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1 Background and Project Description 

1.1 Introduction 

New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) proposes to perform infrastructure improvements at 

South Brooklyn Marine Terminal (SBMT), a marine terminal facility located in Upper New York Bay, roughly spanning 

the waterfront area between 29th and 39th streets in Sunset Park, Brooklyn. The purpose of the Proposed SBMT Port 

Infrastructure Improvement Project (Proposed Project) is to upgrade SBMT to enable it to serve as a staging facility 

and operations and maintenance (O&M) base for the offshore wind (OSW) industry. The Proposed Project is needed 

to support the development of OSW power generation capacity to fulfil New York Stateôs mandate of 9,000 megawatts 

(MW) of OSW capacity by 2030, and New York Cityôs Offshore Wind NYC: Equitable Opportunity for a Sustainable 

Future plan (Offshore Wind NYC) (NYCEDC, 2021). The Proposed Project is an essential part of the Cityôs Offshore 

Wind NYC plan, which outlines a 15-year strategy to invest $191 million in the Cityôs OSW industry, create over 13,000 

jobs, generate $1.3 billion in average annual investment, and direct 40 percent of job and investment benefits toward 

women, minorities, and environmental justice (EJ) communities. The Proposed Project is an essential part of this 

broader plan for the OSW industry. In the near term, the Proposed Project will be used to support the construction 

staging of Empire Offshore Wind LLCôs (Empire) Empire Wind 1 and 2 projects, and it is expected to support different 

OSW developers and projects in the future. The O&M base will be used to support the Empire Wind projects for the 

duration of those two projects. 

In August 2016, the New York State Public Service Commission (NYSPSC) adopted the Clean Energy Standard. Under 

this standard, 50 percent of New York Stateôs (the State) electricity must come from renewable sources of energy by 

2030. In 2017, the State set a goal of having 2.4 gigawatts (GW) of energy generated by OSW by 2030, which the 

NYSPSC adopted as a supplementary goal for its Clean Energy Standard by order dated July 12, 2018. In November 

2018, the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) issued its first competitive 

solicitation for 800 MW or more of OSW renewable energy credits. In July 2019, the Climate Leadership and Community 

Protection Act (CLCPA) was signed into law. The CLCPA increased the Stateôs renewable energy goals, requiring that 

the State obtain 70 percent of its electricity from renewable sources by 2030 and 100 percent by 2040, and that the 

State have 9,000 MW of OSW capacity by 2035.  

In July 2019, the 816-MW Empire Wind 1 Project (EW 1 Project) was announced as a winner of New Yorkôs first Offshore 

Renewable Energy Credit (OREC) solicitation. The EW 1 Projectôs export cables will make landfall at SBMT, and an 

onshore substation will be constructed at SBMT to the north of the Proposed Project Area. The EW 1 Projectôs cables 

will run from the substation at SBMT to the point of interconnection at the existing 345-kV Gowanus substation in 

Brooklyn. The EW 1 Projectôs transmission facilities within New York State are the subject of an application submitted 

to the NYSPSC pursuant to Article VII of the New York Public Service Law.  

In January 2021, the 1,260-MW Empire Wind 2 Project (EW 2 Project) was selected as a winner of the Stateôs second 

competitive OREC solicitation. The EW 2 Project will make landfall in Long Island and interconnect in Oceanside, New 

York. The EW 1 and EW 2 Projects are not part of the Proposed Project and will be permitted separately. However, the 

federal lead agency for the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for the EW 1 and EW 2 Projects, 

the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), determined that the Proposed Project is a connected action and, 

therefore, the Proposed Project is analyzed in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) along with the EW 1 and EW 

2 Projects. The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), Article 8 of the New York Environmental 

Conservation Law, is New York Stateôs environmental review law. Like NEPA, SEQRA requires that an EIS be prepared 

when proposed agency actions may have a significant adverse environmental impact. When both NEPA and SEQRA 

apply to a project and a federal EIS is prepared under NEPA, it is unnecessary for a state or local agency to prepare 

an additional EIS pursuant to SEQRA, provided that the federal EIS is sufficient to allow the state or local agency to 

make its requisite findings under SEQRA (per 6 NYCRR Ä 617.11). 6 NYCRR Ä 617.15. 

The Proposed Project requires discretionary actions to be taken by federal agencies as well as by New York State and 

City agencies, so it is subject to both NEPA and SEQRA. This appendix of the EIS analyzes the potential environmental 

impacts of the Proposed Project in a manner that addresses both NEPA and SEQRA requirements, as well those of the 

New York City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR), which is the process by which New York City agencies implement 
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SEQRA. Accordingly, Parts 1 and 2 of the State Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF) were completed to help 

guide the analysis of environmental impacts (see Appendix O). In addition, the impact analyses were conducted in 

accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual, which provides detailed guidance for the review of actions subject to 

CEQR. As a result, the analyses of the Proposed Project in this EIS were prepared to allow New York State and City 

agencies to rely on this EIS and avoid the need to conduct a separate environmental review.  

1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to upgrade SBMT to enable it to serve as a staging facility and O&M base for 

the OSW industry. The Proposed Project is needed to support the development of OSW power generation capacity to 

fulfil the Stateôs mandate of 9,000 MW of OSW energy capacity by 2035, the United Statesô goal of 30 GW of OSW 

capacity by 2030, and the Cityôs Offshore Wind NYC plan. For example, in the near term, the Proposed Project will be 

used to support Empireôs Empire Wind 1 and 2 projects, and it is expected to support different OSW developers and 

projects in the future. Empire filed a Joint Permit Application (JPA) in 2022 for elements of the EW 1 Project, including 

dredging needed for cable installation and landfall in an area within SBMT, outside but adjacent to the geographic 

footprint of the Proposed Project.  

The Project Area, including the upland and marine areas in which construction activities would take place, is within the 

SBMT facility, and would provide the infrastructure and proximity to the Atlantic Ocean needed to efficiently support 

OSW construction and O&M activities. The Proposed Project is a marine terminal and is water-dependent, as it supports 

the staging and marine transport of OSW components for installation on the outer continental shelf, as well as the 

vessels needed for the O&M of the OSW facility. SBMT features existing basins that extend to the Federal Channel 

between areas of bulkheaded solid fill that resemble and are referred to as ñpiersò (despite being solid fill instead of 

pile-supported structures over water). These basins occur between 39th and 40th Streets at the south end, between 34th 

and 36th Streets in the center, and between 31st and 33rd Streets at the north end of the Project Area. There is amarine 

operator, Phoenix, and a New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) function at SBMT. Phoenix operates 

on the solid fill ñpierò structures and has a maximum of three employees at SBMT. This marine operator is not uniquely 

dependent on SBMT and would move to a nearby location in the future with the Proposed Project. NYCDOT maintains 

a facility that occupies a small section of the northeastern portion of the Project Area and includes a concrete crushing 

operation. The NYCDOT function will move to the Red Hook Container Terminal prior to Proposed Project construction 

and regardless of the Proposed Project. In addition, there may be additional short-term tenants that utilize the SBMT 

temporarily prior to construction of the Proposed Project. These tenants would utilize SBMT in a similar way to the 

existing marine operator, are not uniquely dependent on SBMT, and would move to a nearby location in the future with 

the Proposed Project.  

The Project Area is located at the north end of the federally designated Bay Ridge Channel and Gowanus Bay, 

immediately beyond (westward of) the pierhead line. Bay Ridge Channel connects directly to the Narrows between 

Upper New York Bay and Lower New York Bay at its southern end about two miles south (offshore of the neighborhood 

of Bay Ridge); the north end of Bay Ridge Channel, just offshore of the Project Area, splits channels providing access 

to the Gowanus Canal and (via the Red Hook Channel) the Buttermilk Channel, the Red Hook waterfront and 

Governorsô Island. 

