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U.S. Department Region 11 One Bowling Green

: New York Room 429
Of TranSportatl.o n New Jersey New York, NY 10004-1415
Federal Transit 212.668-2170
Administration 212-668-2136 (Fax)
June 7, 2013

Mr. Marc Albrecht

Deputy Director, Grant Management
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
347 Madison Avenue

New York, NY 10017-3739

Drear Mr. Albrecht:

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has reviewed the Environmental Re-Evaluation Consultation
form for the Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 11 Assessing Design Changes: 727
Street Station, Entrance 1 (Technical Memorandum No. 11) submitted by the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority New York City Transit (MTA NYCT) on April 2, 2013 and resubmitted on June 4, 2013,
regarding the MTA NYCT Second Avenue Subway Project (Project).

Based on our review of the Technical Memorandum No, 11, attached hereto, FTA concurs that the proposed
design modifications, as described in Technical Memorandum No. 11, will not result in significant adverse
environmental impacts. The Technical Memorandum No. 11 satisfies the NEPA requirements as outlined in
23 CFR 771.130 and no supplemental environmental review is necessary for the proposed change.

As noted in Technical Memorandum No. {1, the MTANYCT presented the proposed change to the public
at a February 28, 2013 and a May 23, 2013 Second Avenue Subway Task Force of Community Board 8
meetings as well as at an April 8, 2013 Second Avenue Subway Construction Advisory Conunittee meeting.

Please be aware that if any further changes to the Project are proposed, FTA will need to determine if
additional environmental studies will be necessary before the changes are approved. Should you have any
questions concerning this Project, please contact Nancy Danzig, Director of Planning and Program
Development at 212-668-2177.

Sincerely,

Aifthony G. Caft 7 |
Deputy Regighal Administrator

Enclosure: Environmental Re-Evaluation Consultation form for the Second Avenue Subway Technical
Memorandum No. 11 Assessing Design Changes: 72" Street Station, Entrance 1

Cc: J. McClain, MTA/NYCT
A. Bechtel, MTA/NYCT




ENVIRONMENTAL RE-EVALUATION CONSULTATION

Note: The purpose of this worksheet is to assist sponsoring agencies in gathering and organizing
materials for re-evaluations required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Submission of the worksheet by ifself does not meet NEPA requirements. FTA must concur in writing
with its determination and/or the sponsoring agency's NEPA recommendation. Contact the FTA
Region 2 office at (212) 668-2170 if you have any questions regarding this worksheet. We strongly
encourage you to contact us to discuss your project changes before you fill out this worksheet.
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Please answer the following guestions, fill out the impact chart and attach project area and site maps. Using
a site map from the previously approved NEPA document, show project changes using a different color.
Include additional site maps to help reviewer understand project changes. (See Attachment A.)

PROJECT TITLE
Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 11 Assessing Design Changes: 72nd Street Station,

Entrahce 1

LIST CURRENT, APPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS (e.g. EIS/ROD, EA/FONSI, RE-
EVALUATION, ete.) If Re-evaluation, briefly describe.

Title: Second Avenue Subway Final Environmental Impact Statement/ROD

Date: April 2004

Type and Date of Last Federal Action Record of Decision, July 2004

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 1 Assessing Design Changes to Shafts,
Tunnels, and Stations

Date: November 2006

Type and Date of Last Federal Action January 5, 2007

Examined changes in tunnel structure ‘and track configuration south of 72nd Street and examined
changes in station entrances and anclilary facilities at the 72nd Street and 86th Street Stations
Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 2 Assessing Design Changes at 96th Strest
Station Anciliary Facility

Date; February 2007

'T'ype and Date of Last Federal Action Aprit 17, 2007

Examined changes in an ancillary facility at the 98th Street Station
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LIST CURRENT, APPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS (e.g. EIS/ROD, EA/FONSI, RE-
EVALUATION, ete.) If Re-evaluation, briefly describe.

Title: Second Avenus Subway Technical Memorandum No. 3 Assessing Design Changes at the 63rd
Street/Lexingtoen Avenue Station

Date: June 2007

Type and Date of Last Federal Action July 3, 2007

Examined changes in an ventilation facilities and a station entrance at the 63rd Street Station

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 4 Assessing Alignment Changes from 63rd
Street to 96th Street

Date: September 2008

Type and Date of Last Federal Action September 30, 2008

Examined changes in the subway's tunnel to reduce the number of tracks near and in the 72nd Street
Station from three tracks to two and lower the tunnel alignment in the area near and in the 72nd Street
and 86th Street Stations

Title: Supplemental Environmental Assessment to the Second Avenue Subway Final Environmental
Impact Statement: 72nd Street and 86th Street Entrance Alternatives/FONSI

Date: May 2009

Type and Date of Last Federal Action FONSI, Cctober 2009

Examined changes in station entrances at the 72nd Street and 86th Street Stations

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 5 Assessing Design Changes at the 63rd
Strest/Lexington Avenue Station

Date: April 2010

Type and Date of Last Federal Action April 27, 2010

Examined changes in a station entrance at the 63rd Street Station

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Mermorandum No. 6 Assessing Design of the 68th Street
Ancillary Facility '

Date: July 2010 S . .

Type and Date of Last Federal Action September 16, 2010 R A
Examined final design for Ancillary Facility 1 at the 72nd Street Siaﬂon

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 7 Assessing Design Changes at the 72nd
Street Station Entrance and Ancillary Facility #2

Date: September 2010

Type and Date of Last Federal Action December 16, 2010

Examined final design for Ancillary Facility 2 at the 72nd Street Station

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No, 8 Assessing Design Changes at the 86th
Street Station Ancillary Facllity #2

Date: December 2010

Type and Date of Last Federal Action January 11, 2011

Examined final design for Ancillary Facility 2 at the 86th Street Station

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 9 Evaluation of the 87th Street Ventilation
Facility '
Date: Oclober 2011

Type and Date of Last Federal Action October 31, 2011

Examined effects of the 97th Street Ventilation Facility at 1873 Second Avenue

Title: Second Avenue Subway Technical Memorandum No. 10 Analysis of Revisions to Proposed
Mitigation Measures

Date; December 2011

Type and Date of Last Fedeval Action December 13, 2011

Examined proposed revisions to mitigation measures for three historic resources.
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HAS THE MOST CURRENT AND OTHER PERTINENT APPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
BEEN RE-READ TO COMPARE PROPOSED PROJECT CHANGES?

(] NO (STOP! The most current approved environmental document MUST be re-read priorto  completing
a re-evaluation.)

X YES NAME: Christopher M. Calvert, AICP  DATE: March 1, 2013

IS THE PROJECT CURRENTLY UNDER [L] DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION?

REASON FOR RE-EVALUATION

The Second Avenue Subway FEIS and Technical Memorandum No. 1 identified that the 72nd Street
Station, Entrance 1 would be within the ground level and basement of the building at 301 Fast 69th Street,
on the northeast corner of Second Avenue and 69th Street. Since 2010, MTA has been discussing the
entrance design and construction staging with the three separate condominium entities in the building,
consisting of the residential cooperative corporation ("co-op™), the owner of the five streat-leve! retail units,
and the underground garage. During that time there have been muitiple meetings to review construction
plans and technical efforts {o address the difficulties, risks, and requirements for needed utility relocations.
Dsspite substantial coordination among the parties, a design could not be achieved that would
accomimodate the residents’ concerns while satisfying MTA's requirements with respect to constructing,
operating and maintaining an entrance at this location. Key unresolved issues included concerns about
outages of building services for utility relocation during construction and reservation of access rights to the
co-op for building utilities that must remain in MTA's space.

During summer 2012, MTA learned that NYCDOT was planning a new designated bike lane along the east
side of Second Avenue, which would remove the curbside traffic/parking lane. With the bike lane, a
sidewalk bump-out can be accommadated at this location without disrupting traffic flow. Previously,
NYCDOT would not permit a sidewalk bump-out at this location. MTA subsequently.coordinated with
NYCDOT to determine the feasibility of locating Entrance 1 within a widened sidewalk o Second Avenue
alongside 301 East 69th Street, rather than inside the building. NYCDOT determined the bump-out to be
feasible, and MTA presented the proposed new street entrance concept to representatives of the residential
co-op of 301 East 69th Street. The co-op's representatives agreed with the conceptual design, and MTA
agreed to move forward with the proposed modification.

With the proposed design change, there would be much [ess impact to the 301 East 69th Street building's
utilittes. Some utility relocation within 301 East 69th Street's building would still be required, but
modifications to the steam room would not be necessary, and the duration of outages is likely to be
reduced. Furthermore, Tech Memo No. 1 design would locate building utilittes behind a wall of the future
station enfrance, and future access to those utilities for maintenance or repair may have required
substantial obstructions to or closure of the entrance, With the modified design, this difficult utility access
would be eliminated, and only minimal building utitity lines would be located in the entrance space. Thus,
the modified design would eliminate or minimize the concerns raised by representatives of the residential
co-op at 301 East 69th Street about the current design. In contrast, proceeding with construction of
Entrance 1 inits current location inside 301 East 69th Street, without the residential co-op’s acquiescence,
consent, and cooperation, could result in potentially significant cost and schedule risks to the Project.

Attachment A provides further information on the reasons for the design modification and related
coordination efforts with the residential co-op at 301 East 69th Street.
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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT CHANGES OR NEW INFORMATION

NYCT proposes to relocate the street-level portion of Entrance 1 from within the building at 301 East 6gth
Street to the east sidewalk of Second Avenue in front of the building at 301 East 69th Street. Two station
entrance elements would be created within the sidewalk space: a stair only entrance and an escalator/stair
entrance. Attachment A provides more information on the proposed design.

HAVE ANY NEW OR REVISED LAWS OR REGULATIONS BEEN ISSUED SINCE APPROVAL OF THE
LAST ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT THAT AFFECTS THIS PROJECT? If yes, please explain.

NO
[(1vEs

IS THE LIST OF THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (NMFS AND USFWS) MORE THAN 6

MONTHS OLD?
] No

YES (STOP! Endangered Species lists and analysis MUST be updated.)
Not applicable.

