on the character of the area. The
proposed project would provide a net increase in the area’s open space, and replace older, and in
some cases worn, recreational facilities, with new, modern facilities. It would also create new
access to the waterfront beyond what would have been provided in the future without the
proposed project. The proposed project would also increase and better organize parking and
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reduce existing parking shortfalls that cause fans driving to games to circulate excessively in
search of hard-to-find parking spaces, often ending up parking illegally near the stadium, on
local streets, and on the service road of the northbound Major Deegan Expressway. As a result
of the proposed project, the New York Yankees, an important asset to the neighborhood and The
Bronx, would remain in their traditional Bronx location.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Due to its distinctive shape, size, and the prominent letters on the fagcade that identify it as
Yankee Stadium, the existing stadium is a prominent structure and wayfinder in the
neighborhood. Although the blocks immediately surrounding the existing Yankee Stadium
predominantly contain stadium-related and recreational uses, within a ¥s-mile, the area contains
a number of distinct neighborhoods with a mix of uses and character. Residential neighborhoods
predominate east and west of the project area, with the Highbridge neighborhood located across
Jerome Avenue from the site of the proposed stadium; an industrial area is located generally
south of East 153rd Street and west of Gerard Avenue.

The project area encompasses several key sites and includes the existing Yankee Stadium at East
161st Street and River Avenue; portions of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks, between
East 157th Street and East 164th Streets and River and Jerome Avenues; several surface parking
lots, located on the eastern side of River Avenue at East 151st and East 157th Streets, and
between the Major Deegan Expressway and the Harlem River; and a portion of the Bronx
Terminal Market complex, west of Exterior Street between East 150th and East 153rd Streets.
The project area comprises a mixture of uses including parkland and recreation, surface parking,
baseball stadium, and wholesale food distributors. The portions of Macomb’s Dam and John
Mullaly Parks located in the project area contain ballfields, a running track and soccer field,
handball, basketball, and tennis courts, and the Macomb’s Dam Park District Office, which also
provides public restrooms. Along the Harlem River waterfront, the project area also contains two
dilapidated Bronx Terminal Market Buildings (Buildings G and H) that are partially occupied,
the vacant power house building built for the Bronx Terminal Market (Building J), and Piers 1-3
on the Harlem River.

The existing Yankee Stadium occupies the full block bounded by East 161st Street, River
Avenue, East 157th Street, and Ruppert Place. The existing stadium is a concrete and steel open-
air structure that stands approximately 130 feet tall on its western (tallest) edge. The exterior of
the stadium presents a rounded facade. Lights, flagpoles, and the top of the grandstand project
above the fagade. The words “Yankee Stadium” are spelled out in large letters on the side of the
grandstand facing west. The stadium has a concession and ticket area and a small plaza space
containing concrete blocks with flower planters, lampposts, and some mature trees. The
sidewalks surrounding the existing stadium are wide in locations where the curve of the stadium
creates a sethack from the street. Yankee Stadium, located at its current location since 1923, is a
defining element of the character of the surrounding area.

Three parcels that make up Macomb’s Dam Park in the project area. The parcel directly west of
the existing stadium is sunken and at a lower elevation than most of the surrounding roadways. It
contains ballfields, handball courts, and basketball courts and is used by both local residents and
by more formally organized leagues. Yankee Stadium Parking Lot 14 is located in the southwest
portion of the park. The northeast corner contains the one- to two-story red brick Macomb’s
Dam Park District Office. This building is set back at an angle from the southwest corner of East
161st Street. This results in the Ruppert Place/East 161st Street facade of the building being one-
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story and the park facade of the building being two-stories. West of Jerome Avenue and the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach is an irregularly shaped portion of Macomb’s Dam Park.
Large, approximately 40-foot-tall leafy trees are located mostly along the perimeter of this
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park. This park parcel contains a large surface parking lot (Yankee
Stadium Parking Lot 1) that is at a lower elevation than the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach
but is at the same grade as East 161st Street.

The large block across East 161st Street from the existing Yankee Stadium is also part of
Macomb’s Dam Park and contains several recreational facilities, including a running track
surrounding a soccer field and two ballfields. This part of the park is used by local residents as
well as school and other leagues for programmed events. Residents also use the park to cross
from River Avenue to the apartment buildings west of Jerome Avenue. Separating this portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park from John Mullaly Park to the north is East 162nd Street. Both sides of
East 162nd Street are planted with street trees, smaller than those found in Macomb’s Dam Park.
The majority of John Mullaly Park in the project area contains tennis courts, which are enclosed
in inflatable structures in the winter. This portion of John Mullaly Park has large, approximately
40-foot-tall mature trees at its perimeter. On East 164th Street, which is a narrower local street,
trees are planted in a narrow grassy area between the tennis courts and sidewalk. Although the
active recreational areas in Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks do not contain unique visual
features, and are bounded by a variety of chain-link fences that are visually obtrusive, overall,
the parks together constitute a visual resource for the neighborhood.

The two-story buildings at Bronx Terminal Market (Buildings G and H) are long and narrow,
built to Exterior Street. The buildings consist of a group of small, connected spaces within a
reinforced concrete structure. Building J is a two- to three-story brick building that is somewhat
set back from Exterior Street. The Bronx Terminal Market portion of the project area has an
industrial and degraded appearance and does not contain visual resources. All of the Bronx
Terminal Market buildings in the project area (Buildings, G, H, and J) have been found eligible
for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR). The two parking lots
north of Bronx Terminal Market (Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and 13B) and the four
parking lots along River Avenue (Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 5, 6, 9, and 11) are paved,
though a few lots on River Avenue contain trees.

While not visibly accessible from much of the study area, the Harlem River, which separates
The Bronx from Manhattan, is a defining element of the ¥-mile neighborhood character study
area, as are the Harlem River Drive and the Major Deegan Expressway, which run alongside the
waterway. The river is not easily accessible within the project area, due to the presence of access
ramps for the elevated Expressway and waterfront warehouse buildings. Views of the river
behind the Bronx Terminal Market are also impeded by the Oak Point Link rail connection,
which runs on a trestle along the Harlem River parallel to the Bronx shoreline. Also visible from
the project area are two historic river crossings. The Macombs Dam Bridge, a New York City
Landmark (NYCL), is visible from the piers behind the Bronx Terminal Market, the parking lots
north of it, and the portions of Macomb’s Dam Park located south of East 161st Street. Defining
features of the Macombs Dam Bridge are its truss structures that span the Harlem River and
Metro-North Railroad right-of-way. The 145th Street Bridge, which connects The Bronx and
Manhattan, is also not visible from much of the project area, as it is obscured by the Expressway
and Bronx Terminal Market buildings.

The surrounding study area contains a mix of uses generally segregated by Gerard Avenue and
East 157th/153rd Streets. The Metro-North Railroad line, which runs just south of East 153rd
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Street, is a contributing factor to this division. A heavy commercial/industrial area with food and
beverage suppliers/distributors, warehouses, auto-related uses, and parking lots occupies the
portion of the study area generally south of East 153rd Street and west of Gerard Avenue. This
area has an underutilized, degraded quality and has very little street life or pedestrian activity,
due to the nature of the businesses in the area.

The central portion of the study area surrounding the existing stadium is dominated by several
stadium-related parking and retail uses. Overall, there are 16 “numbered” Yankee Stadium
parking lots or garages in the area. There are also several other off-street parking facilities. The
project area contains eight of these dedicated lots. Along River Avenue, retail uses near the
existing stadium cater to Yankees fans with souvenir stores and fast food restaurants.