The Proposed Project would provide marine vessel access and allow the storage, staging, pre-assembly and transfer 

of materials utilized in construction, installation, and operation and maintenance of OSW projects. These materials are 

expected to come to the SBMT by marine vessels as they are difficult to transport on land and must leave by marine 

vessel for installation at the Empire Wind projectsô offshore location. The Proposed Project would include bulkhead 

improvements to the 39th Street ñPier,ò the 35th Street ñPierò and the bulkhead that extends between 32nd and 33rd 

Streets; new pile supported and floating platforms; new fenders for vessel mooring; upgrades to the solid fill ñpierò 

structures; construction of administration facilities and an O&M base; demolition of existing buildings; and 

improvements to site utilities. During the operational phase, the crew assigned to operate the OSW staging area will 

use temporary facilities like modular prefabricated mobile office units and frame structure tensioned membrane type 

units for warehouse and workshop space. 

The Proposed Project would include dredging approximately 189,000 cubic yards (CY) of sediments over an 

approximately 14.2-acre area to provide vessel access to berthing areas at the 39th Street ñPierò South (39S), the 39th 

Street ñPierò West (39W), the 39th Street ñPierò North (39N), the 35th Street ñPierò West (35W) and the 35th Street ñPierò 
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North (35N). Approximately 5.6 acres to the south and west of the 39th Street ñPierò would be capped with one foot of 

clean sand  to reduce potential contaminant exposure. 

In order to accomplish the purpose of the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project will address the following conditions: 

1. The navigation channels to SBMT are currently too shallow for vessels laden with OSW WTG components to 

access the solid fill ñpierò structures. The Proposed Project includes dredging these channels to allow access by 

these deeper draft vessels. 

2. Contamination in the post-dredging surface in Areas 2.1A and 2.3, where 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ concentrations in 

the post-dredging surface significantly exceed their NYSDEC Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 

5.1.9, In-Water and Riparian Management of Sediment and Dredged Material, Class C threshold, will be 

addressed by installing a one-foot sand cap post-dredging.1 Based on analysis of the Fall 2021 sediment data, 

placement of a one-foot sand cap on the post-dredging surface in Areas 2.1A and 2.3 will achieve sediment quality 

across the Project Area that is similar to or better than current conditions when considered on an average, Project-

wide basis. 

3. The existing bulkheads are in a deteriorated condition and unable to support the live loads required to operate an 

OSW staging facility and O&M base. The existing infrastructure was designed for container handling operations, 

which impose significantly lower loads than the handling of OSW WTG components. The handling of OSW WTG 

components requires, among other things, the ability to support large cranes needed to load/unload barges and 

cargo carrying vessels (CCV). The Proposed Project inlcudes bulkhead upgrades and onshore improvements to 

improve load-bearing capacity. 

4. Bulkheads lack an adequate fender system to allow safe mooring of vessels used in OSW construction. The 

Proposed Project includes the replacement and addition of fenders. 

5. Additional wharves are needed to allow for the mooring and berthing of barges, service operation vessels (SOV) 

and crew transport vessels (CTV). The Proposed Project includes the addition of wharves to accommodate SOVs 

and CTVs. 

6. During the operational phase the crew assigned to operate the OSW staging area will use temporary facilities like 

offices, warehouse facilities and support areas. The facilities will be tailored to the Operatorôs specific need per 

project and constitute of modular prefabricated mobile units for offices and wardrobes and frame structure 

tensioned membrane type units for warehouse and workshops. A typical duration for a project is eight to twelve 

months followed by three to four months of decommissioning and clearing before the next project. 

7. An O&M base is required to support the offshore wind projects once constructed. The Proposed Project includes 

the construction of an approximately 60,000 square feet (sf) O&M base containing approximately 22,000 sf of 

office and support space; approximately 3,000 sf of waiting area for employees deploying to off-shore work sites; 

and approximately 35,000 sf of warehouse facilities and associated utility space with a maximum roof height of 

32.8 feet from grade. The outside areas around the buildings will be landscaped and will include associated 

parking. 

The  above improvements would allow both navigational access and berthing for all vessel types (CCVs, barges, SOVs, 

and CTVs) required to support OSW projects. 

1.3 Project Description 

The Proposed Project includes infrastructure improvements to provide the necessary structural capacity, berthing 

facilities and sufficient water depth to allow the SBMT to operate as an OSW hub for construction and operation. The 

Proposed Project includes both Upland and In-water sections at SBMT, which are discussed below and depicted in 

Figure 1.3-1. 

 
1 The one-foot sand cap was approved by NYSDEC on August 29, 2022. 
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1.3.1 Upland Section 

The Upland section of the Proposed Project would include demolition of existing structures and paving, excavation of 

fill in order to install support structures, and installation of new support structures, above-ground structures, utilities, 

paving, and the construction of an O&M base.  

1.3.1.1 Wind Turbine Generator Component Staging and Assembly 

When operational, the Upland section of the Project Area would be organized into four areas for WTG component 

staging and assembly (see Figure 1.3-2 and Figure 1.3-3). When constructed, each turbine would consist of one 

nacelle, three tower units and one transition unit, and one set of blades with three blades per turbine.  

¶ A pre-assembly area and wind turbine blade staging would be located on the north and south sides of the 39th 

Street ñPier.ò The maximum height of the stacked wind turbine blades would be approximately 69 feet high, and 

each stack would be 361 feet long. Each stack would contain three blades. 

¶ Wind turbine nacelle staging would be located in the southeastern portion of the Project Area near the intersection 

of 39th Street and 2nd Avenue. Nacelles are approximately 40 feet high and 70 feet long with rectangular shapes. 

Nacelles contain electrical equipment, so they would be staged in this area as it has the highest elevation in the 

Project Area.  

¶ Wind turbine tower section staging would be located at the base of the 35th Street ñPierò and abut the operational 

rail line running parallel to 2nd Avenue. In addition, tower section staging would extend along the north and south 

sides of the 35th Street ñPier.ò There are multiple types of tower sections ranging from approximately 63 feet to 

146 feet long and 32 feet high. Tower sections would be long tube-like structures lying on their sides. 

¶ Two unloading and assembly roads would be located on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiers.ò These areas would 

support the transportation of WTG components from crane pads on the south and west sides of the 39th Street 

ñPierò and the west side of the 35th Street ñPier.ò  
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Figure 1.3-1 Project Area 
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Figure 1.3-2 Proposed Project Site Plan ï Conceptual 
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Figure 1.3-3 Proposed Project Artistic Rendering ï Pre-conceptual 

 

1.3.1.2 Demolition and Grading 

All existing buildings (five total, single and double-story structures) and some sections of paving would be removed to 

existing grade (see Figure 1.3-4) to allow for the new structures and paving. Within the Project Area, approximately 40 

percent of the paving and structures (approximately 26.1 acres) is anticipated to be removed to permit construction to 

proceed, with the extent of removal depending on both the footprint of required work and the results of upcoming site 

investigations. Existing subsurface structures would remain in place, except where removal is required for new 

subsurface construction. 

The existing pavement would be assessed for remaining life and structural capacity and replaced or improved as 

necessary. Required materials would be imported to the Project Area and would include aggregates for road base 

construction, binder and asphalt wearing coarse. 

Project Area site grading would be maintained, with the exception of general grading adjustments to improve stormwater 

surface runoff to the collection and treatment system. Grading would also accommodate the proposed O&M base. 