WILL THE NEW INFORMATION HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO CAUSE A CHANGE IN THE
DETERMINATION OF IMPACTS FROM WHAT WAS DESCRIBED IN THE ORIGINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FOR ANY OF THE AREAS LISTED BELOW? For each impact
category, please indicate whether there will be a change in impacts. For all categories with a change,
continue to the table at the end of this worksheet and provide detailed descriptions of the impacts as initially
disclosed, new impacts and a discussion of the changes, The change in impact may be beneficial or

adverse,

Transportation Yes |:| No
Land Use and Economics X] Yes [ |No
Acquisitions, Displacements, & Relocations Yes []No
Neighborhoods & Populations (Social) [lyes [XINo
Visual Resources & Aesthetics Yes |: No
Air Quality (lves XINo
Noise & Vibration []ves X Neo
Ecosystems (Vegetation & Wildlife) [1Yes [X]No
Water Resources [1Yes DXINo
Energy & Natural Resources []Yes PXNo
Geology & Soils Cdves DNo
Hazardous Materials [ ¥es X No
Public Services [1Yes [XINo
Utilities Yes [ |No
Historic, Cultural & Archaeological Resources X Yes [ INo
Parklands & Recreation Yes [ |No
Construction @ Yes |:| No
Secondary and Cumulative []Yes E No
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WILL THE CHANGED CONDITIONS OR NEW INFORMATION RESULT IN REVISED
DOCUMENTATION OR DETERMINATION UNDER THE FOLLOWING FEDERAL
REGULATIONS?

Endangered Species Act (] Yes No
Magnuson-Stevens Act [ Yes No
Farmiland Preservation Act EI Yes & Neo
Section 404-Clean Water Act [ Yes No
Floodplain Management Act D Yes No
CERCLA (Hazardous Materials) [ Yes No
Section 106 National Historic Preservation Act Clves XINo
Uniform Relocation Act D Yes No
Section 4(f) Lands [TYes No
Section 6(f) Lands [:I Yes [ No
Wild & Scenic Rivers []Yes No
Coastal Barriers []Yes X No
Coastal Zone |:] Yes No
Sole Source Aguifer [1ves XINo
National Scenic Byways [ ] Yes No
Other Not Applicable [Jves []No

If you checked yes to any of these, describe how the changes impact compliance and any actions

needed to ensure compliance of the new project:
See the attached Table 1, which compares the effects of the entrance with the currently approved design fo

the effects with the proposed new design.

Will these changes or new information likely result in substantial public confroversy?

[1ves [KNo

COMMENTS: The proposed design modification to Entrance 1 at the 72nd Street Station has been
reviewed by the representatives of the cooperative owners at 301 East 69th Street (Alliance
Parking, MacArthur Properties, and the residential owners) and by the Second Avenue
Subway Task Force of Community Board 8 and the 72nd Street Station Construction
Advisory Committee. Representatives of 301 East 69th Street have stated their agreement
with the proposal, and there were no objections to the relocation of the entrances to
sidewalk locations raised by the Second Avenue Subway Task Force of the Community
Board when presented on February 28, 2013. The 72nd Street Station Construction
Advisory Committee raised clarifications, comments, and concerns at a meeting on April 8,
2013. These comments were raised again at a subsequent Second Avenus Subway Task
Force Meeting on May 23, 2013. The comments are summarized and addressed in
Aftachment A.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: Further environmental analysis is not necessary.

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: Aftachment A: Project Description
Attachment B: Pedestrian Analysis
Attachment C: Off-street Parking Analysis

SUBMITTED BY: .
By signing this, I certify that to the best of my knowledge this document is complete and accurate.
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Name Allyson Bechtel
Title Manager, MTANYCT
Subrmit two paper copies of this form, attachments, and a transmittal letter recommending a NEPA finding

to the address below. Submit an electronic version to your area FTA Community Planner. Contact FTA at
the number below if you are unsure who this is or if you need the email address. Modifications are
typically necessary. When the document is approved, FTA may request additional copies.

phone: (212) 668-2170

Federal Transit Administration, Region i1
fax: (212) 668-2136

1 Bowling Green, Room 429
New York, NY 10004

FTA, Region II Re-evaluation Worksheet Page 60of 13




g1 o L 38eg

122USHIO Ay TOTIEN[RAS-SY

T] vor8ey Vi

‘eale Apnis Bupied

sy} Ui seoeds Buplied 1921iS-110 O [[BIUOUS

B U }INS3J Jou ose pinom suBisap pauipow

puz 1 ‘ON OWISIN U031 SR UM S20Bds 192,150
02 10 [2AOWIS! AU} ‘aiouuayHnS “Alddns Buied
ordw Aueoyubls Jou pinom ubsap paypow
Bt} 1o} seoeds palsjell g 0] § JO [BAOWIA]

au; 'auojsiay ] *Bunied 1990S-40 JO SN|AINS B sey
ApusLing eaue Apnis Bunpyed U3 'S JUIILYIBIY
ur umoys sy "saiioe; Bupued 1eans-yo

Ul sa0eds }o9s 0] pasu ABW pUBLISP JaLIUN 1eL)
pue sseasoul (1w Buryed joans-uo Jof pueluap
ey} salnuap! {2-3¢ sbed 988} §134 auL

(g ywswiyoryy 2as) ubisop

J2UNS 31 0) pasedwioo sk SO Ul uojepeibap
CU 2q PINoM aJ18Y) S& smop ueljsopad

yedul A@sionpe jou pinom uBisep payipow iy

(W JusUNgRY 983) Y[2Mapis au} Jo
no-dung pssodoid ay) pascidde sey [ OODAN

O JUBWLIBNY Ul pUB MO|3q pagLIossSp SI
U21ym ‘udgonsuos Buunp sbered sy asop
Aueicdwa) osie pinom ubisap payipow Y

‘Bupled sauely woy saceds Sumued oz
aaowal Ajusueuuad pinom ubisep paypoul

AU} ‘UBISSP | "ON W YOO B3 LM BY

'saoeds

Bunted pausiaw g o} g Aerewixosdde
SJ2UILIS PINOM SIL L "SaouB)US

181]s pasodoud ay) Jof Ino-dwing MiemapIs
e apiroad 0} S}eaUg Y0 38T PUR UIG0
1S3 US2MIDQ SMUDAY PUODAS J0 MEmMaps
1se9 ou; Buoje Bupued spisqins pasodosd
SpeuL[e pinom uBlsep paylpow 8y,

1889 4O (1 SO 18 Sjelado

FINOM SNUBAY PUODAS PUE 13348 U168
152 JO UOHOSSISIUI BU} 18 JBLIOS JSEaULIoU
A PUB ‘SH[EMSSOID }SES PUE LUIcU

8} pue (joaNiS YIS 1983 JO 3pPIS UPoU pue
SnUany putoag JO SpIS 1SB2 ') SYemapis
Jseayuou ay; ‘spolad yead Nd pue |NY a1
ul (g usuyoeny 39s) ubisap paylpow suy
1o} usyEMapUN $EM SISA|2UR UBLESEpad v

RIS WG IS8T LOE JO apede) anuany
PuU02aS Y} pUE SIVUBLUS UOHEIS 3sal)}
USsMIaq SoURIESIR JO YoUl | 188 gL 99
RINOM 243U "S0URNUS JIBIS/IOIB|BOSD U pUR
BOUBQUS AJUO JIEIS B (UOHE]S DU} 9AISS PINOM
spued aouBlUS OM] (193] BZ 0} 199) 0Z oL
1984 6 AQ IO padwing & pinom Jjemspis
U3 JO YpIm [e10] 2y |, "sleanis Yl0/ 1seq pue
U169 IJseq ussmlaq anuany puosas Jo apis
1SES 3y} U0 M[emapis oiqnd pauspim g Uiyl
STRUBIUS 8)je00| pinom ublsap pawipow ay

19248 Weo

1sE3 L0E) Bupiieq souel)y woy seoeds
Buryied jsaus-o 07 arowal Aguaueuusd
pinom uBisep | "ON oWsay yoa) aup

‘Pepiaotd 3q pINoo saoeds SpISQIND

8 O} 9 ey} PIJBLINSS SI Y "UoREDC|

s1y} e Bunped palajaw anoy-|, palesipul
sue)d 1OQDAN ‘puest ususspad

llews e yum aue) Bupled sy ssoloe
puae pinom jey; ssbnial uelsspad
JoNAsUOD pom 1OaOAN ‘suopossial
v "aue] axIg sU) 0} Jusoelpe sue|
Bumued B pue snuaay puooag Jo apis 1sea
a1 Bue e sug| 91 apISQINS B 9pnoUr o)
aNUSAY pUCsag adLsal pinem [ OOIAN
‘ubisap jualno sy} Jo Juspusdapu|

(g yuawmyoeny 29s)
pouad yead N4 9U3 Ul 3 SO 1e pue noy
poued Y 11 Ul 3 SO Je sjedado pinom

JIOAIOSR] JHUI0D SBaypoU Byt spolad
sead (Nd pue Wy oy} ul epag o g S0
2JeIado pjNcM SNUDAY PUCSSS PUB 19308
YIS ISET JO UOHOSSIDU; 3Y} 1B SH|BMSSOUD
JsB2 pue ypou 8y} pus (Jeans wsg

1$B3 1O SPIS YUOU pUB aNuaAY pucoss

1O BpIS 1SED “F1) SY|BMAPIS JSEUNOU 3L}
1BY} SMOUS sisAleue 3y -ubisap jualng
Y} pue sawnjoa ueusepad pajoafoid

Uo paseq 1 sisA[eue sl "UOREN[EAS

~21 SIU3 jo ved se patedeld useq

Sel Uojeso| Sl Jo SISAJBUR UB ISAaMOH
‘UORBLS j8allg pUZL SU 3e | eduedug

10 sisAleue uelsapad paujuenb e apnour
JoU pIp | "ON oWl U231 pue S134 9L

"Blemapis

oflgnd aup @pIsino) Jupdions Buiping e
UL SOURBNUS 3U1 81800} pjnom ubisep |
ON oEmS_ yoa ._. mE u:m :mamn m_m_n_ sy

uonenodsuel ]