The predominantly residential neighborhood of Highbridge is located north and west of Jerome
Avenue and is built upon a hill. Residential uses are mostly a mix of five- and six-story
apartment buildings and three-story detached houses. Apartment buildings on Jerome Avenue
follow the curve of the street. The 10-story Park Plaza Apartments, a New York City Landmark
in the Art Deco style with towered structures at the roofline and multi-chromed terra cotta, and
11-story 1001 Jerome Avenue apartments, are two large brick buildings across from East 164th
Street on Jerome Avenue that date from the 1930s. The Highbridge neighborhood also contains
various institutional uses and the remainder of Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks not
located in the project area. The smaller Macomb’s Dam Park parcels in this area are primarily
landscaped with lawns and contain mature trees and walking paths. The park parcel between
Ogden Street and Summit Avenue contains Summit Playground. The portion of John Mullaly
Park that is located north of the project area contains play equipment, ballfields, an outdoor pool,
basketball courts, a skate park, and a recreation building.

East of Gerard Avenue, the area is also predominantly residential, with six-story residential
apartment buildings lining Gerard and Walton Avenues north of East 153rd Street and two- to
three-story attached residential buildings along Walton Avenue south of East 151st Street. Many
of the six-story buildings are clad in coarse red brick, and have distinctive Tudor ornamentation,
including steeply pitched gables and mock timbering. Hostos Community College, the largest
institutional use in the study area, is located along Walton Avenue and the Grand Concourse,
south of East 149th Street. A major park in this portion of the study area is Franz Sigel Park, a
16-acre park with largely active recreational facilities, located along Grand Concourse north of
151st Street.

Several historic resources are located in the vicinity of the project area. With the exception of
Building C, the remainder of the buildings at Bronx Terminal Market not located in the project
area (Buildings B, D, and F) have been found eligible for listing on the State and National
Registers of Historic Places (S/NR). The study area’s two bridges—the NYCL and S/NR-
eligible Macombs Dam Bridge and 155th Street Viaduct and S/NR-eligible 145th Street
Bridge—are both historic resources. Just north of Bronx Terminal Market Building C is the
Bronx House of Detention (S/NR-eligible), formerly the Bronx County Jail, at the southwest
corner of East 151st Street and River Avenue. The Bronx County Building (NYCL, S/NR-
eligible), also known as the Bronx County Courthouse is located in the eastern portion of the
study area. Two other historic resources are located in the Highbridge neighborhood. The
American Female Guardian Society for the Friendless Woody Crest Home (NYCL) is located at
936 Woodcrest Avenue and the Park Plaza Apartments (NYCL, S/NR) are located along Jerome
Avenue between East 162nd and East 165th Streets.
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The study area generally consists of a grid network of local streets and avenues, with numbered
streets running east-west and “named” streets and avenues generally running north south. The
southern portion of the study area contains an irregular street pattern with north-south avenues
running on a slight angle to the east. East 161st Street is a major east-west thoroughfare
throughout the area. Near the existing stadium, East 161st Street is composed of a central
roadway flanked by service roads. Between Ruppert Place and Gerard Avenue, the roadways are
separated by Babe Ruth Plaza. West of Ruppert Place, the East 161st Street service roads
connect to the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, an elevated structure. The central portion of
the street passes beneath the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. East 157th Street, although a
mapped City street, is closed to vehicular traffic and functions as a paved pedestrian walkway
contiguous to the existing Yankee Stadium sidewalk. Ruppert Place, which is closed to vehicular
traffic except for NYCDPR and stadium security vehicles, is a one-way street to the west of the
existing stadium, separating it from Macomb’s Dam Park. Near the existing stadium, River
Avenue is located beneath the elevated No. 4 subway train. River Avenue south of East 161st
Street is closed to vehicular traffic on game-days by the New York City Police Department
(NYPD) traffic enforcement agents (TEAs). The Major Deegan Expressway is a regional
roadway in the area that provides traffic access to and from the existing Yankee Stadium.

Although streets in the study area generally process moderate traffic volumes, several streets are
heavily used by both vehicular traffic and pedestrians during Yankees games. In the weeknight
pre-game arrival period, overall unacceptable levels of service (LOS) E or F conditions prevail
at the major touchdown points from the regional highway network to the immediate streets—i.e.,
the northbound Major Deegan Expressway’s exit ramp intersection at East 149th Street, the
southbound Deegan’s exit ramp at Macombs Dam Bridge and East 153rd Street—and at the
multi-legged intersection of West 155th Street, Macomb’s Place, and the Macombs Dam Bridge
on the Manhattan side of the bridge. In the weeknight post-game period, overall LOS E or F
conditions prevail at three of the major egress locations from the stadium area: at the entrance
location from westbound East 157th Street onto the northbound Major Deegan Expressway
service road, the intersection of River Avenue and East 153rd Street where traffic exiting
Yankee Stadium Parking Garage 8 at times overloads the local street network, and at the
intersection of East 149th Street/Exterior Street/River Avenue at which traffic leaving the area
heads toward the southbound expressway through this intersection.

During the weekend game periods, several intersections experience heavier volumes than in the
weeknight game periods. Overall LOS E or F conditions during the weekend pre-game period
occur along consecutive intersections of Jerome Avenue/Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach from
the Major Deegan Expressway to East 165th Street, at three of the four intersections along River
Avenue north of the existing stadium, and at the three key Major Deegan Expressway exit
touchdown locations also affected during the weeknight period. In the weekend post-game
period, LOS E or F conditions prevail along most of River Avenue, at the major departure route
intersections leading to the northbound and southbound Major Deegan Expressway (also
affected during the weeknight period), and at the West 155th Street/Macomb’s Place and other
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach intersections.

Traffic conditions are acceptable along Exterior Street, north of East 149th Street, processing a
modest level of traffic even during the game periods. However, levels of service are at overall
unacceptable LOS F during all four pre-game and post-game peak periods at the multi-legged
intersection of Exterior Street, River Avenue, East 149th Street, and the exit ramp from the
northbound Major Deegan Expressway.
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Traffic circulation is substantial on local streets as fans search for often hard-to-find parking
spaces at available parking lots and garages. During the hours preceding weeknight and weekend
games, on-street curb parking occupancy is over capacity, as virtually all legal spaces are used
and illegal parking and double parking occurs. Parking for Yankees games also occurs illegally
along the northbound Major Deegan Expressway service road north of East 157th Street.

Since 90 to 95 percent of Yankee Stadium patrons travel via auto or subway, game-day
pedestrian flow hinges largely on the locations of nearby parking facilities and entrances to the
161st Street-Yankee Stadium subway station. Fans parking south of East 161st Street can either
access the stadium via a pedestrian plaza at existing Parking Garage 8, walk along the street and
approach the stadium from its right-field side, or use the existing enclosed pedestrian bridge that
crosses the Metro-North Railroad tracks. Fans parking to the north travel along River Avenue,
cross East 161st Street, and arrive at the stadium’s northeast plaza.

The intersection of East 161st Street and River Avenue is especially busy for pedestrians due to
the 4/B/D subway 161st Street-Yankee Stadium Station. Under current game-day conditions,
numerous transportation management measures are imposed to facilitate safe and efficient
pedestrian flow to and from the existing stadium. These measures include providing access at the
stadium’s northeast plaza to the elevated platforms of the No. 4 subway line, closing a portion of
River Avenue to vehicular traffic, and deploying TEAs to help reduce vehicle-pedestrian
conflicts and maintain crowd control. Although the level of pedestrian activity in the southern
portion of the study area near Bronx Terminal Market is typically low due to the industrial
character of the area, during Yankees games, the streets become enlivened with people.