Stormwater surface runoff within the areas for the equipment storage would be directed inland to catch basins so that 

the runoff would be treated by the drainage system prior to discharge. Within the yard, maximum grades of 1.0 percent 

and minimum grades of 0.5 percent would be maintained. The incoming road within the Project Area accessed from 

the 39th Street entrance would have a maximum of 4.0 percent grade in order to meet terminal grades in an efficient 

manner. 
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Figure 1.3-4 Upland Demolition Activities 

 

1.3.1.3 Stormwater System Improvement 

The Project Area would be divided into eight drainage areas. Stormwater runoff would be collected through a series of 

proposed catch basins and manholes. Five of the areas (Areas A, C, D, F, and G) are proposed to be discharged 

through existing outfalls in the solid fill ñpierò structure bulkhead into Gowanus Bay and Upper New York Bay. These 

areas are depicted in in Section 3.11 (Water and Sewer). One drainage area (Area E) would connect to the existing 

City sewer system (the NYC combined sewer system, as part of the Owlôs Head Wastewater district) at 2nd Avenue. 

Two drainage areas (Areas D and H) would reuse existing connections to the City sewer system. New outfalls or 

connections to the City sewer system may be required based upon the final site arrangement and would be verified 

during final design. Permitting of Project Area storm drainage would be required by the New York City Department of 

Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and would also be required to be coordinated with NYSDEC for invert acceptance 

relative to the mean high-water elevation. 

The storm drainage conveyance system would meet NYCDEP guidelines, which are based on stormwater runoff for a 

10-year storm. For an impervious site, a runoff coefficient of 0.85 and a rainfall intensity factor of 5.95 inches/hour would 

be used to calculate the stormwater runoff. The storm drainage pipes would be sized according to the required capacity. 

Pipe sizes would vary from 12 inches to 42 inches in diameter reinforced concrete pipe. The minimum allowable pipe 

slope would be 0.5 percent. 

For the runoff water quality treatment, NYSDEC requires a treatment system that would hold at least 75 percent of the 

first 1.5 inches of stormwater runoff volume prior to filtration and discharge into the Upper New York Bay. There are 

various methods to improve the stormwater runoff water quality, including the use of ponds, gravel infiltration basins, 

sand filters, and open channels. A hydrodynamic separator would be considered for treatment before discharge to the 

existing outfalls. These systems would be designed to capture sediment and rainwater and would be accepted by the 

NYCDEP.  
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1.3.1.4 Installation of Crane Pads and Upland ñPierò Structural Improvements 

The operational requirements for the intended use of SBMT necessitate three heavy-lift crane pads with capacity to 

support cranes and suspended loads required to load barges and CCVs to transport WTG components to offshore 

sites. 

The three cranes would be constructed in three locations on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò: 35W, 39W, and 

39S. A depiction of the crane profile is provided in Figure 1.3-5. Each crane would be mobile on tracks to provide 

movement on its constructed pad (see Figure 1.3-2). The 39S pad would be approximately 427 feet long and 79 feet 

wide. The 39W pad would be approximately 303 feet long and 150 feet wide. The 35W pad would be approximately 

322 feet long and 196 feet wide. Each pad is associated with a barge berthing area where barges for transporting 

windmill components would dock. Each crane would have the ability to move approximately 10 feet in any direction on 

its pad, enabling the crane to reach offshore barges and transport tracks on the solid fill ñpierò structures to lift and drop 

windmill components. At their bases, each crane would be approximately 72 feet long and 54 feet wide. The height of 

the crane from its base to the base of the crane arm would be 37 feet tall. The cranes would always be present in the 

Project Area during operations, and each crane would continue to operate on its crane pad during operations. The 

crane arm could extend up to 400 feet in the air at its highest position. Barges docking at barge berthing areas would 

be 400 feet long and 105 feet wide and docked in Gowanus Bay immediately adjacent to the crane pads. During 

operations in the Project Area, barges would dock at these berthing areas on a daily basis.  

Figure 1.3-5 Crane Profile 

 

Note: All dimensions in feet 

In order to improve the load-bearing capacity to the level required for these pads located on the 35th Street and 39th 

Street ñPiers,ò new pile-supported concrete slabs would be installed to support and distribute the weight of machinery 

and materials. Piles would be steel pipe piles with concrete caps, that would support concrete decks. Piles would 

support crane pads and transport corridors. Installed piles would be driven into the existing solid fill below Mean High 

Water Spring (MHWS). 

1.3.1.5 Utilities 

Existing utilities, including infrastructure which previously served the buildings slated for demolition, would be 

abandoned in place or removed as necessary to develop the Project Area. Existing utilities include domestic water, fire 
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water, sanitary sewer, electrical and telephone service, and gas lines. The utilities would be capped at suitable locations, 

determined in coordination with the utility companies. All existing piping to be abandoned that are 12 inches or larger 

in nominal diameter would be completely filled hydraulically with an excavatable flowable fill. Existing utilities that 

interfere with the proposed infrastructure would be removed, as needed. 

New sanitary sewer, potable water, electrical, and telecommunication line connections would be provided for the O&M 

base with additional take-off points prepared for temporary facilities to serve the OSW staging area needs. Fire 

protection systems would be extended as required. Existing fire hydrants that do not interfere with the Project Area site 

layout would remain in place and operational. If existing fire hydrants would need to be relocated, the relocation would 

occur in coordination with the Fire Department of the City of New York (FDNY) and other relevant City agencies. 

The existing underground utilities would be reused as far as possible. Where this would be impractical, new trenches 

would be excavated and services installed with any excavated materials being reused to backfill the new trenches or 

elsewhere in the Project Area. Existing buried services would be capped and abandoned in place provided they would 

not interfere with SBMT operations. Underground utilities would include ducting for electrical and IT cabling and draw 

pits and fire, potable and stormwater pipes, valves, chambers and manholes. 

1.3.1.6 Temporary Facilities 
During the operational phase of the Proposed Project, the crew assigned to operate the OSW staging area would need 

temporary facilities, such as offices, warehouse facilities and support areas. Such facilities would be procured on a 

rental basis to suit the specific needs for the OSW Operator for the given project and duration. The facilities would 

consist of modular prefabricated mobile units for offices and wardrobes and frame structure tensioned membrane units 

for warehouse facilities and workshops. The base assumption is that the office space would be approximately 5,000 sf 

of office trailers, and the temporary warehouse structure would typically be 11,000 sf. A typical duration for a project 

would be eight to 12 months followed by three to four months of decommissioning and clearing before the next project. 

1.3.1.7 Construction of Operations and Maintenance Base 

The Proposed Project would also include the construction of an approximately 60,000 sf O&M base containing 

approximately 22,000 sf of office and support space; approximately 3,000 sf of waiting area for employees deploying 

to off-shore work sites; and approximately 35,000 sf of warehouse facilities and associated utility space with a maximum 

roof height of 32.8 feet from grade. The outside areas around the buildings would be landscaped and would include 

associated parking. 

The proposed O&M base would include an office/administration building and a warehouse and crew-change building. 

The office/administration building would likely be pile-supported with at-grade parking beneath the building in order to 

elevate the first floor level to mitigate against possible flooding and sea level rise. The warehouse and crew-change 

building would also likely be pile-supported with a heavy-duty ground slab. Both buildings would be pre-engineered to 

a level of detail that allows the primary structural steel sections to be pre-fabricated offsite with final erection, assembly, 

and installation of cladding and interior features occurring in the Project Area. 

1.3.1.8 Railroad 

Operational railroad tracks run through SBMT, which are operated by New York New Jersey Rail (NYNJR) and primarily 

are used to service the Sims Municipal Recycling - Sunset Park Material Recovery Facility (Sims Facility) (see Figure 

1.3-1). There is no other active rail access to the Project Area. 

The details surrounding the setbacks and protection of the active rail lines would be developed in the final design after 

additional coordination with stakeholders. 

1.3.1.9 Lighting Upgrade 

Project Area lighting would be based on the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America Lighting Handbook for 

design guidelines and recommendations. Applicable Codes and Standards would be reviewed for compliance including 

the National Electrical Code and National Fire Protection Association. The number of lamp poles in the Project Area 

would be kept at a minimum to avoid light pollution to the surrounding area and interference with handling and 

loading/unloading operations of components. 