Emmmmn_ pasodold)

L sgel

:m_mma ummono._n_ "SA cum_mmn_ JuaiIng ‘syoedwj jo :ow:mn_Eoo




€170 g 28eg . JOOUSHIO N UORRTEAI-3Y T woEey] “VId

“UORONNSUOS

10 uon|dwod sy} JSYE SN ISUBL-UOU JSUI0
“Jordw] JueoiiuBis | Jo 12121 1o} B|gelieAR B¢ AR pue | 9ouRiug

B Jou §| 880 uogepodsuel o) sssn Buping | o paredodiooul Ajusueulad 29 JouU pmom

JUSWASEY PUR [I2)ad WG, UOISIAAUGS U] ‘aSED paloud ayy oy pasnboe Ksnomnald sem
IS U] "Buip|ing s1U} UM 9sn uopelodsuen ey} eords jRley "WooY |0AU0D SouBNUT ‘gouBnjua ABMONS B 108 }5a.S
usuewsd oy aonpal pinom ubisep payipow uchels 2 pue asuesius ABMgns B 10] 19848 | WO ISET LOE 1B Buipling 213 jo Wauaseq
By} 1N ‘Isn uonepodsury B 0} 19218 UGS U169 1921 10g 18 Buip|ing au; 40 Juswiaseq BU} JO JUBLLISSE] AU JO Jo2) alenbs
1seq L0g 18 asn Buip|ing ypawaseq pue el ay} jo 1994 auenbs Gi5°7 pue soeds 859t puUe soeds |1218) [2A8[-punolB
woy abueyd B U Jnsal pinom ubisap payipow llejal [oAs|-punolb a1 Jo (199) aienbs /1) | &Y Jo 199) alenbs £ 1./'Z 9sn pnom ubisap SAWOUOI]

uoniod B 20N pInos UBISSp palpows ay | L 'ON oEmS_ yos ,_. pue cm_wmv w_m_m LN

2y} pue ubisap | "ON CWI YIS 1 S ylog

pue asn puen

:m_mon_ vomon_ohn_ m> :m.wmn_ usLng ‘syoedu Jo :om:mQEoo
Lalqel




€10 6 98eg

JOUSHIO A, UOTIBTBAS-Y

T uorssy VI

(Jeroog) suone|ndog
® spooytoqybeN

‘Joedul JW2subS B 2INESUOD JOU PINOM pue
Aresodwal ag pinom sjoedwl 889 "pauSpIM
Apusuezuiad 29 | Uoles Buluue) sl Ul LWwnios
[2IMONGS SUQD "SOUBJIUS MBU 3y} JO LOIIONISU0D
noddns oy syuow g o3 dn Joy ucjes Buiuuey

[9A3] 19241 541 9s0p0 o) ubisap pasodold ay)
Japun painbar g pinom sjuswases Aeicdwa)
‘AlleUOINPPRY oM ARjnn Joj Juslusseq sbuiping
Y} JO JOpUIBLIAI DU} SSOIOE SBAIR §$8008
uoannsuod Bugsixa au) puedxe 0] pue s53008
pue Sudels UoRONISUOD 10} SYIUOW $7 03 dn pug
syuow ¢ ueyy 2buo] papasu ag pinom aBeeb
Bupped s Buiping ay; Joj uswiases Aeloduwls)

"S3SN JSUBN-LOU JaYL0
JO [I2)2d 10y 20BdS SSS0Xa SU} 2SS JO [[9S 2Umng
a1 U Aew w1y "subisep | ON OWS Uoe] pue

S134 SU} UBYL 19218 LRSS 1583 LOE 38 Bulpiing
auj uIyum saoeds |3A9] JUBWase pue punoib
pasinboe au; Jo {ss9| }ovL arenbs 0gz'y) asn
JusueuLad B ul Ynsal pinom uBissp paylipowl sy

‘PIUIRIM

Auauewsad aq [pw uojes Buluue) ay}

Ul ULUN[CO [BINISNGS U "90URLLD MaU L)}
40 uooNsuos Hoddns 0} syuow g o} dn Joy
uojes Buluuel [aAa] jsau1s By} asop o} ufiisap
pasodoud sy} Japun padinbal aq pinom
swswases Alesodwal ‘Ajleuid iom AN
10} Juswiaseq s,Bulping 2y} jo JepuleLual

BY] SSOIOE SEAIE $58001 UOIIONIISU0D
Bunsixe ay} puedxa o} pue SS3I00E pUE
BuiBeys uononSUCS 10} sYuoW pz o3 dn pue
syjucw g ueyy 1abuol jo pouad e Joy obeie
2y} 8502 0} paiinbal aq pinom SJUSWSses
Alelodws) [eUCHIPRY "sUIURZZalU UOBEIS
189118 PUZ/ Sl pUe SoURLUS MBMSPIS
pasodoid ay} usamiaq UORSIULOD MO[B

0} Buiping au} Jo IPIS FNUSAY PUODSS B3
uo [jem uonepunoy sSuiping ay; ut Suluado
SOBLNSQNS B 10nsU00 0) 1ybu suy annboe
01 Y1 ainbal pinom uBisep pasodoud sy,

‘papesu aq pjnom
‘uBisap | "ON OWa U031 SUI Ul papaau
1539 212nbs REg'y 9Y; JO pealsul ‘aceds
[aA[USWSSE] JO 199 alenbs Gp5'Z Ajuo
‘goeds [aasiHusweseq Buipreiay papesu
¢ pinom soeds siy3 4o 198} atenbs gL AUO
‘palinboe udag Apzale sey yoym ‘soeds
[IE1al |aA[-punclB 7172 jInd S11 JOL paau cu
34 pnom 248y} ‘ubisep pPaLIpoW BU) J8pur

"OUBNUS UCNRIS 33 JO SUIURZZaW Jaddn
AU PUE LUGOY [OJU0D SoURRUT UONRIS
€103 (g9.1L.0 Jo/pue s hsied) aceds |E1!
[9AD] 15948 JSULI) aU} Ul SEASE JUDLISSES
suewad Bunsixe sy 1A Jo (Uawaseq
2y} 1o 199} arenbs o'z pue oeds

nejal |eas-punclb ayy jo (3993 atenbs 0/ 1)
uomed m.N_E: pinom :m_wm_u _umcﬁoE ayL

‘| "ON oWy

yoa, ul payRuapl Loysinboe Jo seale

oy3 o3 Buipuodsaniod 19908 yleo 1sed Log
1e abeief soBpNSgNS pue jUSWRSEq B
Jo uoipzod e pue {psoe|dsip Aquauewsd
Us9g SABY Uolum Jo toq toped

Bumag Mol 1-UO DAN U} pue eleZZId
sAsied) saoeds j1e)al [9AR-pUnoLS omy Ul
sjuswaeses jusuewlad palinboe sey y iy

‘BuiBels uogonlisuoo Joy syuoul

g 0} dn Jo) popseu uasq saey Aew sbeieb
Bunped s 5uping au) 40} JusuIssES
Aetoduiel v JUSWSSEY SU} 4C 199} Alenbs
259"y pue aveds j12181 [@nal-punoib sy jo
159 alenbs 41 2'Z sem ubisep 1 "ON WS
uos ] 9y} Joj pasinboe g o) Bate (230} 3y |

‘Uswaseq

s Buiping au) jo uolpiad & Jo uoisinboe
jusueulad pasnbal os[e ubisap

1 "ON cwaly Yo |, pue ubisap Si94 syl
LOLL 307 il Mool jo uopod Jajews
2 J0 uosinbae jusuzwiad 1o) pasu ay)
paygpuap] ubisap | "oN cwaly Yot ayL
"90UEBN[UD LONEIS B 0L 19308 Y169 Ised
1.0€ 1B Buip|ing [eRUSpISS) 9U3 JO soeds
|leRl jeAsl-puUnoll Jo Bunsisuos ‘Lo L
107 Pl do0lg Jo uopiod B 4o uons!
JusuBLLSd 10} PIBU DU} PRLIUSR!

(o1-8 mmm& SI3d 21140 278 A2t

SUOREIO[BY
B ‘sjusweoedsig
‘suomsinboy

MoBsieg joedw),

L 9lqeL

“ubissqg ﬁmwoao._n_ "SA :m_‘mmn_ j3uRLIng ‘syseduy JO :ow_._mo_Eoo




€130 01 98eg

JOOYSHIO A, TONRI[EAS-3Y

I uoLSsy ¥ 1T

UORRIJIA B 9SION

Aenp iy

"BUIpUL SIT4 4k v
JUSISISUOD $1 LonEoIpoL UBISaR 2l ‘alojeIay |

SMBIA
CLNISIP JO RISWUOIIAUS [BNSIA U3 0} snoruBuoou)
20 10U [[IM SSOURIIUS UORE)S pajesolad

3y} jo ublsep oy 's9sn |IB}ad [eAsl-punolB

AR 1SOW DUE ‘S9SN [BRUSDISS) asu-ubiy

PUE -DIW JO XIL B 818 anuaAy puooes Bunuoly
Alesywads sBuipling sy, 'ssejb pue [e1sL
'3luesd swos ypm ‘AUoseL jo apell AemadAy
sBuiping asu-ubiy pue suojsumolq puz youg

40 sBuiping asu-pi Suipnpou ‘'ssifis pue sadA}
Buipiing jo abuks apim e sy eale Apnis sy
(SonuaAay piiYy ] pue ISi4 pue sjeslg wFL1se3
o} ,49 152 uaamiag eale) eale %Ew 15008
L SU1 Ul sapeogy Buping uo pUncy AjUoLILIOD
alk Jey) SieusjewW SIB YoIUm ‘[99s pue ‘sselb
‘SpueIb upm JINg 24 [[Im SSOLRIUS BU ] SNUSAY
pUCO3S UC PAJE00| 5 PINCM SIDUBNUD paidoued
A3U sU ] ubisap ueqin s.zalz Apns s

sbusyd A34) pInoMm Jou (2ale APNIS 2L Ul SMBIA
QJNISIP JOU Pirom ADL]) IXSUoS [Bindaysle
Buipunons 2y} 0} SAIISUSS 84 PINCM SEOUBHUS
uoness jo ubisep sy} ‘gigd |u Ul pajou

sy "(8-9 9bed aas) Juswubie Aemang anuaay
pucsag 2u) Buole sjoaya [ensiA ueoubls

SAZLY JOU 1M ‘SBUMDNAS UoneUIA pUE SUNosD
punciB-saoqge se yons ‘sa|ioe) [BLUSIXS JOLL0
pue SUoREls JO SPOURLUSD J9a1)S Sy} ‘jeisueb