There are two local bus routes in the vicinity of Yankee Stadium. The Bx13 provides service
between the George Washington Bridge Bus Terminal in Washington Heights and Yankee
Stadium and the Bx6 provides service between West 158th Street in Washington Heights and the
Fulton Fish Market in Hunts Point. The Bx13 bus uses eastbound East 162nd Street to
southbound River Avenue, westbound East 161st Street, and southbound Jerome Avenue to
return northbound to Ogden Avenue. The Bx6 bus travels eastbound and westbound on Mac-
ombs Dam Bridge and East 161st Street.

Noise near the existing stadium is currently caused by a number of sources including: traffic
noise from adjacent and nearby streets, rail noise from the passing elevated No. 4 subway trains,
and Yankee Stadium vendor and crowd noise during games. Noise along River Avenue is
predominantly from the elevated No. 4 subway trains and street traffic while noise west of
Ruppert Place and south of East 157th Street is produced by stadium vendors and patrons. The
highest existing noise levels occur at River Avenue and East 157th Street, primarily a result of
the elevated No. 4 subway trains and particularly due to train wheel squeal as trains go around
the elevated curve just south of East 157th Street. Noise levels are marginally acceptable north
and west of the existing stadium—generally north of East 161st Street (except directly across
East 161st Street from the existing stadium), east of River Avenue, and west of Jerome Avenue.
Noise levels are marginally unacceptable south of East 161st Street (except west of Ruppert
Place). Noise levels at Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park are above acceptable noise
levels for outdoor areas in the CEQR noise exposure guidelines. Noise along the waterfront west
of Exterior Street is high due to the vehicles on the elevated Major Deegan Expressway.

The Manhattan portion of the study area, separated by the Harlem River, is largely residential.
Several high-rise residential complexes define the area, including Harlem River Houses, a New
York City Housing Authority development, and the private Esplanade Gardens complex. The
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area is well served by parks, such as the Colonel Charles Young Triangle, Colonel Charles
Young Playground, Bill ‘Bojangle’ Robinson Playground, and Frederick Thomas Playground.

C. THE FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Without the proposed project, no changes are expected to occur in the project area. In the study
area, the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project proposes to replace the
underutilized and dilapidated buildings with a major retail center. The Gateway Center at Bronx
Terminal Market is proposed to occupy a portion of the Bronx Terminal Market site as well as
the Bronx House of Detention. This consists of the areas east of Exterior Street, south of the
Metro-North Railroad right-of-way, and the blocks between the Metro-North right-of-way and
East 150th Street between Cromwell and River Avenues. The Gateway Center at Bronx
Terminal Market will include several new stores, parking garages, and parking lots. It will alter
the street pattern and block shapes by merging the parcels east of the Major Deegan Expressway
with portions of Cromwell Avenue and East 150th and 151st Streets into one large superblock
site. It will also remove the existing buildings on the site—namely Buildings B and C of the
Bronx Terminal Market and the Bronx House of Detention—and surface parking lots and vacant
parcels, and replace these uses with new buildings of a different use, design, and bulk
configuration. Bronx Terminal Market Building D would be retained, renovated, and reused for
retail uses. In addition, the City will develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront public open
space on Pier 4, south of the project area. The City is committed to developing this open space

by the Gateway Center project’s 2009 Build year. This land use change is considered to be
complementary to the area, as it would create a major retail facility that would serve the

residents, workers, and visitors of surrounding communities.

The Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market would also improve the condition of the
shoreline and waterfront edge. Views of the Harlem River would be improved and there would
also be an increase in the amount of open space in the neighborhood for use by visitors to
Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market and the surrounding community.

The buildings at the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market would be larger and squarer in
form than the existing buildings; however, they would be similar in height to the residential
buildings located along East 153rd Street and along Gerard and Walton Avenues north of East
153rd Street, and the buildings at Hostos Community College. Therefore, the buildings would be
in keeping with the height and bulk of some of the existing structures in the study area. The
Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project would also modify the shapes of the project
blocks by demapping portions of several streets to create a superblock. However, these streets
are currently underutilized and form blocks with unusual shapes. Although not mapped as new
streets, the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project would create passageways
between the buildings, with limited vehicular access allowing for better pedestrian access
between River Avenue and Exterior Street. These changes would not significantly alter the basic
street pattern or block shapes of the study area.

The proposed Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market would result in significant adverse
impacts to historic resources (demolition of Building B and the Bronx House of Detention) and
mitigation measures would be designed by the project sponsors in consultation with the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPHRP). The Gateway Center

at Bronx Terminal Market project would retain Building D for retail development.
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The proposed Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project would directly displace the
existing businesses associated with the wholesale food markets at Bronx Terminal Market;
including those located in Buildings G and H in the project area (Building J in the project area is
vacant). According to the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market EIS," it is anticipated that
the City would provide relocation assistance to the current market tenants.

In general, the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project is expected to enhance the
vitality of the surrounding streets by introducing active retail uses and increasing visitation to the
area, and would not significantly adversely affect the combined elements contributing to the
neighborhood character of the study area.

Although located outside the study area, the Bronx Criminal Courthouse currently under
construction on the north side of East 161st Street, about 1-2 blocks east of the Grand
Concourse, and the proposed East 153rd Street Bridge crossing of the Metro-North Railroad
tracks are projects expected to be completed by 2009 that would affect traffic volumes and
patterns in the study area. Traffic volumes in the study area would be expected to increase in the
future without the proposed project. The most significant changes would be expected to occur
along Exterior Street and River Avenue as a result of the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal
Market project with more moderate increases along the Grand Concourse and East 161st Street
as a result of these three background development projects. These three projects would also be
required to include mitigation measures to mitigate significant traffic impacts, which include
reconstruction of the multi-legged intersection of the northbound exit ramp from the Major
Deegan Expressway with East 149th Street, River Avenue, and Exterior Street.

Traffic volumes in the weeknight pre-game period would change at three intersections to overall
unacceptable LOS E or F conditions from LOS C or D under existing conditions. The three
intersections are East 161st Street at the Grand Concourse and at Walton Avenue, primarily due
to the additional traffic generated by the proposed Bronx Criminal Courthouse and traffic
diversions from the proposed 153rd Street Bridge, and at River Avenue and East 153rd Street
next to the proposed Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market. In the weeknight post-game
period, one intersection—East 161st Street at River Avenue—would change to overall
unacceptable LOS E or F conditions from LOS D under existing conditions.

In the weekend pre-game period, several intersections would change to overall unacceptable
LOS E or F conditions from LOS D under existing conditions. These additional congested
locations would include several intersections along the East 161st Street corridor, and along
River Avenue and East 162nd Street and East 153rd Street. In the weekend post-game period,
two intersections would change to overall unacceptable LOS E or F conditions from LOS D
under existing conditions. Overall, traffic intersections in the study area would improve in some
locations and worsen in others, and these changes would not alter neighborhood character.

Pedestrian activity near the existing stadium would be expected to operate very similarly to
existing conditions. In the southern portion of the study area, the reconstruction of East 149th
Street between Griffin Place and Exterior Street would enhance the vitality of the street and
sidewalk and improve both vehicular and pedestrian access on the street. The potential
reconstruction of the East 161st Street tunnel below the Grand Concourse as part of the Grand
Concourse streetscaping and rehabilitation project between East 161st and East 166th Streets

! The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Economic Development. Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal
Markey EEIS, December 2005.
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would not change the capacity of this portion of the street network. Noise levels would be
expected to be similar to existing levels.