The location of cranes, crane pads, and new buildings in the Project Area would be coordinated with the final high mast 

lighting layout. Some re-use of the existing high mast poles is anticipated. 
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During construction, lamp poles would be installed at the outer space of the working area. In addition, working areas 

will be illuminated separately by punctual light sources. A flexible light system would be used to ensure adequate 

illumination is provided to the Project Area during operations. Lighting controls would be provided for high mast fixtures 

that allow customization of lighting based on operational needs. 

1.3.1.10 Construction Staging 

During construction work, all materials and machinery for upland work would be staged within the Project Area with no 

additional laydown areas beyond the Project Area. Construction access would be at the 39th Street entrance west of 1st 

Avenue, with potential additional access at 29th Street with additional coordination with stakeholders. 

In-water work would be staged both from upland areas in the Project Area and from vessels that would moor within the 

Project Area. No vessels are expected to moor or anchor beyond the Project Area. 

1.3.1.11 Erosion Control and Dewatering 

All upland work will be done in accordance with NYSDEC and NYCDEP guidelines. All work will be done in accordance 

with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be developed following NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (SPDES) requirements. 

Dewatering is anticipated for installation of piles and other subsurface structures. Groundwater level is approximately 

three to six feet below the surface. Treatment of dewatering effluent would meet permit requirements and regulations 

and would include filtering and settlement via frac tanks, or similar, before effluent is discharged into the water adjacent 

to the solid fill ñpierò structures. 

1.3.2 In-water Section 

The In-water section of the Proposed Project would include the following: 

¶ Dredging and dredged material management of approximately 189,000 CY of sediments; 

¶ Installation of 9,033 CY of sand cap fill; 

¶ Replacement and strengthening of existing bulkheads; 

¶ Removal of existing cofferdam and removal of 5,500 CY of existing fill to mitigate filling involved in Proposed 

Project construction; 

¶ Regrading of a portion of existing unvegetated riprap slope within the tidal zone, with replacement of identical 

material; 

¶ Installation of new pile-supported and floating platforms (wharves); and 

¶ Installation of new fenders. 

The locations of these elements of the Proposed Project for which regulatory approvals would be sought are depicted 

in Figure 1.3-2. Quantities of excavation for proposed dredging and fill, marine intrusion, and shading due to proposed 

in-water structures are provided in Permit Information Packet submitted with the SBMT JPA. Detailed descriptions of 

the dredging, bulkhead improvements, wharf installation, fender upgrades and other in-water work are provided below. 

1.3.2.1 Dredging 

Existing water depths are inadequate to allow passage of the drafts of vessels intended to utilize the SBMT facility. To 

accommodate these vessels required to transport and install offshore WTG, dredging of the ñinterpierò channels and 

basins adjacent to the seaward bulkheads would be required. Existing water depths in the proposed dredging footprint 

range from nine to 32 feet below Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) (14 to 37 feet Mean High Water [MHW], 15 to 38 feet 

MHWS). The bottom habitat is predominantly unconsolidated silt. Sediments would be dredged to depths of up to 20 

feet below the existing mudline to a final water depth of -38.1 feet MLLW (-43.0 feet MHW; -43.9 feet MHWS) to 

accommodate vessel drafts , including the increased depth needed to accommodate vessels after they are laden with 

WTG materials received from the Project Area. See Figure 1.3-1 for the limits of the dredging area. 

An additional three feet of dredging would be required to install the sand cap over the new dredged surface in Areas 

2.1A and 2.3 (see Figure 1.3-6). The additional three feet of dredging would include one foot for the sand cap and two 
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feet to prevent future damage to the sand cap by maintenance dredge. See Section 1.3.2.2 (Sediment Capping) for a 

description of sediment capping. 

Dredging would take place via a crane on a barge. To minimize the generation of turbidity, dredging would be conducted 

using a clamshell dredger with a closed environmental bucket, withdrawn slowly through the water column to minimize 

turbidity. Dredged sediments would be deposited into scows, allowed to settle for 24 hours prior to onsite dewatering 

(decanting), adhering to regulations and permit requirements, and then transported to an appropriately permitted upland 

disposal site. The material may be beneficially reused, depending on its suitability for such uses. 

The dredging timeframe and associated activities would be consistent with permit conditions. It is anticipated that 

dredging operations would run 24 hours a day for a total of 140 days and would occur during the Summer and Fall of 

2024 and Fall of 2025. Best management practices (BMPs) to control turbidity will be employed, consistent with permit 

requirements. BMPs would include no barge overflow, no draining of the bucket over the water column, careful 

placement of the dredge material onto the scows, and potential use of turbidity curtains. A turbidity curtain would be 

installed from the pierhead of the 35th Street ñPierò to the pierhead of the 39th Street ñPierò prior to dredging Area 2.2, 

as available infrastructure and existing river currents allow. The same approach would be used for Area 1 and Area 2.3. 

Turbidity curtain use for 35W and 39W is not practical due to currents in Upper New York Bay. To avoid migration of 

turbidity beyond the Project Area, including the Federal navigation channel immediately west of the Project Area, slow 

withdrawal of the clamshell dredge with a closed environmental bucket would be implemented in addition to the 

previously mentioned best management practices. 

Figure 1.3-6 Proposed Footprint of Dredging 

 

1.3.2.2 Sediment Capping 

As approved by NYSDEC, a one-foot clean sand cap would be placed post dredging in Areas 2.1A and 2.3 where 

2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ concentrations in the post-dredging surface significantly exceed their NYSDEC Technical & 

Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 5.1.9, In-Water and Riparian Management of Sediment and Dredged Material, 

Class C threshold. The footprint of the capping in Areas 2.1A and 2.3 is shown in Figure 1.3-6. 

An approximately 5.6-acre area would receive one foot of clean sand, for a total of 9,033 CY, to address pre-existing 

contaminant exposure. Once dredging has been completed, confirmation of attainment of the target depth would be 

confirmed by multibeam echosounder imaging. Clean sand would then be barged onsite. From the barge, sand would 

be applied to the dredged footprint using a clamshell dredger with a closed environmental bucket, lowered slowly 

through the water column to minimize turbidity.  
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The capping timeframe and associated activities would be consistent with permit requirements for in-water construction 

activities. It is anticipated that capping operations would be conducted 12 hours a day for 14 days and would occur 

immediately following dredging of the respective areas. Turbidity curtains and other applicable BMPs will be employed 

in a manner similar to those described in Section 1.3.2.1 (Dredging). 

1.3.2.3 Bulkhead Replacement and Improvement 

Several areas of bulkhead replacement or reinforcement would be at the following locations: the south side of the 39th 

Street ñPierò (39S), the west side of the 39th Street ñPierò (39W), a portion of the bulkhead line between 32nd and 33rd 

Streets (32-33), an upland bulkhead on the north side of the 35th Street ñPierò (35N), and the west side of the 35th Street 

ñPierò (35W). See Figure 1.3-2 for the locations of the proposed bulkheads. 

Existing bulkheads were assessed by Proposed Project engineers based on the loading requirements of the Proposed 

Project. OSW components are significantly heavier than the containers that SBMT was built to accommodate, and 

there has been deterioration due to age of the structures. The existing bulkheads would be unable to support the live 

load that would be generated by the future activities taking place in the Project Area due to inadequate load bearing 

capacity and/or a deteriorated physical state. Therefore, to improve the stability and load bearing capacity of the solid 

fill ñpierò structures, these bulkheads would require replacement or reinforcement to improve structural support to allow 

the solid fill ñpierò structures to support the increased loads of the intended future use of SBMT. 

1.3.2.3.1 39S Bulkhead Replacement 

Along the southern bulkhead of the 39th Street ñPier,ò approximately 1,055 feet of bulkhead would be replaced, with 

new sheet piles to be installed to create a new bulkhead surface approximately 32 inches in front of the existing concrete 

cap and supporting beam, making it approximately 72 inches in front of the existing bulkhead (sheeting) surface. 