Ul Jeu papniouos g134 el Pedw oayisee

10 [ensiA Jueoubis 2 u1 3 nsss Jou pinom sbueys
SIU} NG YBMSPIS BUL U0 SJUSLIBJD [BNSIA MaU
SoNpoiul pInom S| "uBISap PapoLL B} Liim
SNUIAY PUCOSS 10 YemdpIs papuadxa au) Buce
Sa0URJUS Aemans paldoued mau aq pinom aual |

195} £ 0} 9 Jo WBIsY e O} premumop

ado|s pjhom Adoued ay] Memepis

3y} JPaw Jojeensa/iemllels 1o Aeamures

2y} auaym (sayoul / ‘1993 §1.) 1selie) &Y
pinom Adoueo ay] -Adoueo |a8)s pue sse|B

© Aq paddo; eseq a)ueIB B J0 1SISU0D pInoMm
Adoueo yoeg "Buo| saydul g 199) Oy AQ apim
saysul 01 189 €1 Ajsreunxexdde ainsesw
pinosm sunonus Adoueo yor3 19948 WSy
1883 1.0g 18 Buip(ng su o Lo Ul paleso)
2q pinom sa:dousd emapis ylog "Adouen
ssEB B UM 0B ‘siusuodlioD Memapis
2eledes om] JO ISISUOD PINOM SDUBIUS

YL "Si2ans YO/ PUB Ulgg Usamiad anusny
PUCODG JO A[EMBPIS 158D 3L C) 19a41S U169
1583 L0 18 Bulpling |y} Uiy Wol sousiue
a1 Q‘moomm.h u_:Qs udisap pauipowl at i

“I9UI0D ]SAMUINOS
s, Buipjing 8y} 32 ‘Buipling s Jo sepeoE)
19248 WIBG PUR BNUaAY puoseg aul

Uo pajeoo] 8 pnom souBLUL 3U]) 19sAS
YisG 1581 1.0E Je Buipnng ay; jo [9ag)
punolb ay} uo Sulume ue L 9oUBLUS UE
DOULUSPI | "ON OWSI U031 BUE SI3d 3y

sonaylsay
Y S32IN0SY [ENSIA

L olqelL

.. :m_mma _owmon_o.mn_ “SA .:m_mwn_ uzm.:so ‘syoeduy Jo :om:mn_Eoo



€130 [128eg

109U SHI0M UONRN[BAS-DY

I wo18ey V14

Buimo)|o} sebed 883} g[34 au} 10 2-01 2unbig

. ‘| @auBnUT JO LONeD0]

BU} Wol 1284 000'| Asjewixoidde J9ang yiss
1seT 12 PIIUSP] BlaM $80IN0SS] SUOSIY ISS1eau
B "UCHEIS }224S PUZ. AU3 S0 AJIUIDIA BleIpaLuul
BUj} Ul S80Jnosal JUoIslY Auap! Jou pip §iF4 B4l

‘'slo_ls W/ 1se3

pUZ U}GQ 152 USamMlag sNUaAY puooasg

10 YEMBpIS 15eS BU) UILLM PUE 19918 W69
Jse 10¢ Je Buiping sy ylesuag eouRqINSP
punaub axnba; pinom uBissp peypoll L

S}994S U0/ 1583 PUB YIEQ }SBT Usemiag
ANUBAY PUODSS JO MIBMEPIS 1588 3L
UIYIM SOUBGIMSIP OU INQ ‘828 W69 1523
LOg 18 Buiping =y} yyeauaq souegqInIsIp
puncid annbal pnom UBISSR JURLND UL

SYTIN0STY
lea1Bojoaryary
8 [ednyn) “ouo)siy

"ubisep | "ON OWsA

Yoo | s o) paledwod se Js8a8 BEY IS¢ Lo
40 suonouny AN S13 U0 sjordl aU) Saonpal
Allegueisgns ublssp paypow sy} ‘palinbal

34 {jiS PINCA UCTEO0SL ANIIN BIICS SIUM,

"pBIE0O|D) DY 0} podU os(e
PINOM MEMBPIS SNUDAY PUOSDS DU} UIUNM
san1Rn Juewaseq s Suip|ing sy Ul sadeds
JopLIo pug ‘singusea ‘Buliss sss002 pinco
Buiping 8y} aJeym ‘suUILBZZaLU S0UBLUS aU)
uIpm palinbal 34 pPinom JUDLISSES S52008
Ain v 19208 UisS 1583 LOE 18 Buipling auy
1o} suofouny AJ[EN JO UOKECHIPOU [2RLIRISGNS
aJinbal 10U pInom ubisap PaYIPoW 8y

SoUBUS SU JO SJUSWS(D |BINoalyole
puUR [2IMoNIS JusuewIRd puysg pascious
‘JOUBIUS PBUMO-Y 1A DU} UIUHM SHUN
Jeruapisal s Buiping 8y} Jo} sjusuiases
Aymn usueuuad Butpnioul 1eans

UBg 1523 10< Je Buipling au) 1o} suonauny
Almn jo uoreopoWw [Bruelsgns annbal
pnom uBisap | "oN CWa yoal 2yl

{g-c1 abed) "sanioey

Arg[jloue pue SUOHE]S IONIISUOD 0] SHNPUCS
Ay o) suenopauuc Buipling pue ssjan
Jo uoneosojal Jusueulad pue Arlodws)
Joj paad {enuajod a4} pauSp! §13d 9UL

SN

S90IAIag 2iland

Slelajely snopiezey

snog 3 ABojossy

S92IN0S9Y
[eanjen 2 AGiaug

$92IN0SaY 1918/

(23PN 2 uolje)abaA)
Su9)sAs09g

: spedwjurabiiey
ubisag pa

9

i elgel

sodoid ‘SA ubISaQ Jualing ‘SIPEAW] JO UOSLIEALIon




£1J0 71 98eg J29USHIO A, TOTRNZAD-SY T nor8ey “vi1d
Pslold
Aemgng anusay puooag syl AQ PeAOLUSS
"UORRAUOTY puE SHIRd IC ‘pAIR00] 8q PINOM S99} a0g|dsl 0} SJPRNS UK. PUB Y59
Jualupedsq ARD HIOA MON SYE LM UCHEYNSUOS | SSOUEMIULD UOHEIS 2U] S1SUM SNUSAY PUODSSS | ISES USOMISY SNUSAY DUCISS JO apls 1588
Ul PAUILLISIAD 24 0} SUOLERO0| SARBLIDE 10 2pIS 15B2 313 UC Saal 19aus Jo Bujueid a1 Buoje saau j18aas Jo Bugueld auy 10} uonealday
¥e pajue|d aq of pasll pinom $9a43 1884 | DU} Joy MO[[E Jou pinem uBisep paippolw sy | mofe pinom uBiseq | 'ON OWsyy Uos [ YL B spueplied

"S90IN0S8) [20IB0j0SeoIR 101 DAISUSS AlenUa)0d
selaalls YO jsed pue Joang yigg 1seg
usaMaq eade ay; Anuapt jou pip (9-0) sbed

s1oedwpur abae

Lalgel

uBisaq posodold SA Ubisaq jueling 'Sjoeduif §o U




€130 €] 98eq

13S0 M UOTET[EAR-Y

II w018y Y14

aAneInWns
pue AIepuosag

L "ON owsn yos [ pue gg4 sui Ul pajuasaad
saunseaw uciebnw pesedoid pue spoedu
UOROMISU0D Jo sish[eue 8y} 1o spoyjail pue

SueSLW uolangsuco ay 9Bueuo A niBuiuesu ou
PINOM [eACUIRL $[10dS 1O UORRIND PUR JUNOWIE 3y}
‘L ON ousop yoal pue §134 au) ul parediopue
10U suam s|lods asau) ybnouyy “pouad Aep-¢¢

B JBA0 INJD0 PINOM [2aowial s)iods ‘ueld 14w

soeloid BU3 UM 2OUBPICOTE UI SNUSAY PUODSS
JO BPIS 1SB@ 20 UC 2U0Z HIOM B YSI[gE]ISe pinom
V1IN "SO0URIUD MIEMBPIS DY) JO LOBONNSUGS
Al Jo} anusAy puodes Buole [eacwsl s)iods
[euonippe UL ynsal pinom ubisep payipow ey

{0 jusuyseny =29s) ease Apnis Bupyed

33 UI |[2joys Bupied & Ul Jnsar Jou pinom
Bupiled sauety jo aingo|s Buibels uogonnsuod
pug [eACLURI $[lods JOf SYIUOW XIS LBy} JaBug) o)
Bupiled souely Jo aunsap aunbsd pinom ubissp
payipoul vy} IsremoH 199418 U180 1SBg Uo
BUOZ JJIOM AU BIA IIPE UOHEIS U} 1O UOOMISUCD
10} panowWal 3q pnom (SproppRI 071