Several institutional projects are also planned for the area: a new Emergency Assistance Unit for
the New York City Department of Homeless Services is planned for East 151st Street and
Walton Avenue to replace the existing facility at this location. Hostos Community College has
plans to renovate a 125,000-gross-square-foot academic building, and has future capital
investment projects that are pending budget allocation. These projects would replace or expand
existing uses, and therefore would not affect the neighborhood character of this portion of the
study area.

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project would not change the types of land uses located in the project area, but it
would reconfigure the uses and increase parkland and parking facilities. The study area currently
contains a mix of land uses, with Yankee Stadium being a major attraction and visual wayfinder
that draws visitors to the area. This would continue to be the case with the proposed Yankee
Stadium located one block to the north. However, the proposed stadium would be located closer
than the existing stadium to the predominantly residential neighborhood located north of East
161st Street and west of Jerome Avenue. That relocation would alter the visual setting and
concentrate traffic and pedestrian impacts along 161st Street and the adjacent streets. Within the
larger project area, there would continue to be a mix of parking, parkland, and stadium uses,
which are compatible with each other and consistent with the park designation of much of the
study area.

The recreational facilities that would be displaced by the proposed project would be replaced

with similar and new recreational facilities. The proposed project would create a unified 17.36-
acre park area south of East 161st Street, which would be larger than the total park area (15.09

acres) that would be displaced north of East 161st Street. Furthermore, because there would be a
net increase in the area’s open space and new, modern facilities would replace older and often
worn facilities, there would be a positive effect on the character of the area in terms of open
space.

The proposed project would substantially improve the condition of the shoreline and waterfront
edge. The Harlem River waterfront would be both visually and physically more accessible. The
new waterfront park would provide new access to the waterfront beyond what would have been
provided in the future without the proposed project. Views from and through the project area to
the waterfront and the surrounding area would be improved with the provision of the waterfront
park. There would also be a notable improvement in the amount of waterfront open space in the
neighborhood for use by the surrounding community compared to conditions without the
proposed project. The waterfront park would greatly enliven the streetscape in the study area
west of the Major Deegan Expressway and encourage pedestrian activity. Therefore, the
proposed project is expected to have a beneficial effect on the waterfront and open space in the
study area.

The scale of the proposed stadium would—Ilike the existing stadium—continue to be a
significant feature in the neighborhood’s skyline. Although it would have a somewhat larger
footprint, the design of the proposed stadium would evoke that of the existing stadium and
incorporate design elements from the original 1923 stadium design as well as the existing
stadium. The proposed stadium would rise to a height similar to the existing stadium, and as
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such would not result in a structure of a significantly larger mass or height than presently exists
in the neighborhood. In general, it is expected that the proposed project would shift the visual
focus of the neighborhood from its current location south of East 161st Street to the proposed
location north of East 161st Street. The bulk of the proposed parking garages would be
comparable to, or less than, the existing parking garage structures, and would be smaller than the
garage proposed at the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market. Therefore, the proposed
stadium and parking garages would not result in a significant adverse neighborhood character
impact related to visual quality.

Development of the proposed stadium would require the demapping of East 162nd Street
between River and Jerome Avenues and the consolidation of the affected blocks north and south
of East 162nd Street as one superblock. The trajectory of East 162nd Street is currently broken
in a number of areas in the study area; it does not exist between Jerome and Gerard Avenues or
east of Gerard Avenue. Between Jerome and Gerard Avenues it follows two separate paths; as
an east-west cross street in the project area between Jerome and River Avenues and as a
diagonal street between River and Gerard Avenues. As such, this two-block portion of the street
does not read as one street but rather two separate roadways. Though this street carries two-way
traffic, including the Bx13 bus route (described in more detail below), its lack of a straight
trajectory and its short length in the area does not make it an important view corridor. Ruppert
Place would be closed and demapped and become a passive park and pedestrian walkway
(renamed Ruppert Plaza), effectively creating a new superblock site located between East 161st
and 157th Streets and River Avenue and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. As such, the
closing of East 162nd Street and Ruppert Place would not result in a significant adverse
neighborhood character impact related to urban design, as it would not significantly alter the
basic street pattern or block shapes of the study area.

The proposed project would introduce streetscape elements that would enhance the vitality of the
surrounding streets. These principally consist of the wide variety of open spaces and public
plazas to be developed in the project area, including the new public plazas to be built around the
existing stadium (to be adapted as Heritage Field), new open space and recreational areas that
would replace surface parking lots on the sites south and north of East 157th Street at River
Avenue, and the new recreational facilities and open space on the new superblock site created
south of East 161st Street containing Heritage Field and the new recreational facilities on the
roof of Garage A. It is further anticipated that retail space at the base of Parking Garage D would
enliven an area that is primarily developed with parking lots and auto-repair facilities.

The construction of the proposed project would require the removal of mature trees in John
Mullaly and Macomb’s Dam Parks. Although the proposed project would seek to retain as many
of the mature trees at the perimeter of John Mullaly Park on East 164th Street and along Jerome
Avenue as possible, it is expected that the removal of mature trees could result in unavoidable
adverse impacts. Replacement trees would be planted, but these would likely not reach the
height of the existing trees for approximately 30 to 40 years. Because large trees would remain
present in the other nearby portions of Macomb’s Dam Park and John Mullaly Park in the study
area and all street trees would be replaced, this change would be adverse, but not significant in
its impact on neighborhood character.

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new waterfront park with ballfields on
the west side of Exterior Street at the Bronx Terminal Market in the area of Buildings G, H, and
J. Therefore, to build the new park and ballfields associated with the proposed project, these
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buildings would be demolished. This impact would be lessened by mitigation measures being
developed in consultation with OPRHP.

Proposed Parking Garages A and C would be set back approximately 12 feet from the Macomb’s
Dam Bridge viaduct, with the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach to the east and west, visually
eliminating the historic viaduct span between East 161st Street and the Major Deegan
Expressway. To reduce adverse impacts on the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, the vehicular
and pedestrian access for the garages and the walkways would be designed in consultation with
OPRHP and the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC). The visibility of the Macombs
Dam Bridge, with its camelback and Pratt trusses, spanning the Harlem River and Metro-North
Railroad right-of-way—two of the most visible and significant features of the roadway
system—would remain unaffected by the proposed project. Further, a Construction Protection
Plan would be developed in consultation with OPRHP and LPC to protect the historic resources
detailed in Chapter 6, “Historic Resources.” Overall, the proposed project would not have a
significant adverse historic resources-related impact on neighborhood character.

It is anticipated that the existing businesses located in Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G and
H would be relocated by the City in the future without the proposed project as part of the
Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market project and therefore the proposed project would not
result in any direct business displacement. As described in Chapter 3, “Socioeconomic
Conditions,” the proposed project would not introduce enough of a new economic activity to
alter existing economic patterns in the study area or foster a change in residential market
conditions that would lead to indirect residential displacement. Therefore, the proposed
socioeconomic effects of the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on
neighborhood character in the study area.

The proposed project would provide thousands of new parking spaces, reducing excessive traffic
circulation pre-game by motorists circulating on the local streets in search of hard-to-find
parking spaces. The proposed project would also eliminate illegal parking on local streets and on
the service road of the northbound Major Deegan Expressway since more of the parked cars
could now be accommodated within off-street parking lots and garages. Decreased traffic
circulation on local streets in search of available parking spaces and less parking on the local
streets themselves would provide a benefit to the local community.