Removing the existing concrete cap and supporting beam to reduce the in-water intrusion would risk the collapse of 

the bulkhead. The new bulkhead would be backfilled with clean gravel fill to approximately MLW before capping with 

concrete on the top of the new deck. BMPs would be utilized to prevent wet concrete or concrete leachate from entering 

the water column. 

The 39S bulkhead replacement, which would be a singular structure, is considered as two sections: southwest (39SW) 

and southeast (39SE). 39SW would be adjacent to the proposed 39S heavy lift crane pad and would have attached 

cone fenders. 

For installation, sheet piles would be installed from a crane-equipped construction barge utilizing a vibro-hammer and 

driven to design depth. Fill (clean gravel and concrete, as described above) material would then be installed in the void 

between the existing and new steel sheet pile. 

1.3.2.3.2 39W Toe Wall 
After investigation of the existing bulkhead at 39W, the existing sheeting does not extend as deeply as originally 

predicted by the Proposed Project engineers. As such, the proposed dredging of Area 2.1 (see Figure 1.3-6) may 

undermine the bulkhead, causing it to fail.  

A new sheet pile toe wall is proposed to be installed immediately seaward of the existing bulkhead. The toe wall would 

be comprised of AZ-46-700N sheet piles and extend 689 feet in length. This wall would be installed such that the bottom 

of the new sheeting would extend to -70 feet (NAVD 88). The installed sheet piles would then sit from approximately 

40 feet below the existing mudline. After installation, the sheet piles would be cut and trimmed so the top of the piles 

would extend five feet above the existing mudline. The area above the mudline between the new toe wall and the 

existing bulkhead would then be filled with concrete via a tremie to prevent exposure of the concrete to saltwater prior 

to curing. BMPs would be utilized to prevent wet concrete or concrete leachate from entering the water column. The 

combination of the sheet pile and concrete would stabilize the existing bulkhead so it would not be undermined from 

dredging operations. 

For installation, sheet piles would be installed from a crane barge utilizing a vibro-hammer before being driven to final 

depth. After installation of sheet piles, a tremie would then be used to install concrete between the existing and new 

sheet pile walls. 
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1.3.2.3.3 32-33 Bulkhead Replacement and Reinforcement 

The existing structure north of the 35th Street ñPierò consists of a combination of gravity wall and low-level platform 

connected to a combined sewer outfall (CSO) infrastructure. The low-level relieving platform is soil-filled and supported 

by timber piles. This structure is in degraded condition, and existing support from timber piles has been determined to 

be unsalvageable. This structure would be removed from land via removal of the pavement, excavation of remaining 

soil fill, and removal of the lower concrete deck. The existing timber piles supporting the demolished relieving platform 

would be cut to the mudline and removed. A stone armor layer would be installed as part of the sea bed slope up to the 

timber bulkhead to act as scour protection. To provide lateral support of the upland fill, a new steel sheet pile wall would 

be driven on the landside of the existing timber pile bulkhead, connected towards the gravity wall to the south and the 

CSO structure to the north. The existing platform structure would then be replaced with a new concrete high-level 

relieving platform supported by unfilled 20-inch diameter steel pipe piles. The new structure would be elevated above 

the tidal zone. This new structure is required to facilitate O&M activities, including access to the new dock for CTVs.  

The replacement high-level platform would be positioned above MHWS, as opposed to the existing relieving platform 

which occupies the water column above approximately MLW. The 20-inch in diameter steel pipe piles would be installed 

to an approximate tip elevation of -67 feet below MHW (-62.1 feet MLLW) to support the new composite platform. New 

precast concrete pile caps of 36-inch width and 21-inch thickness would be installed on top of the pipe piles. A composite 

platform deck comprised of precast planks and in-situ top slab would be installed on top of the pile cap. The new 

platform would meet the existing upland surfaces and would provide the structural capacity for the increased loads of 

the proposed new function of the SBMT facility. No work would take place seaward of the existing gravity wall bulkhead. 

BMPs would be utilized to prevent wet concrete or concrete leachate from entering the water column. 

1.3.2.3.4 35N Localized Bulkhead Replacement 

A 90-foot section of previously existing, circa 1960s, recessed bulkhead upland of the slope on the northern edge of 

the 35th Street ñPierò would be replaced with a new sheet pile wall to provide structural connection from the landside 

portion of the 35th Street ñPierò to the proposed SOV Wharf. The sheet pile wall would consist of AZ-24-700N sheet 

piles over a horizontal length of 90 feet, driven to an elevation of -48.0 feet (NAVD 88). This sheet pile wall would 

reinforce the existing solid fill ñpierò structure to support design loads that would approach and transfer over the planned 

SOV Wharf.  

The bulkhead replacement would take place entirely in the upland area of the 35th Street ñPier.ò Pipe piles would be 

installed using a vibro-hammer for the majority of the length, and then an impact hammer would be used over the last 

10 to 15 ft to ensure the piles are fully seated in the load bearing soil/stratum. 

1.3.2.3.5 35W Removal of Existing Cofferdam 
As the existing cofferdam has been assessed to have insufficient live loading capacity, the structure has limited future 

use in the upgraded port infrastructure. Removal of the cofferdam would be used to mitigate the placement of fill for 

other elements of the Proposed Project. Prior to removal of the cofferdam, a new sheet pile wall would be installed 

landward of the area to be excavated to act as a bulkhead to provide support to the remaining solid fill ñpierò structure. 

All perimeter cells would be internally excavated down to the existing adjacent mudline before being cut back. During 

the excavation no live loads would act on the cofferdams. The hydrostatic pressure towards the cell structure would be 

balanced using bracings or a water column. After excavation, traditional underwater cutting methods would be applied 

to cut back the obsolete cell structure. The exposed surface would be graded to a 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) slope, and a 

one-foot thick layer of bedding stone would be installed, followed by a three-foot layer of armor stone to stabilize the 

new shoreline.  

Removal of the cofferdam and associated fill would reduce the volume of existing fill occupying the water column and 

the area of mudline disturbance. Although the Proposed Project would result in the filling of approximately 0.16 acres 

of unvegetated tidal wetlands, removal of the cofferdam and grading the fill would create approximately 0.08 acres of 

unvegetated tidal wetlands resulting in a net loss of approximately 0.08 acres of unvegetated tidal wetlands. 

1.3.2.4 Wharf Installation 

Three new wharf platforms would be installed over water to enable the SBMT to berth and onload/offload specialized 

vessels. One pile-supported wharf would extend west off of 35W for transport and construction barges. Another pile-

supported wharf would extend north off of 35N to accommodate berthing of SOVs, and one floating wharf would be 
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installed off of the new 32-33 platform to accommodate berthing of CTVs. The locations of the proposed wharves are 

depicted in Figure 1.3-2. 

1.3.2.4.1 Construction Barge Wharf on 35W 

After installation of the new sheet pile wall, removal of fill, and dismantling of the existing cofferdam, a barge 

loading/unloading wharf would be installed, extending from the new sheet pile wall and off the west side of the 35th 

Street ñPier.ò This wharf would be a pile-supported concrete platform with a greatly increased capacity versus the 

existing cofferdam structure. The design would minimize environmental impacts by utilizing hollow steel pipe piles for 

support and extending the platform surface approximately 40 feet from the existing cofferdam surface. In this fashion, 

dredging for access to the new wharf would be minimized.  