‘spled 21gn2 poZ'L) siods 40 Junowe suwes sy

“SABD £ JOA0 INTO0 PInoM

[erowas siiods ‘anuaay pucoag Buole auoz
MIOM B L0J pSEieo aq pinom sjlods ‘sAep og
JBA0 3OO0 JO SPEOHONG 09 puUR SAED € 190
108 30 speopond) g1 salediogue w1y ‘peo]
Noha Jed spred o1qno o Bulnssy ool s
spaef 21600 009 YoILuM JO ‘sjiods [euCIDPE Jo
(speopiony} 0pZ) spaeA 21qno 00P'Z U Jnsau
PINQM SSOURIUD HBMBPIS BY) WOy sliods

uBisep 1 "ON Owapy

Uos1 2y} o) Se SWes SU} $I HPE a1y WoJ)
|eAowR) S;Eods By} 10 JUNOWE S| "SyIuoLW
2 01 dn pue stuow g uey; 1a8uc] 10}
2n$010 |Iry sy aanbay pinom 198hs Y169 1seT
Log 1e (Bunyed souel|y) Beieb Bunued

ay} ybnaiy panca: upe By Woy sjodg

‘BaJE M|emapls INUBAY PUCDRS

23U} LIOJ) PSAOLUSL 3G RINOM MEMBPIS

3y} Ylesusy Asieipawiw] Bale pue SasUBNjuS
Mlemapis ay] woy sjiods {7 pue ‘eale
Y|emapIs SNUSAY PU0DaS 3} Woy Algissod
PUE 122415 YIS Ise] Log 1o (Bunied
souely) abereb Suped sul eia paAoLwRl
3 pinom (JUBLWISSEY 15alS WEY I1SeT L0g
8U} 0] ]2UUN} ABMARS pauil ALY BUDaULLS
[Buun} Joyeleosa paugow 'el) Jpe uonEls
aU} woy s|ods (] :sucieso; omy Woy sreds
IA0WSI peajsul pinom ubisep payIpowl su |

‘[eAOWiad S)10ds 10} S[PAS| JRalS

pue JuawWaseq sy} Usamiag Buuado ybnoua
28| & 10} MmO||B JoU pinom pue aoe(d

Ut UlRLISI pInom Momiau Ajmn eyl jesns
U162 1B LOE Je aords jeal oy} ybnosy)
parowsal ag Jebuol cu pineo sieleleLL
_u&m>muxm :m_wmu PayIpOLWL BY) YHAA

"SLRUOW g INOQR JOL INSO0 PIRCM

waweoce|dsip Aesodws) syl 19008 UIBY
ISET LOE 10 [9A8] JuBLWSSEq 2} Uo sbeseh

Bunyed & ‘Bupited aouely Ag peidnsoo
s0eds 3y} Jo Jey soeidsip pinom ubisep
} "ON OWap 422 ] U JO UONONISLoD

"BnUSAY

pucosg J0 1529 19allS Y160 ISET UD U0z

MI0M B 0] 19201S YIES }SBT LOE 1B aoeds

[e18l palinboe SU) BIA S{ELSIEL PAJBABIXS
BAOLUAY pinom cm_wmu L "ON O} Uoa ]

HORONISUOH

1| MaN

leigel

__:m,mmm _umwo _o.__m w> :m_mwm uaLng ‘spoedu) jo :om_._mano




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT DESCRIPTION



Attachment A
Description of the Entrance No. 1 Relocation at the 72nd Street Station

1 INTRODUCTION

This NEPA Documentation describes a proposed design change for Entrance 1 of the 72nd Street Station
for the Second Avenue Subway Project (Entrance 1). It describes the current design, which was
documented in Technical Memorandum No. 1, and a proposed design which would relocate the street-
level and basement-level elements of the entrance from within the building at 301 East 69th Street to the
east sidewalk of Second Avenue.

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is proposing a design modification for Entrance 1
based on final design efforts related to the entrance and coordination with representatives of the residents
of the building where the current design is planned (301 East 69th Street). This engineering and
coordination identified difficult utility relocation requirements that could not be resolved with the current
design. Furthermore, the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) has approved a
sidewalk bump-out on Second Avenue between East 69th and East 70th Streets. When it was determined
that Entrance 1 could be located within a widened sidewalk, MTA and representatives of the building’s
residents agreed that relocation of the entrance from within the building to the sidewalk location was
preferable.

Differences in the current and proposed design for Entrance 1 are identified and reviewed to determine
whether these differences may result in significant adverse impacts that were not identified in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS; April 2004) and Record of Decision (ROD; July 2004) or
Technical Memorandum No. 1, dated November 2006. This Re-evaluation Statement demonstrates that
the proposed design modification for Entrance 1 will not result in new or substantially varying significant
adverse environmental impacts and the conclusions presented in the FEIS about environmental impacts
and mitigation remain unchanged.

2 DESIGN OF 72ND STREET STATION, ENTRANCE 1

2.1 CURRENT DESIGN

When the FEIS was prepared, the design for the Second Avenue Subway project was in the
conceptual/preliminary engineering phase. This is consistent with FTA’s National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) regulations and procedures (23 CFR 771.117(a)), and with the procedures for major capital
investment projects being evaluated under FTA’s New Starts funding program (49 CFR 611.7(c)), which
both prohibit commencement of final design until NEPA review is complete.

Under the current design, which was reviewed first in the FEIS in 2004 and then in Technical
Memorandum No. 1 in 2006, the entrance would occupy part of the first floor and part of the basement
level of 301 East 69th Street, a 19-story building on the northeast corner of Second Avenue and East 69th
Street (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). This building has residential apartments on floors 2-19, first-floor retail
with basement space below, and an underground parking garage on the basement level. The building
consists of three condominium units (the residential space, retail space, and garage) that are separately
owned. The residential condominium unit is operated as a cooperative corporation (“co-op”), in which
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each tenant is allocated shares in the corporation. The garage condominium has a single owner. The retail
condominium had a single owner consisting of five contiguous stores with street-level frontage on Second
Avenue. MTA has acquired permanent easements and temporary easements to support Entrance 1 and
72nd Street Station construction in the following areas of the building: two of the five retail units (the
former New York City Off-Track Betting (“OTB”) parlor and Patsy’s Pizzeria (“Patsy’s”), both of which
have been permanently displaced); the residential co-op’s basement; and the garage (permanently
displacing 18 of the garage’s 40 striped parking slots).

In the currently approved design, escalators would rise from the station mezzanine beneath the basement
of 1322 Second Avenue and the basement of 301 East 69th Street, bringing passengers into the ground-
floor space at the corner in 301 East 69th Street, which has been acquired for the Project. The escalators
would be located within the building, with entrance/exit doorways onto both the Second Avenue and 69th
Street sidewalks. The current entrance design requires underpinning beneath 301 East 69th Street and the
building at 1322 Second Avenue, which is immediately to the north of 301 East 69th Street, because the
entrance’s escalator bank would pass in close proximity to the building foundation. The building at 1322
Second Avenue is a 5-story walk-up residential building with ground-floor retail space.

2.2 PROPOSED DESIGN

The proposed design would relocate the street level portion of Entrance 1 to a site outside the 301 East
69th Street building, within a widened sidewalk along Second Avenue. When the FEIS and Technical
Memorandum No. 1 were prepared, the NYCDOT had a policy against sidewalk bump-outs along Second
Avenue south of 72nd Street. However, at this time, NYCDOT has revised this policy to allow for a bike
lane and parking on the east side of Second Avenue and will now allow a sidewalk bump-out adjacent to
the bike lane (see Figure 4). NYCDOT has also agreed to a bump-out configuration that could remain in
the event that a bike lane was never constructed or if it was removed in the future.

The proposed design would have two entrance components in the east sidewalk on Second Avenue, with
a pair of stairs in the southern entrance component and an escalator/stair pair in the northern entrance.
Both would be approximately 40 feet, 8 inches long by 13 feet, 10 inches feet wide and would be covered
by a glass canopy, similar in design to the other sidewalk entrances for the Project, to protect the entrance
from the weather (see Figures 5, 6 and 7). The entrance/exit point for the northern entrance would abut
the north property line of the 301 East 69th Street building. The entrance/exit point of the southern
entrance would be located approximately 34 feet, 7 inches feet north of the curbline of East 69th Street.
The entrances would be approximately 13 feet, 1 inch outward of the 301 East 69th Street building line.
The canopies would be 15 feet, 7 inches high at their opening to the sidewalk. The canopies would slope
downward to a height of 6 to 7 feet.

The two entrances/exits would lead to a common upper mezzanine, which would extend below the
sidewalk into the basement level of the 301 East 69th Street building. An escalator bank within the
basement of 301 East 69th Street would connect to the station control area. The design of this escalator
bank structure would be unchanged from the currently approved design. Like the current design, the
proposed design would require underpinning of 301 East 69th Street and 1322 Second Avenue.

The proposed design also would utilize the following easement areas that MTA already has acquired for
the Project:

e A portion of the permanent easement area on the ground floor and basement of 301 East 69th Street.
In the proposed design, this area would be used for a station entrance control room and a portion of
the basement for the upper mezzanine;

e Permanent and temporary easements in the residential co-op’s basement; and
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e Permanent and temporary easements in the garage (Alliance Parking).

The proposed design would require MTA to acquire the right to construct a subsurface opening in the
building’s foundation wall on the Second Avenue side of the building to allow connection between the
proposed sidewalk entrance and the 72nd Street Station’s upper mezzanine. Additional temporary
easements would be required (under both the current design refinements and the proposed design) to close
the garage for a period of up to 24 months for construction staging and access and to expand the existing
construction access areas across the remainder of the building’s basement for utility work. Finally,
temporary easements would be required under the proposed design to close the street level tanning salon
for up to six months to support construction of the new entrance through the basement wall below.

2.3 REASONS FOR THE PROPOSED DESIGN MODIFICATION

In early 2010, prior to the easement acquisitions and the award of Second Avenue Subway Contract
C26007, and in an effort to minimize entrance construction impacts and risks associated with utility
relocations and structural modifications to 301 East 69th Street, MTA began a consultation process with
the three condominium unit owners of the building.

Under the current design for Entrance 1, the construction for the new entrance would require relocation of
many utilities that serve the residential co-op on floors 2-19 of 301 East 69th Street but run through the
commercial space on the ground floor and basement level. This relocation would have to be managed
carefully to minimize disruption to the residences above. Several of the building’s mechanical rooms and
all utility points of entry for the building are located in the basement level. Approximately one-third of the
residential units are serviced by systems enclosed in pipes and conduits that currently run up through the
former Patsy’s and OTB spaces located on the street level within the limits of 301 East 69th Street. To
accommodate construction of Entrance 1, these utilities would need to be relocated outside the permanent
easement space where interferences with the station design would occur. The relocated utilities would
then be connected to the residential floors’ assorted risers through the building’s second-floor slab, above
the ceiling of the future entrance.