As a result of the proposed project, there would be a significant shift of vehicular traffic patterns
to and from the proposed stadium since some motorists would now exit and enter the Major
Deegan Expressway farther north than they do today. The proposed project would provide
additional stadium parking, thus reducing trips at some locations farther from the stadium, such
as East 161st Street/Grand Concourse intersection and the northbound Major Deegan
Expressway at East 149th Street, and reducing illegal parking along East 161st Street, the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, Jerome Avenue, and the northbound Major Deegan
Expressway service road. Traffic volumes would increase at intersections closer to the proposed
stadium and garages, such as East 153rd Street/East 157th Street, East 161st Street/Macomb’s
Dam Bridge Approach, and East 161st Street/Jerome Avenue. As described above, many of
these intersections are heavily congested now and would be so in the future without the proposed
project.

Some improvements to traffic and pedestrian operations have been included as part of the
proposed project. These improvements include wider crosswalks, sidewalks, and additional
green time at signals for pedestrians to maintain safe and efficient vehicular and pedestrian
flows. Specifically, Ruppert Place would be demapped, transformed into Ruppert Plaza, and
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serve as a primary game-day artery for pedestrian travel. A new controlled crossing and at-grade
crosswalk would be provided at Ruppert Plaza and East 161st Street and a new controlled
crossing with a widened crosswalk would be provided on the south side of the Macomb’s Dam
Bridge Approach at East 161st Street. Measures associated with roadway closures, which are
imposed currently along River Avenue in the vicinity of East 161st Street by the NYPD, were
not assumed in the conditions with the proposed project—River Avenue is assumed to be
opened between East 161st and East 157th Street. However, as detailed in Chapter 21,
“Mitigation,” a comprehensive game day traffic management plan would include closing River
Avenue post-game from the north side of East 161st Street to East 162nd Street, similar to the
type of post-game measures implemented today.

With the proposed project, traffic would be more concentrated on the streets immediately
bordering the new garages (Garages A, B, and C), including River Avenue, Jerome Avenue, the
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach, and East 161st Street. Proposed traffic mitigation measures,
as described in Chapter 21, “Mitigation,” would include standard capacity improvements applied

to individual intersections (e.g., signal retiming) and the implementation of a comprehensive
game-day traffic management plan, such as the management plan that occurs today for the

existing stadium, that includes street closures, turn prohibitions, and traffic diversion strategies.
The proposed mitigation measures would mitigate all but three local intersections. These traffic

locations are (1) River Avenue and East 161st Street, where the confluence of pedestrian
volumes with only moderate volumes of vehicular traffic would produce traffic impacts; (2)
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and East 161st Street where higher vehicular and pedestrian
volumes would also create significant impacts; and (3) Jerome Avenue at Ogden Avenue and
Macomb’s Dam Bridge Service Road. At these intersections, substantial volumes of traffic
heading to and from the proposed garages could not be mitigated thoroughly by the combination
of local intersection and capacity improvements and traffic diversion strategies as part of a
comprehensive game-day traffic management plan.

Although the proposed project would result in a significant shift of vehicular traffic from some
currently used traffic routes to others, with the proposed game-day traffic management plan, the
proposed project would not have a significant adverse traffic-related impact on neighborhood
character.

With the demapping of East 162nd Street between Jerome and River Avenues to accommodate
the proposed stadium, a portion of the Bx13 bus route would need to be rerouted northward to
East 164th Street. In connection with this rerouting, several bus stops would also need to be
relocated. It is expected that these minor changes to the Bx13 bus route would not have a
significant adverse impact on neighborhood character.

With the more northerly location of the proposed stadium and proposed changes to the area’s
surrounding infrastructure and parking locations, considerable changes in pedestrian circulation
to and from the proposed stadium are anticipated. Pedestrian access between Jerome Avenue and
River Avenue would no longer be available on East 162nd Street. Informal pedestrian access
between the two avenues across Macomb’s Dam Park would also be eliminated. However, the
proposed project would include pedestrian improvements to East 161st Street, making that route
more attractive, and pedestrian access would still be available on East 164th Street. Pedestrian
routes and levels south of the existing stadium and west of the Major Deegan Expressway and
adjacent Metro-North Railroad tracks would likely remain similar to current conditions. With the
exception of the fans parking at the new Garage B and the existing parking facilities north of
East 161st Street, all patrons from the new Parking Garages A and C and those parking south
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and west of the existing stadium, would be required to cross East 161st Street. Three crosswalks
along East 161st Street at River Avenue and the new crosswalk at Ruppert Plaza would operate
at congested levels. However, it is expected that the proposed mitigation measures along with
game-day management strategies including TEA controls similar to those utilized today as part
of a comprehensive traffic management plan described in detail in Chapter 21, “Mitigation,”
would provide safe and efficient pedestrian flows to the proposed stadium and the proposed
project would not have a significant adverse pedestrian-related impact on neighborhood
character.

With the proposed project, changes in noise levels would be less than 3.0 dBA, which is barely
perceptible. Since the proposed stadium would be located north of the existing stadium, noise
levels would increase in some locations and decrease in others. Noise levels would decrease
south and west of the existing stadium (proposed Heritage Field) since this area would no longer
be directly across from Yankee Stadium. Generally, noise levels would increase north of the
proposed stadium, west of River Avenue. Noise levels would increase the most west of Jerome
Avenue, at the residential buildings directly across from the proposed stadium, but at 2.7 dBA
(the greatest change) this would be less than the CEQR noise impact criteria of 3 dBA, and thus
would be barely perceptible. The proposed project would therefore not result in a significant
adverse noise-related impact on neighborhood character.

Noise levels within the new parks proposed at River Avenue and East 157th Street and along the
waterfront west of Exterior Street would be above the CEQR noise exposure guidelines for
outdoor areas. However, noise at these locations is above the guidelines under existing
conditions and would also be so in the future without the proposed project. Noise levels in these
parks would be comparable to noise levels at a number of existing parks in New York City,
including Macomb’s Dam Park, Pelham Bay Park, Van Cortlandt Park, and Hudson River Park.
Therefore, there would no significant adverse noise-related neighborhood character impacts.

Overall, traffic and pedestrian conditions with the proposed project would, for the most part, be
similar to existing conditions and the future without the proposed project, and would be of
limited duration, occurring only during Yankees games. A comprehensive game-day traffic
management plan, such as is implemented currently, would address impacts in the pre- and post-
game peak periods in as effective a manner as possible.

The proposed project would also have positive effects on the character of the area. The proposed
project would increase the area’s open space overall, and replace older, and in some cases worn
recreational facilities, with new, modern facilities. The project would also create new access to
the waterfront, in a waterfront park and esplanade, beyond what would have been provided in
the future without the proposed project. The proposed project would also increase and better
organize parking and help reduce existing parking shortfalls that cause fans driving to games to
circulate excessively in search of hard-to-find parking spaces, often ending up parking illegally
near the stadium, on local streets, and on the service road of the northbound Major Deegan
Expressway. As a result of the proposed project, the New York Yankees, a defining element of
the character of the surrounding area and an important asset to the neighborhood and The Bronx,
would remain in its historical Bronx location.

In summary, the proposed project would not significantly adversely affect the combined
elements contributing to the neighborhood character of the study area. No significant adverse
impacts to neighborhood character would result from the proposed project. *
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Chapter 9: Natural Resources

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter assesses the potential impacts to terrestrial and aquatic natural resources' and
floodplains from the construction of the proposed Yankee Stadium, recreational and parking
facilities, waterfront park, and esplanade.