Before piles would be installed upland, the existing concrete surfaces would be removed, and the areas would be 

excavated to appropriate depth. The piles would be installed via vibro-hammer for the majority of the length, and then 

an impact hammer would be used over the last 10 to 15 feet to ensure the piles are fully seated in the load bearing 

soil/stratum. Piles in the riprap slope would be installed first by displacing stone to the side before exploratory excavation 

to ensure a timber revetment is not in the proposed location of the pile. After installation of each pile on the slope, 

previously displaced riprap would be replaced around the pile. Piles seaward of the cofferdam would be installed in the 

sediment without pre-installation excavation. For the pipe piles located in marine areas seaward of the existing 

cofferdam, both within the riprap slope and in marine sediments, beyond the reach of the upland crane, the piles would 

be installed from a crane barge using a vibro-hammer for the majority of the length. Then, an impact hammer would be 

used over the last 10 to 15 feet to ensure the piles are fully seated in the load bearing soil/stratum. During impact 

hammer use on the crane barge, slow starts would be utilized to minimize potential noise impacts. 

After installation to design depth, piles would be topped with a concrete cap. The deck surface would be installed upon 

the cap. Piles would remain unfilled below the cap. A concrete cap, deck planks, and deck surface would be installed 

over the piles. BMPs would be utilized to prevent wet concrete or concrete leachate from entering the water column. 

From a construction sequencing standpoint, the outermost pipe piles would be installed first, followed by the new piles 

that are located landward or inside of the existing cofferdam. Once each of the piles is vibrated into place, a driving 

hammer would be used to complete the remaining 10 to 15 feet to ensure that the piles are fully seated in the load 

bearing soil/stratum. In addition to the pile supported wharf, this berth would have two dolphins to properly moor the 

design vessel. The dolphins consist of four-pile clusters connected to the wharf by a grated metal access walkway. The 

dolphin piles would be vibrated to the extent possible and driven the remaining 10 to 15 feet into the substrate to ensure 

that the piles are fully seated in the load bearing soil/stratum. A total of eight cone fenders are proposed to protect the 

wharf and the dolphins from docked vessels. 

1.3.2.4.2 Service Operations Vessel (SOV) Loading Wharf on 35N 

 A new wharf for SOVs is required to support the offshore work associated with the commissioning and subsequent 

operations and maintenance of the OSW WTG. This new wharf will be constructed on the north side of the 35th Street 

ñPier,ò at the new 35N bulkhead.  

The wharf is designed to accommodate the berthing of the design vessel in all relevant ocean conditions and is 

dimensioned for loading and offloading of the SOV by the vesselôs onboard crane or by a shore-based telehandler-type 

forklift. The design lifting capacity would be 20-foot containers with a weight of up to 12 metric tons. Personnel transfer 

to and from the vessels would also be facilitated from the platform over the vesselôs gangway. Shore power would be 

provided to vessels to avoid running the onboard engines while berthed. 

In advance of installation of the wharf, the slope would be reshaped to facilitate a stable foundation for the structure in 

an area adjacent to the required dredging footprint. An area centered on the proposed wharf would be excavated and 

regraded. The area would be approximately 421 feet long and 110 feet wide, for a total footprint of 46,310 sf. 

Approximately 10,532 CY of material (existing riprap and fill) would be excavated below MHW (10,678 CY below 

MHWS). The slope would be regraded at 3:1 (vertical:horizontal). A one-foot depth of bedding stone would be laid 

throughout followed by a 5-foot depth of scour protection riprap (for a total depth of six feet of stone). The regrading 

would temporarily disturb approximately 0.75 acres of marine habitat and 0.31 acres of tidal wetland habitat. The 

disturbed marine and tidal wetland habitats would be replaced with similar materials. Most excavation, grading, and 
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installation of material would be done via excavators from land, with remaining work being done via excavators upon 

barges. Dewatering procedures would be identical to those described for dredging.  

Prior to installing the support pipe piles, the selected sections of the riprap would be temporarily removed and dry-

stored to allow piles to be driven. Thirty-six 36-inch diameter steel pipe piles would be installed to support the main 

deck via crane barge using a vibro-hammer for the majority of the length, and then an impact hammer would be used 

over the last ten to 15 feet to ensure the piles would be fully seated in the load bearing soil/stratum. Sixteen 36-inch 

diameter pipe piles would be installed to support four separate dolphins in a similar manner. During impact hammer 

use on the crane barge, slow starts would be utilized to minimize potential noise impacts. Piles would be left unfilled 

except for a concrete pile plug for the upper five feet. BMPs would be utilized to prevent wet concrete or concrete 

leachate from entering the water column. 

The wharf would be constructed as a 100 LF by 100 LF pile-supported concrete wharf, off of the north side of the 35th 

Street ñPier.ò The wharf would have 266 LF of additional walkways with dolphins of 16 LF by 16 LF (for a total platform 

area of 9,640 sf).  

The wharf would include a metal fender system. A total of five cone fenders would be installed for the pile supported 

wharf and the dolphins.  

1.3.2.4.3 Crew Transfer Vessel (CTV) Wharf (32-33) 

The Proposed Project would require a facility for CTVs to dock and facilitate crew movements to and from the offshore 

OSW sites. The CTV wharf would be a15 LF by 224 LF floating concrete dock located off of the basin area between 

32nd and 33rd Streets. The dock would be moored to 14 30-inch in diameter hollow steel pipe spud piles, installed via 

crane barge using a vibro-hammer for the majority of the length; and then an impact hammer would be used over the 

last 10 to 15 ft to ensure the piles are fully seated in the load bearing soil/stratum. During impact hammer use on the 

crane barge, slow starts would be utilized to minimize potential noise impacts. The floating dock would have floating 

foam fenders. Access to the dock would be via an eight LF by 30 LF tidal adjusted walkway supported and anchored 

to the adjacent installed platform. The dock would be serviced by power and freshwater utilities, required by the CTVs, 

as well as adequate lighting for operation after dark.  

The spud piles would not be filled, but would cumulatively prevent access to an area of marine habitat of approximately 

78 sf. The floating concrete deck would occupy approximately 750 CY of the water column during all tidal phases, over 

a footprint of 3,360 sf. The gangway would shade approximately 204 sf of marine habitat. 

1.3.2.5 Fender Installation 

New fenders would be installed to protect wharves and bulkheads (both new and existing) in areas where vessel 

berthing would occur. These fenders would be fastened to the new or existing bulkhead cap or edge beam.  

1.3.2.5.1 Cone Fenders 

Approximately 20 units of single elastomeric buckling fender would be installed over the reconstructed bulkhead on the 

southern side of the 39th Street ñPierò, as well as 23 units on the entire western face of the 39th Street ñPierò (see Figure 

1.3-2). The existing fenders would be inspected and assessed to be maintained or replaced in-kind, as required. 

Additionally, 13 cone fender units would be installed as part of the new wharf structures (35W and 35N SOV Wharves) 

(see Figure 1.3-2).  

Each cone fender system would include an ultra-high molecular weight polyethylene faced steel fender panel, which 

would provide the impact surface against which the vessels make contact. The panel spreads the fender reaction to a 

sufficient area of the hull to limit the applied hull pressure. A hull pressure limit of 200 kiloPascal (4,177 pounds per 

square foot) would be assumed. Hull pressure and fender impact load would be checked in final design to account for 

vessel motions due to environmental loads. Fenders would be coated with additional corrosion protection and have an 

outer rubbing surface to limit shear forces. Fender components would be chained to restrain outer movement.  

Fenders have typical dimensions of 14.0 feet long by 5.2 feet wide and 15.0 feet deep (each). Fenders would be 

installed at an elevation above MLLW but within tidal elevation. 

1.3.2.5.2 Pneumatic Fenders 
Four new pneumatic fenders would be installed on the north side of 39th Street ñPierò to complement similar fenders 

already in place. Each unit would be a cylindrical abrasion-resistant rubber structure, inflated to high pressure and 
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covered in recycled tires. Fenders would be 13.1 feet long along the bulkhead, with a radius of 8.2 feet out from the 

bulkhead. Fenders would be chained to the top of the existing 39N bulkhead.  