The extent and complexity of the utility relocation was not known until MTA gained access to the space
and opened walls and ceilings to fully expose the building’s utilities. This is partly due to the fact that the
building was constructed for a single entity, and when the building later was converted to a condominium
with three separate owners, the utilities serving each condominium unit were not segregated and no filed
plans for them could be located at the New York City Department of Buildings. Without filed plans and
with the systems concealed behind walls and ceilings, MTA’s utility consultant had to make assumptions
about existing piping sizes, locations, and appurtenances in inaccessible areas until the walls and ceilings
could be opened and inspections made.

MTA has been coordinating with the representatives of the building residents since 2010. During that
time there have been multiple meetings and extensive efforts undertaken to review construction plans and
discuss and address the difficulties, risks, and requirements for utility relocation. Despite substantial
coordination among the parties, a sufficient design could not be achieved that would accommodate the
residents’ representatives concerns while satisfying MTA’s requirements with respect to constructing,
operating and maintaining an entrance at this location. Key unresolved issues included concerns about
outages of building services for utility relocation during construction and reservation of access rights to
the co-op for building utilities that must remain in MTA’s space.

During summer of 2012, MTA learned that NYCDOT was planning a new bike route along Second
Avenue, which would remove the curbside lane and facilitate a sidewalk bump-out at this location.
Previously, NYCDOT would not permit sidewalk bump-outs on Second Avenue south of 72nd Street.
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MTA subsequently coordinated with NYCDOT to determine the feasibility of a sidewalk bump-out at this
location to allow Entrance 1 to be relocated from within the building at 301 East 69th Street into a
widened sidewalk along Second Avenue with or without a bike lane. NYCDOT determined the bump-out
feasible with or without a bike lane, and MTA presented the proposed street entrance concept to the
representatives of the residential co-op. (The NYCDOT letter approving the sidewalk bump-out is
attached.) The representatives agreed with the proposed design, and MTA agreed to move forward with
the proposed modification.

Under this location and design change, there would be much less impact to the building’s utilities. Some
utility relocation within 301 East 69th Street’s building would still be required, but modifications to the
steam room would not be necessary, relocation of utilities to a pipe chase where future access to the pipes
would hinder station operations would not be required, and the duration of outages is likely to be reduced.
Only minimal building utility lines would remain in the entrance space, thereby eliminating or
minimizing the concerns raised by 301 East 69th Street under the current design. In contrast, proceeding
with construction of Entrance 1 in its current location inside 301 East 69th Street, without the owners’
acquiescence, consent and cooperation, could result in potentially significant cost and schedule risks to
the Project.

3 COORDINATION

Since 2007, MTA held several meetings with representatives of the residential cooperative at 301 East
69th Street. The attached document from MTA Capital Construction (MTACC) details the meetings that
have been held.

Recently, MTACC presented the modified design to the cooperative owners and to the Second Avenue
Subway Task Force of Community Board 8 on February 28, 2013. At that meeting, representatives of the
cooperative owners expressed support for the modified design. Community Board members requested
that NYCDOT present its proposal for the bike lane, but they expressed no objections to the Modified
Design for Entrance 1.

On April 8, 2013, MTACC representatives met with the 72nd Street Station Construction Advisory
Committee as well as representatives of elected officials. At that meeting, members of the Advisory
Committee raised the following questions and concerns:

o Why did MTACC not present the Modified Design at its January 2013 public workshop as an
alternative to the design that was identified as a final plan in 2010?

o Can the stairways be located adjacent to the building rather than at the curbline?
e Can one of the two entrances be eliminated?

o Can the distance (24 feet) between the entrance canopies be reduced?

o Can the entrance be placed at other locations (i.e., 1322-1326 Second Avenug)?

e The Modified Design should include additional escalators in the south bank to avoid sidewalk
congestion from subway passengers walking on the sidewalk next to the entrances.

e The Modified Design will impact the aesthetic character of the neighborhood.

e In instances where bike lanes are removed, traffic flow can return to previous pattern. With the
current plan to bump out the sidewalk by nine feet, the traffic flow cannot revert to previous pattern
even if bike lane is removed as one lane will be lost permanently. The Modified Design will not allow
for changes or improvements in traffic flow on Second Avenue.
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Some of these concerns were raised again at a subsequent meeting of the Second Avenue Subway Task
Force of Community Board 8 on May 23, 2013.

As described above, the Modified Design is necessary to avoid utility relocations that could only be
undertaken with the full agreement of the residential cooperative at 301 East 69th Street and to also
mitigate long-term utility access complications. In 2010, MTA was not aware of these complexities, and
NYCDOT had not yet revised policies that would allow for a sidewalk bump-out. Negotiations with
representatives of the cooperative owners were ongoing in January 2013, and therefore, it would have
been premature to present the Modified Design at the workshop.

City code will not allow the entrance adjacent to the building line. The canopies are 24 feet apart so that
adequate queuing space is available at the landing where the two entrances meet under Second Avenue at
the bottoms of the street entrances. MTA is proposing an alternative design that would not require
permanently taking any additional properties because doing so would likely delay the current Phase 1
revenue service date. The Modified Design maintains the integrity of the entrance configuration at the
upper mezzanine to station mezzanine level except where it was necessary to extend the upper mezzanine
landing by approximately 13 feet.

Two entrances are needed to meet anticipated customer demand at Entrance 1 of the 72nd Street Station.
If combined into a single entry, the stairway would need to be considerably wider than currently planned
and would block more of the sidewalk of Second Avenue.

In planning for the Second Avenue Subway and where space is available, MTA strives to provide
escalators at station entrances. Where only one escalator is provided, MTA would operate it in the upward
direction at all times to serve the ascent from the station. At Entrance 1, MTA is providing the escalator
within the north-facing canopy. This allows for the south-facing canopy to meet the anticipated demand
for station entries and exits throughout the day (i.e., downward in the PM peak hour). Because the
distance from the landing to the street is short, customers will use the southern stairs and queuing for the
escalator facing north will not result in station congestion.

At the same time, MTA prefers to avoid impacts to utilities at 1322-1326 Second Avenue and a reduction
in corner reservoir space at 69th Street and Second Avenue. Therefore, the entrances canopies are
positioned as close together as design will permit to be within the building line of 301 East 69th Street.
Because escalators have a longer rise than stairways and for queuing requirements at the upper mezzanine
landing, the provision of escalators in both canopies would extend Entrance 1 into the corner reservoir or
northward in front of 1322-1326 Second Avenue.

The FEIS and this re-evaluation address the potential effects of entrance canopies. It is concluded that
these canopies would not result in adverse impacts on the visual character of the area near the 72nd Street
Station since these are common features of Manhattan streetscapes and will not be incongruous to the
visual environment or disturb views.

The NYCDOT plan for a bike lane would include three moving lanes, a right, curbside Select Bus Service
lane, and a left, curbside bike lane and parking lane. At intersections, the pedestrian refuges would be
provided that would extend across the parking lane with a small pedestrian island provided in between the
bike lane and the traffic lanes. This configuration is provided at other Manhattan locations (i.e., Eighth
and Ninth Avenues in Chelsea and First and Second Avenues in the East Village), and it involves modest
capital money for installation of the pedestrian refuges and any related drainage and utility relocation. It is
New York City policy that capital improvements are intended as long-term (in excess of five years).

The Modified Design would remove the left, curbside parking lane between East 69th and East 70th
Streets shown in NYCDOT’s bike lane plan and would instead provide for a permanent sidewalk bump
out. Thus, the Modified Design would not alter the number of moving lanes as compared to the
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NYCDOT’s original plan for the Second Avenue bike lane. Furthermore, NYCDOT’s bike lane plan is
not considered temporary, and thus, the loss of the left, curbside lane to moving vehicles would occur
with or without the Modified Design.
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72" Street Station — Proposed Alternate Entrance # 1 (additional information for
FTA Tech Memo # 11)

1.

Time line for negotiations with 301 E69th Residential Coop on acceptable utility relocation design:
Background:

Contract C-26007 (C4B) was awarded to SSK Constructors on October 1%, 2010. Entrance 1 of the Second
Avenue Subway’s 72" Street station was to be located at the northeast corner of 69™ Street and 2™ Ave.
The entrances was to occupy part of the first floor, and part of the basement level of 301 East 69th Street
(former Patsy’s pizzeria and OTB commercial spaces — owned by McArthur Properties and Alliance
Parking Garage), a large modern mixed use high-rise, and require underpinning beneath 1322 2" Ave, an
older 5-story walk-up. The MTA has fully vested permanent easements in and under both buildings, as
well as temporary easements to allow for entrance construction. In order to clear the permanent easement
space in which to construct the entrance in 301 E 69, extensive permanent utility relocation must be
performed. To accommodate underpinning in 1322 2™ Ave, limited permanent & temporary utility
relocation must be performed.

¢ Design agreement executed with all three ownerships (3 condo interests: 301E69 Coop Corp,
MacArthur Properties, Alliance Parking) to reimburse their consultants (MEP, Structural,
Architectural, Legal and Owner’s rep) on March 23, 2010. MTA board Approval in April 2010.

e Efforts have been under way since May 2010 to design utility relocation plans for 301 E 69 and
obtain approvals.

e Dattner’s (MTACC Utility relocation design consultant) 100% Utility relocation design sent to all
Owners on June 28, 2011.

e Initial response from Owner’s corp. received saying prior comments not resolved.

e Richard Bass, Owners rep issued a letter dated June 20, 2011 to various elected officials
concerning Second Avenue Subway involvement at 301 East 69" Street.

e Asof mid-June 2011, there were roughly 40 open technical comments/responses (albeit with
some duplication).

e July-August 2011:
0 Meeting held on July 14, 2011 with 301 Corp and ConEd re:

= Gas Tie-In procedures and resident impacts;
= 301E69 Corp concerns re work in Steam Room.

0 Technical Issues Resolution Meeting(s):
= On August 2, 2011, 301 E69th Owner directed their Consultant Team not to

agree to anything in August 3, 2011 technical meeting with MTACC,; all
agreement to anything would have to wait for 301/69 Corp Board approval.