The purpose of this chapter is to:

o Describe the regulatory programs that protect floodplains, wildlife, threatened or endangered
species, aguatic resources, or other natural resources that may apply to the proposed project;

e Describe the current condition of the floodplain and natural resources, such as wetlands and
terrestrial plants, wildlife, and threatened or endangered species within and adjacent to the
project area;

o Provide a general description of aquatic resources (water quality and aquatic organisms) of
the Harlem River, and aquatic resources within the waterfront portion of the project area;

e Assess future floodplains, water quality, and aquatic and terrestrial natural resources in the
future without the proposed project; and

e Assess the probable impacts on floodplains, water quality, and aquatic and terrestrial natural
resources from the proposed project.

The project area consists of two primary areas for purposes of the natural resources analysis: the
portion east of the Major Deegan Expressway that includes the existing Yankee Stadium and
Macomb’s Dam and John Mullaly Parks; and the western portion adjacent to the Harlem River
that includes Piers 1 through 3, Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G, H, and J, and the area north
of Pier 1 that contains existing Yankee Stadium Parking Lots 13A and 13B.

The proposed project would result in:

o Displacement of New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYCDPR)
recreational facilities on approximately 22.42 acres in portions of Macomb’s Dam and John
Mullaly Parks (see Figure 1-12).

e Preservation of 165 trees and loss of approximately 377 trees within the displaced
recreational facilities. The removed trees, which total a basal area of approximately 592
square feet, would be replaced with trees of a size totaling an equal basal area or from
between 8,356 trees of a 3Y2-inch caliper to 29,248 trees of a 2-inch caliper. Trees would be

! Defined as plant and animal species and any area capable of providing habitat for plant and animal
species or capable of functioning to support ecological systems and maintain the city’s environmental
balance (New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, City of New York,
2001).
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planted within the replacement recreational facilities and along streets within the project

area, and along streets within the vicinity of the project area or as near to the project area as
possible.

o Development of replacement recreational facilities within 10.22 acres of the existing
parkland from which they were originally displaced (see Figure 1-15). These would include
the following:

A 7.33-acre recreational area at what is currently Macomb’s Dam Park south of East
161st Street and west of Ruppert Place. The recreational facilities would be built atop a
proposed subterranean parking garage (Parking Garage A), accessible at-grade from
surrounding streets, and would include a full-size artificial turf soccer field encircled by
a 400-meter athletic track. A grandstand would overlook both facilities. Two basketball
courts would be located between the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach and the
grandstand, an artificial turf little league field would be located south of the track, and
handball courts would be located to the west. Tennis courts would be located adjacent to
the grandstand. A small tot-lot with playground space would be created near the corner
of East 161st Street and the Macomb’s Dam Bridge Approach. As currently conceived,
natural soil wells would be located within the open areas between these recreational
facilities with sufficient soil depth to allow the planting of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous
plants to re-create the natural tree screens of the existing recreational facilities in this
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park, and create areas of shade for relaxation and passive
enjoyment of the park.

A 2.89-acre recreational facility on the roof of Parking Garage C located within the
portion of Macomb’s Dam Park south of East 161st Street, west of Jerome Avenue and
north of the ramp from the Major Deegan Expressway (currently used for surface
parking). This recreational facility would include tennis courts and a pavilion building
with restrooms and other amenities. As currently conceived, natural soil wells would
also be located within this recreational facility to provide screening and shade and to
enhance the recreational experience of park users.

o Development of replacement recreational facilities within 15.82 acres of newly mapped
parkland (see Figures 1-15). These would include the following:

A 0.68-acre recreational facility on two City-owned parcels of land currently used for
surface parking located east of River Avenue on either side of East 157th Street. This
facility would include passive open space areas with benches and vegetation screening,
and possible sculptural features on the northern parcel.

A 1.13-acre tree-lined passive park and pedestrian promenade on the site of a re-aligned
Ruppert Plaza between the recreational facilities on Parking Garage A and the existing
Yankee Stadium.

An 8.90-acre recreational area developed on the site of the existing stadium. This parcel
would contain Heritage Field, a publicly accessible baseball field adapted from the
existing Yankee Stadium playing field and portions of the existing field seats, and areas
of landscaped passive recreational open space.

A 5.11-acre waterfront park located along the Harlem River on property currently
containing Bronx Terminal Market Buildings G, H, and J, and Piers 2 and 3. The
waterfront park would provide waterfront access and recreational opportunities that are
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currently not available in the surrounding community. Recreational facilities within the
waterfront park would include one pervious artificial turf little league field and one
pervious artificial turf softball field surrounded by a pedestrian esplanade and passive
recreational open space landscaped with trees, shrubs, and herbaceous vegetation
waterfront park. A comfort station would be located within the park to the south of the
playing field. As currently conceived, landscaping would screen views of the Oak Point
Link rail and Exterior Street/Major Deegan Expressway from park users and would
encourage passive enjoyment of the Harlem River waterfront at the interpier (cove)
areas north and south of the playing fields (see Figure 1-15). The design of the
waterfront park would include improvements to the existing shoreline stabilization to
enhance the waterfront for park users and aquatic habitat where possible, and the
removal of in-water debris. The existing concrete masonry bulkhead present within the
project area along the shoreline of Pier 1 in the vicinity of the esplanade connecting the
northern end of the waterfront park to the existing ferry landing (see description below)
would be reconstructed in kind. The existing timber crib bulkhead that lines the two
interpier/cove areas would be replaced with a shoreline stabilization structure, such as a
gabion wall system," which would create a softer shoreline and increase the complexity
of the shoreline habitat with establishment of tidal wetland vegetation at the shoreward
portion of the southern cove. The existing riprap that lines the remaining portion of the
shoreline within the waterfront park (i.e., pierhead line for Piers 2 and 3) would be

stabilized and improved. The design and landscaping of the new waterfront open space
would accommodate the maintenance and operation of a future reconstruction project

planned for the Major Deegan Expressway. The southern portion of the waterfront park
would also be landscaped to create a smooth transition with the 2-acre public open space

that would be developed by the City on Pier 4 (see Figure 4-7), south of the proposed
project’s waterfront park.

o Development of replacement facilities on 1.01 acres of new open space, not mapped as
parkland. These include the following:

A 0.71-acre esplanade would provide a pedestrian corridor (approximately 1,550 feet
long and 20 feet wide) between the northern portion of the proposed waterfront park and
the existing ferry landing servicing the proposed stadium, wrapping around the
waterfront edge of Pier 1, turning east, and connecting to Exterior Street.

A 0.3-acre landscaped buffer on the north, east and west sides of Parking Garage B
along East 164th Street and small portions of River Avenue and Jerome Avenue.

! Gabions are rectangular baskets made of galvanized, and sometimes also PVC-coated, steel wire in a
hexagonal mesh. Gabion walls are formed by wiring together the rectangular baskets and filling the
baskets with stone to form a large heavy mass.