1.3.2.5.3 Foam Fenders 

Fourteen units of foam fenders would be installed as part of the 32-33 CTV Wharf. The fenders would be floating 

cylindrical sections of foam padding, 3.3 feet in diameter and 4.9 feet in length, and lashed to the platform surface.  

1.3.2.6 Marine Vessel Activity 

A major component of the future use of SBMT is marine vessel activity, which would include berthing and transfer of 

cargo and crew to CCVs, barges, SOVs, and CTVs. During operations on the SBMT site, barges would dock at these 

berthing areas on a daily basis. Pursuant to analyses of infrastructure and site conditions, vessels would berth in the 

following arrangement: 

¶ CCVs would berth along the west (offshore) and south faces of the 39th Street ñPierò (39W and 39S); 

¶ Barges would berth along the north and west faces of the 39th Street ñPierò (39N and 39W); 

¶ Barges would berth along the west face of the 35th Street ñPierò (35W);  

¶ SOVs would berth along a proposed wharf off of the northeastern edge of the 35th Street ñPierò (35N); and 

¶ CTVs would berth along a proposed floating wharf platform extending from the existing bulkhead located 

between 32nd and 33rd Streets (32-33). 

For a detailed discussion about the design vessel characteristics for vessels berthing at SBMT, see the JPA. 

1.4 Regulatory Permitting, Approvals and Coordination 

The Proposed Project would require federal, State, and City approvals. In addition, the Proposed Project is federally, 

State, and City-funded. The federal, State, and City agencies that are involved in the funding and regulatory permitting 

processes are as follows: 

1.4.1 Project Funding 

Funding sources for the Proposed Project include: 

¶ New York City Office of the Mayor capital funding 

¶ New York State Energy Research & Development Authority (NYSERDA)  

¶ U.S. Department of Transportation Port Infrastructure Development Program (PIDP) Grant  

¶ NYC Industrial Development Agency 

1.4.2 Federal Permits/Approvals 

¶ USACE: Section 404 (Clean Water Act); Section 10 (Rivers and Harbors Act) 

¶ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries: Endangered Species Act (of 1973) 

(Section 7 Consultation), Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act  

¶ US Coast Guard (USCG): Local Notice to Mariners 

¶ Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): Obstruction Evaluation (Temporary and Permanent) 

1.4.3 State of New York Permits/Approvals 

¶ NYSDEC: Article 15 (Excavation and Fill in Navigable Waters); Article 25 (Tidal Wetlands); State Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit from Stormwater Discharges for Construction Activities, 

Docks and Moorings; Section 401 Water Quality Certification  

¶ NYS State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO): National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation. 

SHPO determined No Adverse Effect upon historic properties on March 21, 2022. 

¶ New York State Department of State (NYSDOS): Coastal Consistency Determination 
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1.4.4 City of New York Permits/Approvals 

¶ NYC Department of City Planning (NYCDCP): NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) Coastal 

Consistency Determination 

¶ NYC Public Design Commission: Design approval for permanent structures on City-owned property 

¶ NYCDOT: Coordination and review of transportation analyses 

¶ FDNY: Coordination of potential relocation of existing fire hydrants 

¶ New York City Department of Small Business Services (NYCSBS): Waterfront Construction Permit 

¶ NYCDEP: Construction Noise Control Plan pursuant to the City of New York Administrative Code (Chapter 28 

Title 15) Citywide Construction Noise Mitigation. Coordination and review of storm drainage, new outfalls or 

sewer connections 

¶ NYC Department of Buildings (NYCDOB): Issues building permits and enforces safety regulations to protect 

workers and the general public during construction 

No zoning changes are anticipated to be required for the Proposed Project. 
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2 Project Alternatives 

The overall purpose of the Proposed Project is to upgrade SBMT to enable it to serve as a staging facility and O&M 

base for the OSW industry. The Project is needed to support the development of OSW power generation capacity to 

fulfill New York Stateôs mandate of 9,000 MW of OSW energy capacity by 2035, the United Statesô goal of 30 GW of 

OSW capacity by 2030, and New York Cityôs Offshore Wind NYC plan (NYCEDC, 2021).  

The Proposed Projectôs basic purpose is to upgrade a marine terminal. It is water-dependent, as it supports the staging 

and marine transport of OSW components for installation on the outer continental shelf, as well as the vessels needed 

for the O&M of the OSW facility.  

The Proposed Project was sited and designed to serve its overall purpose, while minimizing potential impacts to the 

environment. Alternative sites, methods of installation, dredging designs, bulkhead replacement approaches, and wharf 

layouts and structures were considered and analyzed in terms of relative environmental impacts and how well they met 

the Proposed Projectôs purpose and need. As established below, the Proposed Project meets the overall project 

purpose and is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 

2.1 Reasonable Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

2.1.1 Future without Project 

In the Future without Project condition, the Proposed Project would not occur. Current uses of the Project Area include 

a marine operator and a NYCDOT function. The marine operator is a small operation accessing the solid fill ñpierò 

structures. The NYCDOT function occupies a small section in the northeastern portion of the Project Area as well as 

the area of SBMT that would be occupied by the EW 1 Projectôs underground cables and onshore substation, which is 

outside of the Project Area. In the Future without Project condition, the existing marine operator would continue to 

operate at SBMT, and the NYCDOT function at the site would be relocated to the Red Hook Container Terminal in Red 

Hook, Brooklyn. The NYCDOT function is scheduled to move to the Red Hook Container Terminal prior to Proposed 

Project construction. Adjacent to the Project Area at SBMT, the EW 1 Project underground cables and onshore 

substation would be constructed and then would operate. Construction of the EW 1 Project is anticipated to begin in 

2023. 

2.1.2 Future with Project Alternatives Considered 

2.1.2.1 Site Alternatives 

The following describes the four alternative sites considered for the Proposed Project site:  

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: SBMT; 

¶ Option 1: Howland Hook; 

¶ Option 2: Port Ivory (Parcel C); and 

¶ Option 3: Red Hook Container Terminal. 

Option 1 (Howland Hook) is a marine terminal in the north shore of Staten Island, NY, owned by the City of New York 

and leased to the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) until 2050, with options for renewal. It is 

currently operated by Global Container Terminal pursuant to a contract through 2028, and operations are expected to 

continue beyond that date. While a 45-acre portion of the site could be made available for staging or O&M purposes, it 

is of insufficient size to meet the Proposed Projectôs overall purpose. The larger portion of the site that would be needed 

for the Proposed Project is not commercially available, rendering Option 1 not practicable.  

Option 2 (Port Ivory, Parcel C) is a waterfront site adjacent to Howland Hook on Staten Island, NY, and is owned by 

PANYNJ. It is currently an undeveloped 38-acre site with both federally- and NYSDEC-regulated tidal wetlands. It is 

not a practicable alternative for several reasons. First, it is not large enough to accommodate the staging and O&M 



 
 Environmental Analysis  

of the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal  
 Port Infrastructure Improvement Project 

 

 

 
October 2022 
  20 
  

 

facilities needed to fulfill the Proposed Projectôs purpose, which is estimated to require at least 65 acres.2 Second, the 

undeveloped nature of the site would require the most extensive work to prepare it as an OSW staging and O&M base, 

involving the greatest cost and time compared to other options. Finally, developing the site would be technically 

challenging given the siteôs geotechnical properties ï existing sediments are characterized as organic silts with high 

water content, low strength, and poor stiffness. Moreover, even if it were practicable, upgrading Port Ivory would require 

filling approximately nine acres of wetlands, as well as conducting significant dredging in over four acres of wetlands 

and in open water, as the existing water depth at the site is only 0-10 feet. As a result, even if it were practicable, Option 

2 would cause greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Alternative.  