= Meeting was held on August 3, 2011 and addressed all Architectural and
Structural Comments, some MEP comments. Owner Team refused to sign off
even on the non-controversial drawings as “approved” or “approved as noted”,
and stated — even after prior comment cycles — that they reserved the right to
“reject” the design or elements of it.




= Remaining MEP items are related to constructability and were addressed with on
site meeting held on August 9, 2011.

e September - December 2011:

= Ongoing technical discussion via emails/comments/responses.

= MTACC provided technical information on steam room relocation in November
2011.

=  Walkthrough with Owner’s consultants on steam boiler relocation held on
December 9, 2011.

e January - November 2012:

o Technical meeting with Owner’s consultants on January 9, 2012.

0 As of a high-level meeting on January 27, 2012, between MTACC PM Team and 301
E69th Corp and their consultants, there remained less than 10 open technical issues.

0 Ongoing technical discussion via emails/comments/responses with owner’s rep and
consultants.

0 SAS Project office received a summary email of ten outstanding technical issues via email
on April 20, 2012 from Coop’s president.

0 A high level technical meeting held on April 27, 2012, with Owner’s and their
consultants.

o Owner refused to allow proposed gas pipe relocation work. MTACC changed its station
entrance design to accommodate gas piping through its structure and architectural
finishes.

o0 OnJuly 18, 2012 SAS PM Office issued a package consisting of a detailed response letter
along with finalized utility relocation plans and solutions to their remaining comments on
the structural design plans. This letter also issued resolution to their concerns about the
means and methods of MTACC’s construction work (please see attached package).

0 On August 3, 2012 MTACC provided additional information requested by Coop’s
technical consultants (please see attached).

0 On August 6, 2012 MTACC received responses on July 18, 2012 design package
submittal by Owner’s consultants.

0 The above mentioned response was deemed failure to proceed in good faith on 301E69th’s
part and causing delay to a major public works project. Based on this MTACC terminated
the design agreement as of August 28, 2012. (Please see attached letter).

o Starting of September 2012 Project Office initiated a study to look at alternate entrance
locations/options.

0 Subsequent to termination of design agreement a select group meeting was held with
301E69th Coop’s officers and legal consultants on September 12, 2012 to further discuss
next steps and a “global settlement” proposed by the building.

o0 Project office continued efforts to develop Alternates, series of internal meetings were
held from October to December 2012 with NYCT - Operations Planning, Chief
Architect, Dept of Subways (Stations), AAJV (designer) and PM office to come up with
the current proposed alternate entrance.



Summary of stake holders outreach efforts for the Proposed Alternate Entrance Design:

Meeting with 301E69th Coop were held on Wednesday, December 12, 2012 and Thursday,
February 7, 2013 and were attended by Coop board president R. Hetu and member of the board
J. Leventhal. Project was represented by Bill Goodrich and Tim Gianfrancesco.
Meeting with McArthur Properties (previous owner’s of Patsy’s and OTB and current
owners of three commercial tenants on the street level) was held on February 20, 2013 and
was attended by McArthur’s legal counsel — Kirk Tzanides and Owner via conference call (from
Greece). Project was represented by Anthony Semancik, Helene Cinque, Tim Gianfrancesco and
Manan Garg
Meeting with 1322 2" Ave (building adjacent to 301E69th) was held on February 21, 2013
and was attended by owners — H. Paley and M. Taube, Owner’s engineers — M. Prego and O.
Semadar, Owner’s legal counsel- L. Levinson and Owner’s consultant — R. Bass. Project was
represented by Anthony Semancik, Tim Gianfrancesco, Manan Garg, Amitabha Mukherjee and
Zoe Davidson.
0 Summary of discussion:
= General concerns were raised and discussed regarding location of the entrance
head houses, dimensions of canopy design, lighting, general maintenance of
canopies and future entrance, access to buildings & businesses during
construction, schedule for entrance construction, pedestrian flow on the sidewalk
& in/out of the entrances before and after construction.

The proposed alternate entrance was presented to Community Board 8’s Second Avenue
Subway Task Force on February 28, 2013.
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. anmm Department of Transportation
A 4 JANETTE SADIK-KHAN, Commissioner

March 28, 2013

Mr. William E. Goodrich, P.E.
Senior Vice President
Program Executive

MTA Capital Construction

2 Broadway, C8.52

New York, NY 10004

RE: Sidewalk Extension, Second Avenue/East 69" Street
Dear Mr. Goodrich:
We have reviewed the latest revision submitted by your consultant Mr. Tony Augustine,

P.E. of AECOM — ARUP, via email on March 22™ for the sidewalk extension at Second Avenue
between E 69" Street and E 70™ Street and have no objection to the proposed full length

sidewalk extension.
Sincerely,
h K. Sapre, P.E.
Director of Design
Highway Design & Construction
PS:mc
DC # 55607

cc: Tony Augustine
be: A/C Russo, B/C Forgione, Sapre, Barkho, Benson, Bruet, Ahsan, Crawford

NYC Department of Transportation

Division of Traffic and Planning

28-11 Queens Plaza North 7 Floor, LIC, NY 11101
T: 718-433-3160 F: 718-433-3164
www.nyc.gov/dot
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ATTACHMENT B
PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS



AM VOLUMES

Existing No-Build 2025 TM1 Design TM11 Design
NE ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc
Vci 2 3 2 3 11 16 11 16
Vco 4 7 5 7 45 67 45 67
Vdi 5 7 5 8 15 22 15 22
Vdo 2 4 3 4 5 7 5 7
Va,b 1 1 1 1 1 1 24 35
Vtot 14 21 16 24 76 114 99 149
Sidewalk Total (major) 9 - 10 - 40 - 94 -
Sidewalk Total (minor) 9 - 10 - 64 - 33 -
Sidewalk next to VCE 10 -
NE Corner Analysis
Current No-Build 2025 TM1 Design TM11 Design
major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c)
Crosswalk length (L) 60 30 60 30 60 30 50 30
Crosswalk width (W) 13 16 13 16 13 16 13 29
Curb Radius {R} 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Pole, Bldg, Pole, Bldg, Pole, Bldg,
Sidewalk Width Reductions Curb Bldg, Curb Curb Bldg, Curb Bldg, Curb Bldg, Curb Curb Bldg, Curb
Total Sidewalk Width 19 15 19 15 19 15 29 15
Reductions 6 3 6 3 6 3 6 3
Effective Sidewalk Width 14 12 14 12 14 12 24 12
Cycle Length (C) 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Green time 31 49 31 49 31 49 31 49
Walk time 18 40 18 40 18 40 18 40
Flashing Don't Walk 13 9 13 9 13 9 13 9
Red time 59 41 59 41 59 41 59 41
Average pedestrian delay (dp) 19 9 19 9 19 9 19 9
LOS Corner Delay B A B A B A B A
Net Time space available for
crosswalk (TS) (eq. 18-11) 18330 22173 18330 22173 18330 22173 16088 39368
Net Time space available for
Corner (TS) (eq.18-6) 11794 11794 11794 11794 11794 11794 22594 22594
Qtdo/Qtco 25 103 28 114 51 1046 51 1046
Circulation Time-space (TSc) 11153 11082 6311 17111
M 130.9 117.2 13.8 28.8
LOS Corner Space A A C
Nped 2 3 3 3 5 31 5 31
sp 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
t 21 12 21 12 21 17 19 15
T 227 118 253 131 640 1401 554 1217
M 80.7 188.3 72.5 168.8 28.7 15.8 29.0 32.3
LOS Crosswalk A A A A C D C C
Total Sidewalk Width 19 15 19 15 19 15 29 15
Obstructions 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2
Effective Width 14 10 14 10 14 10 27 13
Vol 9 9 10 10 40 64 94 33
Flow Rate (p/min/ft) 0.7 0.9 0.7 1.0 2.9 6.4 3.5 2.6
LOS Sidewalk B B B B B D C B




PM VOLUMES

Existing No-Build 2025 TM1 Design TM11 Design
NE ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc ped/min ped/cyc
Vi 7 10 8 12 25 38 26 39
Vco 7 10 8 11 15 22 15 23
Vdi 2 4 3 4 5 7 5 8
Vdo 4 6 5 7 10 14 10 15
Va,b 1 2 1 2 1 2 22 33
Vtot 21 32 24 36 56 84 78 117
Sidewalk Total (major) 13 - 15 - 31 - 69 -
Sidewalk Total (minor) 9 - 10 - 46 - 31 -
Sidewalk next to VCE 15 -
NE Corner Analysis
Existing No-Build 2025 TM1 Design TM11 Design
major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c) major (d) minor (c)
Crosswalk length (L) 60 30 60 30 60 30 50 30
Crosswalk width (W) 13 16 13 16 13 16 13 29
Curb Radius {R} 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Sidewalk Width Pole, Bldg, | Pole, Bldg, | Pole, Bldg, | Pole, Bldg, | Pole, Bldg, | Pole, Bldg, Pole, Bldg,
Reductions Curb Curb Curb Curb Curb Curb Curb Bldg, Curb
Total Sidewalk Width 19 15 19 15 19 15 29 15
Reductions 6 3 6 3 6 3 6 3
Effective Sidewalk Width 14 12 14 12 14 12 23 12
Cycle Length (C) 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Green time 31 49 31 49 31 49 31 49
Walk time 18 40 18 40 18 40 18 40
Flashing Don't Walk 13 9 13 9 13 9 13 9
Red time 59 41 59 41 59 41 59 41
Average pedestrian
delay (dp) 19 9 19 9 19 9 19 9
LOS Corner Delay B A B A B A B A
Net Time space available
for crosswalk (TS) (eq.
18-11) 18330 22173 18330 22173 18330 22173 16088 39368
Net Time space available
for Corner (TS) (eq.18-6) 11794 11794 11794 11794 11794 11794 22054 22054
Qtdo/Qtco 42 159 46 177 98 348 100 355
Circulation Time-space
(TSc) 10790 10680 9565 19778
M 84 75 29 42.3
LOS Corner Space A A C
Nped 4 5 4 5 9 10 10 10
sp 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
t 21 13 21 13 22 13 19 13
T 207 258 231 289 485 811 432 787
M 88.3 85.8 79.2 76.8 37.8 27.4 37.2 50.0
LOS Crosswalk A A A A C C C B
Total Width 19 15 19 15 19 15 29 15
Obstructions 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2
Effective Width 14 10 14 10 14 10 27 13
Vol 13 9 15 10 31 46 69 31
Flow Rate (p/min/ft) 0.96 0.9 1.06 1.0 2.21 4.6 2.6 2.4
LOS Sidewalk B B B B B C B B




ATTACHMENT C
OFF-STREET PARKING ANALYSIS



Off-Street Parking Analysis

The parking analysis identifies the extent to which off-street parking is available and utilized
under existing and future conditions. It takes into consideration anticipated changes in area
parking supply and provides a comparison of parking needs versus availability to determine if a
parking shortfall is likely to result from parking displacement attributable to the modified design
for Entrance 1. Typically, this analysis encompasses a study area within a ¥amile of the project
site. If the analysis concludes a shortfall in parking within the ¥ mile study area, the study area
could sometimes be extended to a ¥ mile to identify additional parking supply.