2 As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the analyses reflect the reduction in Gateway Center at
Bronx Terminal Market as presented in the Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market FEIS. As

presented in the FEIS for that project, the proposed development on the portion of the site west of

Exterior Street and the Major Deegan Expressway evaluated in the DEIS for that project has been
eliminated. The City will develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront open space on Pier 4, to be

maintained by NYCDPR.
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e Construction of a new, open-air stadium with a capacity for 54,000 spectators on a portion of
Macomb’s Dam Park, a portion of John Mullaly Park, and one block of East 162nd Street.

e Construction of four parking garages.
e Street level non-destination retail at proposed Parking Garage D.

e Repaving and restriping of the existing surface parking lots on Pier 1 (Yankee Stadium
Parking Lots 13A and 13B) located north of the proposed waterfront park, and an extension
of parking on 0.4 acres to the south of these existing lots.

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS

The proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to terrestrial plant
communities or wildlife, or to floodplains, wetlands, water quality or aquatic biota of the Harlem
River. Potential benefits to natural resources resulting from the proposed project include an
improved habitat for birds and other wildlife within the landscaped passive recreational areas
that would be developed within the replacement parkland; and an improved fish and benthic
invertebrate habitat along the shoreline of the Harlem River waterfront park that would result
from the replacement of the existing hard shoreline stabilization structures with softer shoreline
stabilization structures and establishment of vegetation of the shoreward portion of the Southern
Cove.

The proposed project would result in the displacement of recreational facilities on approximately
22.42 acres of New York City parkland within Macomb’s Dam Park (the area north and south of
East 161st Street and east of Jerome Avenue) and the southern portion of John Mullaly Park
(between East 162nd and East 164th Streets), and the creation of recreational facilities, public
open space, and new parkland on approximately 27.05 acres, for a net increase of 4.63 acres of
recreational facilities and open space. Approximately 15.82 acres of the replacement recreational
facilities would be developed on newly mapped parkland. Active recreational facilities such as
the running track, soccer field, baseball fields, tennis courts, handball courts, and basketball
courts comprise most of the facilities being displaced. However, these existing shade trees do
provide benefits in terms of shade, soil stabilization, and aesthetics. The existing weedy
vegetation along the edge of the piers in the area of the proposed Harlem River waterfront park
and esplanade, which is of limited wildlife value, would also be removed as part of shoreline
improvement activities. Parking Garage D and the passive recreational facilities proposed at the
corner of River Avenue and East 151st and East 157th Streets, respectively, would replace
existing surface parking. Wildlife using the areas to be displaced and the waterfront area would
be limited to those tolerant of urban conditions. The loss of some individuals of these urban-
tolerant species would not result in a significant adverse impact on the bird and wildlife
community of the New York City region. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to terrestrial
resources are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

All trees removed as a result of the proposed project would be replaced in accordance with
NYCDPR requirements. To minimize potential adverse impacts resulting from the loss of 377
trees (this includes street trees and trees lost from the recreational facilities that would be
displaced), NYCDPR would require the replanting of trees in accordance with the NYCDPR
basal area tree replacement formula. As indicated, the removed trees, which total a basal area of
approximately 592 square feet, would be replaced with trees of a size totaling an equal basal
area. Because there will be insufficient space to plant the calculated number of trees within the
replacement recreational areas, the remaining replacement trees would be planted as street trees
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within the vicinity of the project area or as nearby as possible. These replacement trees would
create natural screening and areas of shade for relaxation and passive enjoyment for park visitors
and habitat for wildlife.

While active recreational facilities would comprise the majority of the replacement parkland
(e.g., tennis courts, basketball courts, handball courts, soccer field, running track, little league,
softball and baseball fields), they would be bordered by areas of passive open space to provide
screening, shading, and passive recreational opportunities as possible. These areas would be
landscaped with trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants. These landscaped passive recreational
areas would benefit wildlife by providing habitat with a diversity at least equal to or greater than
currently present within the displaced recreational facilities. The replacement recreational
facilities that would be developed atop Parking Garages A and C would incorporate natural soil
wells in open areas between the active recreational facilities that would support a sufficient
depth of growing media to permit the planting of trees and other vegetation. The new open space
areas developed within the recreational facilities on newly mapped parkland, such as the passive
open space areas associated with the 5.11-acre Harlem River waterfront park and surrounding
Heritage Field at the 8.90-acre site of the existing stadium would provide even greater
opportunity for the development of green park landscaping that would provide improved habitat
for birds and other wildlife.

Significant adverse impacts would not occur to the floodplain, wetlands, water quality or aquatic
biota of the Harlem River, or to the only endangered species with the potential to occur in the
vicinity of the project area, the shortnose sturgeon. The proposed Harlem River waterfront park
and esplanade, the new parking area north of the waterfront park, and the Yankee Stadium
Parking Lots 13A and 13B that would be repaved and restriped are the only portions of the
project area within the floodplain. The development of the waterfront park would result in an
increase in pervious cover with stormwater retention, which would result in beneficial effects to
the floodplain by decreasing stormwater discharges during rainfall events. Improvements to the
shoreline stabilization as part of the Harlem River waterfront park design, such as replacement
of existing timber crib bulkhead with a softer shoreline stabilization structure (e.g., gabion wall
system) that would increase the complexity of the shoreline habitat and establishment of tidal
wetland vegetation at the shoreward portion of the coves would improve wetland resources
within the project area. Potential impacts to wetlands during construction of the shoreline
improvements would be minimized through the implementation of measures identified during
the permitting process for these shoreline enhancements by federal and state agencies.

In addition, any effects on water quality resulting from shoreline improvement activities, such as
increased suspended sediment and resuspension of contaminated sediment, would be temporary
and localized and would not result in significant adverse impacts to aquatic biota. The temporary
loss of some benthic habitat and of some macroinvertebrates during replacement of the concrete
masonry bulkhead and timber crib bulkhead, and improvement of the riprapped areas, would not
result in significant adverse impacts to populations of benthic macroinvertebrates using this
portion of the Harlem River, nor would it significantly impact the food supply for fish foraging
in the area. Encrusting organisms and benthic macroinvertebrates would be expected to
recolonize these areas shortly after construction is completed. The proposed gabion wall system
and creation of vegetated tidal wetland habitat as part of the waterfront park design would
benefit aquatic resources by increasing the diversity of aquatic habitat for benthic
macroinvertebrates and fish within the project area. Because water quality impacts would be
limited to the immediate area of activity along the shoreline, which consists of shallow water
habitat, adverse impacts would not occur to shortnose sturgeon that may occur in the deeper
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channel area of the Harlem River. Potential adverse effects to water quality resulting from the
discharge of stormwater during construction and operation of the proposed project would be
minimized through implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which
would include stormwater detention facilities. Implementation of an Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) strategy would manage landscaped areas with minimal application of
pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers. Therefore, the discharge of stormwater from the project
area would not be expected to result in significant adverse impacts to Harlem River water
quality.

B. METHODOLOGY

This section presents the methodology used to describe existing natural resources within the
project area under existing and future conditions, and to assess potential impacts to these
resources from the proposed project. For terrestrial resources and floodplains the study area was
restricted to the project area and the area immediately adjacent to the project area because of the
highly developed nature of the surrounding land uses. An exception was made for the
identification of threatened or endangered species which were evaluated for a distance of at least
0.5 miles from the project area. The study area for water quality and aquatic resources included
the overall aquatic resources within the Harlem River, and the aquatic resources within the
waterfront portion of the project area.

The analysis of potential impacts to natural resources from the proposed project considered the
potential effects for analysis year 2009, when the proposed stadium and most elements of the
proposed project are expected to be completed and would have the potential for the most
impacts. It is expected that all parkland development would occur by 2009 except for Heritage
Field on the site of the existing stadium, which would be completed by the end of 2010.

EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS

Existing conditions for aquatic natural resources of the Harlem River in the vicinity of the
project area and terrestrial natural resources within the vicinity of the project area were
summarized from:

e Existing information identified in literature and obtained from governmental and non-
governmental agencies, including the New York City Department of Environmental
Protection (NYCDEP) Harbor Water Quality Survey (NYCDEP 2004); U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) National Sediment Quality Survey Database, 1980-1999
(USEPA 2001); New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program; USEPA Regional
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (R-EMAP); Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA); New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) Breeding Bird Atlas; and information collected as part of another project
(Gateway Center at Bronx Terminal Market Project) located on the waterfront portion of the
project area;

e Observations made during site visits; and

o Responses to requests for information on rare, threatened or endangered species in the
vicinity of the project area submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the New York Natural Heritage Program
(NYNHP) (see Appendix D). NYNHP, a joint venture of the NYSDEC and The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) since 1985, maintains an ongoing, systematic, scientific inventory on
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rare plants and animals native to New York State. NYSDEC maintains the NYNHP files.
The NYNHP database is updated continuously to incorporate new records and changes in
the status of rare plants or animals. In addition to the State program, the USFWS maintains
information for federally listed threatened or endangered freshwater and terrestrial plants
and animals, and NMFS for federally listed threatened or endangered marine organisms.

The future conditions without the proposed project for analysis year 2009 were assessed by:

Considering existing natural resources within and adjacent to the project area and assessing
potential effects to these resources from the continuation of the current conditions within
most of the project area, including the continued operation of the existing stadium—plus one
known project. The western portion of the project area along the Harlem River is proposed
to contain a new 8-foot by 5-foot box culvert and stormwater outfall for the Gateway Center
at Bronx Terminal Market Project that would be developed east of Exterior Street. The new
box culvert would run from Exterior Street to the Harlem River within the southern portion
of Pier 3 within the project area. The new outfall would be located along the Harlem River
shoreline approximately 84 feet north of the cove at the southern portion of the project area.
The City will develop an approximately 2-acre waterfront open space just south of the
project area on Pier 4 ; and

Considering potential effects of proposed or ongoing improvements outside the project area
on water quality and natural resources of the Harlem River.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Potential impacts to water quality and natural resources from the proposed project were assessed
for the analysis year 2009 using an approach that considered the following:

C.

The existing water quality and natural resources within and in the vicinity of the project
area.

Potential short-term effects from the discharge of stormwater, and groundwater recovered
during dewatering activities, to the combined sewer system during project construction.

Potential long-term effects to aquatic resources from the discharge of stormwater to the
combined sewer during operation of the proposed project.

Potential short-term effects to floodplain and aquatic resources from construction of the
Harlem River waterfront park and esplanade, and long-term beneficial effects to the
floodplain and aquatic resources from the Harlem River waterfront park and esplanade.

Potential short-term effects to terrestrial resources from construction of the proposed project
and long-term beneficial effects to terrestrial resources from the proposed project.

REGULATORY CONTEXT

Activities associated with the proposed shoreline improvements (e.g., replacement of bulkhead
structures, riprap improvement, and removal of debris from water in the vicinity of the piers),
discharge of stormwater, activities within the New York State Coastal Zone, and construction of
project elements within the floodplain, would require compliance with Federal and State
legislation and regulatory programs, and Federal Executive Orders described below, that pertain
to activities in coastal areas, surface waters, floodplains, wetlands, and the protection of species
of special concern.
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FEDERAL

Clean Water Act (33 USC 8§ 1251 to 1387)

The objective of the Clean Water Act, also known as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, is
to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of U.S. waters. It
regulates point sources of water pollution, such as discharges of municipal sewage, industrial
wastewater, and stormwater, and the discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable waters
and other waters of the United States. It also regulates non-point source pollution, such as runoff
from streets, agricultural fields, construction sites, and mining operations that enters waterbodies
from other than the end of a pipe.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 USC 88§ 1451 to 1465)

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 established a voluntary participation program to
encourage coastal states to develop programs to manage development within the state’s
designated coastal areas to reduce conflicts between coastal development and protection of
resources within the coastal area. Federal permits issued in New York must be accompanied by a
Coastal Zone Consistency Determination that evaluates consistency with New York’s federally
approved coastal zone management program.

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 88 1531 to 1544)

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 recognizes that endangered species of wildlife and plants
are of aesthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value to the nation
and its people. The Act prohibits the importation, exportation, taking, possession, and other
activities involving illegally taken species covered under the Act, and interstate or foreign
commercial activities. The Act also provides for the protection of critical habitats on which
endangered or threatened species depend for survival.

Executive Order 11988 (Flood Plain Management)

Executive order 11988 states that, “each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to
reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and
welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in
carrying out its responsibilities.”

Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)

This Executive Order directs federal agencies to provide leadership and take action to minimize
the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance wetland quality.
New activities in wetlands, either undertaken or supported by a federal agency, are to be avoided
unless there is no practicable alternative and all practical measures have been taken to minimize
the potential impacts to the wetlands.

NEW YORK STATE
Protection of Waters, Article 15, Title 5, Environmental Conservation Law (ECL), Implementing
Regulations 6 NYCRR Part 608

New York State’s surface waters (rivers, streams, lakes, and ponds) are valuable for sources of
drinking water, for bathing, agricultural, commercial, and industrial uses, for the fish and
wildlife habitat they provide, and for educational and recreational opportunities. It is the State’s
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policy, as set forth in Title 5 of Article 15, ECL to preserve and protect these waters. NYSDEC
is responsible for administering the Protection of Waters regulations to prevent undesirable
activities on waterbodies. Under this regulatory program, all waters of the State are provided a
use classification (A or AA for drinking water source, B for best usage for swimming and other
contact recreation, C for waters supporting fisheries and non-contact recreation, and D, the
lowest use classification), and a standard designation based on existing or expected best usage
(such as T for those that may support trout, or TS for those that may support trout spawning).
The Harlem River is a Class | saline surface water. The best usages of Class | waters are
secondary contact recreation and fishing. Class | waters must be suitable for fish propagation
and survival.

Streams and small waterbodies connected to streams that are designated as C(T) or higher (i.e.,
C(TS), B, or A) are protected streams that are subject to the stream protection provisions of the
Protection of Waters regulations. The Protection of Waters Permit Program regulates five
different categories of activities: disturbance of the stream bed or banks of a protected stream or
other watercourse; construction, reconstruction, or repair of dams and other impoundment
structures; construction, reconstruction, or expansion of docking and mooring facilities;
excavation or placement of fill in navigable waters and their adjacent and contiguous wetlands;
and Water Quality Certification for placing fill or other activities that result in a discharge to
waters of the United States in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. A Protection
of Waters permit would not be required for the proposed project due to its classification
(Class I).

State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (New York Environmental Conservation Law
Article 3, Title 3; Article 15; Article 17, Titles 3, 5, 7, and 8; Article 21; Article 70, Title 1;
Article 71, Title 19; Implementing Regulations 6 NYCRR Articles 2 and 3)

Title 8 of Article 17, ECL, Water Pollution Control, authorized the creation of the State Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) to regulate discharges to the State’s waters. Activities
requiring a SPDES permit include point source discharges of wastewater into surface or ground
waters of the State, including the intake and discharge of water for cooling purposes;
constructing or operating a disposal system (sewage treatment plant); discharge of stormwater;
and construction activities that disturb one or more acres.

Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act (Sections 910-921,
Executive Law, Implementing Regulations 6 NYCRR Part 600 et seq.)

Under the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Ac