The New York City Enviornmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual (Mayor’s Office
of Environmental Coordination, 2012) identifies criteria to determine whether impacts to off-
street parking demand would be significant. For proposed projects located in Manhattan, the
inability of the proposed project or the surrounding area to accommodate the project’s future
parking demand is considered a parking shortfall, but is generally not considered significant due
to the magnitude of available alternative modes of transportation. For other areas in New York
City, a parking shortfall that exceeds more than half the available on-street and off-street parking
spaces within a 2 mile of the project site may be considered significant. Additional factors, such
as the availability and extent of transit in the area, proximity of the project to such transit, and
patterns of automobile usage by area residents, could be considered to determine the significance
of the identified parking shortfall. In some cases, if there is adequate parking supply within a %
mile of the project site, the projected parking shortfall may also not necessarily be considered
significant.

Figure C-1 and Table C-1 show the location, licensed capacity, current utilitization, and
number of used and unsed parking spaces for the lots and garages within ¥%-mile of the Entrance
1 location. Presently, there is a total of 5,445 off-street parking spaces in this area. During all of
the analysis periods, there is ample capacity, resulting in unused spaces within the ¥-mile study
area.

The temporary closures of Alliance Parking (301 East 69th Street) would result in the temporary
loss of 40 licensed parking spaces in the study area. However, there is sufficient capacity at other
facilities to absorb demand. Therefore, the closure of Alliance Parking would not result in a
parking shortfall (see Table C-1).
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Table C-1

2013 Existing Off-Street Parking - 1/4 Mile
Weekday & Saturday Utilization

. . . . Utilization Rate Utilized Spaces Available Spaces
Map # Name/Operator and Address/Location License Number | Licensed Capacity MD oM ON SAT MD oM ON SAT MD oM ON SAT
1 Imperial House Parking - 155 E. 68th Street 976814 139 80% 75% 50% 50% 111 104 70 70 28 35 69 69
2 Kingdom Parking - 200 E. 69th Street 1155071 200 90% 70% 40% 60% 180 140 80 120 20 60 120 80
3 The Ny Hospital Royal Charter Properties - 1285 York Avenue 957484 77 85% 75% 40% 80% 65 58 31 62 12 19 46 15
4 Alliance E. 69th Parking - 301 E. 69th Street 1300930 40 95% 90% 80% 40% 38 36 32 16 2 4 8 24
5 222 E. 69th Street Garage - 222 E. 69th Street 367720 157 95% 75% 65% 60% 149 118 102 94 8 39 55 63
6 69 Enterprises Parking - 219 E. 69th Street 1306493 52 90% 90% 60% 40% 47 47 31 21 5 5 21 31
7 200 E. 70 Garage Corporation - 201 E. 69th Street 1251085 72 85% 90% 90% 30% 61 65 65 22 11 7 7 50
8 Gemat Parking Corporation - 233 E. 69th Street 469348 53 85% 60% 50% 50% 45 32 27 27 8 21 26 26
9 Granite Parking - 302-312 E. 70th Street 976027 44 95% 85% 85% 80% 42 37 37 35 2 7 7 9
10 315 E. 70 Garage Corporation - 315 E. 70th Street 1266504 49 90% 70% 70% 20% 44 34 34 10 5 15 15 39
11 May Parking Corporation - 330 E. 70th Street 1215447 25 90% 90% 90% 90% 23 23 23 23 2 2 2 2
12 Park 70 LLC - 400 E. 70th Street 1357129 56 70% 80% 80% Closed 39 45 45 Closed 17 11 11 Closed
13 Quik Park York Avenue - 400 E. 71st Street 1192968 180 95% 80% 45% 50% 171 144 81 90 9 36 99 90
14 The NY Hospital Laurence G. Payson House - 426-438 E. 71st Street 369314 174 85% 30% 30% 45% 148 52 52 78 26 122 122 96
15 Independent Parking LLC - 417 E. 71st Street 897040 77 70% 50% 20% 60% 54 39 15 46 23 38 62 31
16 420 E. 72nd Garage Corp. - 420 E. 72nd Street 1412461 51 90% 50% 20% 40% 46 26 10 20 5 25 41 31
17 Sylvan 71st Street Garage - 355-361 E. 71st Street 888159 268 75% 65% 30% 40% 201 174 80 107 67 94 188 161
18 Rainbow Parking Corporation - 300 E. 71st Street 367503 57 80% 75% 75% 75% 46 43 43 43 11 14 14 14
19 71st Street Garden Garage - 211 E. 70th Street 735058 150 95% 75% 35% 60% 143 113 53 90 7 37 97 60
20 GMC - 203 E. 71st Street 1414488 98 7% 66% 20% 25% 75 65 20 25 23 33 78 73
21 Tower East Garage - 191 E. 71st Street 367970 62 90% 70% 70% 50% 56 43 43 31 6 19 19 31
22 165 E. Parking Corporation - 184 E. 73rd Street 1130687 35 95% 95% 80% 25% 33 33 28 9 2 2 7 26
23 73rd Street Parking Corporation - 1257 Third Avenue 1323180 65 66% 80% 80% 50% 43 52 52 33 22 13 13 32
24 300 E. 74th Street Garage Corporation - 300 E. 74th Street 1076862 94 75% 70% 40% 40% 71 66 38 38 23 28 56 56
25 Integrity - 315 E. 72nd Street 469761 60 90% 90% 90% 90% 54 54 54 54 6 6 6 6
26 Arwin 74th Street - 300 E. 75th Street 1070438 177 80% 80% 35% 65% 142 142 62 115 35 35 115 62
27 Fanda Parking LLC - 340 E. 74th Street 1126177 38 95% 95% 95% 95% 36 36 36 36 2 2 2 2
28 Mega Parking Systems - 319-345 E. 74th Street 1392707 57 90% 85% 80% Closed 51 48 46 Closed 6 9 11 Closed
29 67th & 2nd Avenue Garage - 254 E. 68th Street 699352 150 95% 75% 35% 60% 143 113 53 90 7 37 97 60
30 Westminster Car Park - 165 E. 66th Street 1247801 120 85% 60% 30% 80% 102 72 36 96 18 48 84 24
31 Manhattan Parking System - 202 E. 67th Street 367518 106 85% 65% 20% 45% 90 69 21 48 16 37 85 58
32 Imperial Parking US - 216-226 E. 67th Street 1455310 27 90% 90% 80% 50% 24 24 22 14 3 3 5 13
33 Quik Park - 250 E. 67th Street 1331217 197 75% 65% 25% 65% 148 128 49 128 49 69 148 69
34 Quik Park - 400 E. 67th Street 1329614 142 70% 70% 30% 50% 99 99 43 71 43 43 99 71
35 Memorial Sloan Kettering - 1231-1241 York Avenue 368585-881098 263 75% 65% 30% 40% 197 171 79 105 66 92 184 158
36 Quik Park - 403 E. 65th Street 1228864 180 70% 70% 30% 50% 126 126 54 90 54 54 126 90
37 Laz Parking of NY/NJ - 360 E. 65th Street 1431566 69 85% 90% 90% 70% 59 62 62 48 10 7 7 21
38 GMC - 337 E. 64th Street 1312358 300 60% 60% 60% 60% 180 180 180 180 120 120 120 120
39 The Hertz Corporation - 327 E. 64th Street 369606 120 85% 60% 30% 80% 102 72 36 96 18 48 84 24
40 Kinney System - 301 E. 66th Street 1196437 70 90% 90% 66% 70% 63 63 46 49 7 7 24 21
41 GMC - 322 E. 66th Street 1251169 50 85% 85% 85% 30% 43 43 43 15 7 7 7 35
42 Eastside 65 Parking - 200 E. 66th Street 1283472 255 60% 50% 40% 60% 153 128 102 153 102 127 153 102
43 Central Parking System - 222 E. 65th Street 766654 300 75% 60% 25% 40% 225 180 75 120 75 120 225 180
44 Bristol 65 Parking LLC - 200-210 E. 65th Street 1406780 153 50% 75% 75% 50% 77 115 115 77 76 38 38 76
45 Pronto Parking Corporation - 169 E. 65th Street 1182377 70 90% 80% 60% 50% 63 56 42 35 7 14 28 35
46 355 E. 72nd Garage Corp. - 355 E. 72nd Street 1184091 31 100% 66% Closed 55% 31 20 Closed 17 0 11 Closed 14
47 E. 72nd Realty LLC - 1353-1367 York Avenue 1070441 235 85% 50% 10% 35% 200 118 24 82 35 117 211 153
Total Existing Capacity, Used Spaces, and Unused Spaces 5,445 80% 68% 44% 54% 4,339 3,708 2,372 2,829 1,106 1,737 3,042 2,503
Temporary Closure of Alliance Parking -40 0 0 0 0 -40 -40 -40 -40
Total Capacity, Used Spaces, and Unused Spaces with Closure of Alliance Parking 5,405 80% 69% 44% 52% 4,339 3,708 2,372 2,829 1,066 1,697 3,002 2,463

Notes:

Sources:

MD = Midday; ON = Overnight; CLD = Closed
Values in red indicate estimates where attendants refused comment.
Survey conducted by AKRF Inc. March 2013.
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