Option 3 (Red Hook Container Terminal) is a marine terminal owned by PANYNJ in the Red Hook neighborhood of 

Brooklyn, NY. It is operated by Red Hook Container Terminal, which has a lease to operate until at least 2028 and 

intends to operate beyond that date. As this commercial operation cannot be displaced, Option 3 is not commercially 

available and therefore is not practicable. Even if the property were available, use of the site would require significant 

upgrades involving the demolition and reconstruction of the site, resulting in significant additional cost, time, and 

environmental impacts as compared to the Proposed Alternative.  

SBMT, the Proposed Alternative, is commercially available and is of sufficient size (Project Area of 66.1 acres of level 

developed upland area) to support the Proposed Projectôs purpose. Most of the infrastructure already exists; as such, 

it requires significantly less in-water work than Option 2. In addition, the Proposed Project will result in the filling of 

approximately 0.16 acres of littoral zone wetlands. However, the removal of the cofferdam and associated fill at 35W 

would reduce the volume of existing fill occupying the water column and the area of mudline disturbance by 

approximately 0.08 acres. In addition, the regrading of the slope associated with the installationof the wharf at 35N 

would temporarily disturb 0.31 acres of tidal wetland habitat, replacing it with similar material. In total, approximately 

0.08 acres of unvegetated tidal wetlands would be removed. Approximately 0.08 acres would be permanently shaded 

from the new structures installed over the unvegetated tidal wetland area, as compared to the nine acres of largely 

vegetated tidal wetlands that would be filled and over four acres that would be shaded for Option 2. Thus, SBMT is the 

Proposed Alternative, as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative site that meets the Proposed 

Projectôs purpose. 

2.1.2.2 Dredging Alternatives 

The waters surrounding the solid fill ñpierò structures at SBMT currently are of insufficient depth to accommodate the 

vessels needed to serve the Proposed Projectôs purpose. Three dredging options were considered: 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Deepen dredge areas as needed to meet the minimum under-keel clearances 

for the safe navigation of the design vessels at selected berthing locations; 

¶ Option 1: Deepen all dredge areas to -40.0 feet MLLW to match the authorized depth of the adjacent federal 

channel; and 

¶ Option 2: No build (No dredging). 

Option 1 would involve the uniform dredging around SBMT to -40.0 ft MLLW to match the authorized depth of the 

adjacent federal channel. While this would maximize the types of vessels that theoretically could access SBMT in the 

future, this depth is not necessary to accommodate the vessels expected to be used for OSW operations and is not 

practicable for several reasons. First, the existing ñpiersò at SBMT are not designed with sufficient structural capacity 

to withstand the additional loads that would result from deeper waters. Such dredging therefore could compromise the 

integrity of the existing 35th Street ñPierò and 39th Street ñPierò bulkheads, resulting in the need for additional structural 

in-water work and seaward fill, as well as the additional time and costs associated with that work. Second, based on 

initial estimates, dredging to -40.0 ft MLLW across the site would require dredging and disposing of approximately an 

additional 240,000 CY of material. This would involve a much longer dredging operation that would be significantly 

more expensive, could potentially cause greater environmental impacts. 

 
2 There is a second parcel at Port Ivory, known as Parcel B, which is about 26 acres. Parcel B is further inland and is connected to 

Parcel C by a very narrow strip of land that is approximately 110 feet in width. While adding Parcel B would offer additional acreage, 

it would not make Port Ivory a practicable alternative for two reasons. First, Parcel Bôs location is not conducive to staging due to its 

distance from the waterfront. Second, the narrow corridor between the two parcels would make the efficient movement of large, heavy 

WTG components between the parcels logistically impracticable. Third, as described above, developing Port Ivory would involve 

significantly greater environmental impacts, would require overcoming challenging technical conditions at the site, and would be the 

most expensive potential site alternative. 
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Option 2 would not fulfill the Proposed Projectôs purpose, as the Proposed Project cannot function without vessel 

access, and the water column must be deepened to allow the cargo carrying vessels (CCV), barges, Supply Operations 

Vessel (SOVs) and Crew Transfer Vessels (CTVs) to access their respective wharves at 39S, 39W, 39N, 35W, 35N, 

and 32-33. 

The Proposed Alternative minimizes the dredging needed to ensure the safe navigation of the design vessels as they 

approach their intended wharf area(s). Any depth shallower than what is represented in the Proposed Alterative would 

not provide safe under keel clearance for the design vessels, preventing the Proposed Project from serving its purpose. 

The Proposed Alternative therefore is the least environmentally damaging practicable dredging alternative that meets 

the Proposed Projectôs purpose.  

2.1.2.3 Bulkhead Replacement and Reinforcement Alternatives 

The bulkheads along edges of the solid fill ñpierò structures at SBMT retain the fill behind the bulkheads and provide 

support for the loads that are placed upland of the bulkheads. Bulkhead replacement is only planned for areas where 

existing bulkheads do not have the structural capacity required to support the future upland load. Project-wide 

replacement of all of the bulkheads was deemed to be unnecessary to achieve the purpose of the Proposed Project.  

The  areas that require bulkhead replacement are 39S, the new toe wall at 39W, and along the 32-33 bulkhead. The 

alternative approaches to bulkhead replacement are described below.  

Localized replacement and improvements to 35W and 35N areas are addressed in Section 2.1.2.4 (Wharf Alternatives) 

as part the proposed wharf improvements.  

2.1.2.3.1 39S Bulkhead 

The following options were considered for the 39S bulkhead: 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Seaward replacement and placement of fill behind the new bulkhead; 

¶ Option 1: Replacement in place, in-kind; 

¶ Option 2: Landward replacement; and 

¶ Option 3: No build (No bulkhead replacement or reinforcement). 

SBMT was designed to handle shipping containers, which can weigh up to 30-40 tons per container. However, the 

offshore wind components that will be staged at SBMT are significantly heavier; a nacelle unit can weigh up to 800-

1000 tons, and a tower section can weigh 300 tons. These significantly heavier loads require a correspondingly higher-

capacity ñpierò structure.  

The bulkheads on the edges of the landfill ñpiersò at SBMT retain the fill behind the bulkheads and support the load 

placed on the ñpier.ò Heavier loads require more robust or thicker bulkheads, and associated upland support structures, 

to maintain the structural integrity of the ñpiers.ò The bulkhead on the southwest side of the 39th Street ñPierò needs to 

be replaced to meet the Proposed Projectôs purpose and support the significantly heavier loads associated with 

unloading, loading, and moving OSW components on the 39th Street ñPier.ò The bulkhead on the southeast side of the 

39th Street ñPierò has significant corrosion (equivalent to 40 percent section loss) at both the current mudline level and 

at the level of maximum bending moment EL ï 31 ft NAVD88 (which is 9 feet below the current mudline). At the current 

mudline elevation, the bulkhead is overstressed by 19 percent beyond its allowable limit (defined as 0.6*Yield Stress). 

It is overstressed by 39 percent beyond its allowable limit (0.6*Yield Stress) at the elevation of maximum bending 

moment. 

The bulkhead being overstressed means that it currently does not meet code requirements (by a significant margin), 

and the situation is likely to get worse over the next 50 years of the design life of the Proposed Project. In addition, 

considering that the area of maximum moment and maximum overstress is 9 feet below the existing mudline, any 

proposed solution for the southwest portion of 39S must account for the section of bulkhead that is below the existing 

mudline. Therefore, above-mudline solutions, such as a concrete encasement of the front of the sheet pile, will not be 

sufficient in this case; the strengthening solution has to go below the mudline. 

The existing sheet pile bulkheads at 39th Street ñPierò are technically challenging because they have existing 

underground tie-rods that connect the bulkhead to subterranean dikes to provide lateral capacity and stability to the 

bulkhead structure. Vertical capacity is achieved by the fill material and underground low-level platforms, which are 
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supported by timber piles. Neither Option 1 (replacement in place, in kind) nor Option 2 (landward replacement) can 

maintain this existing structure during bulkhead replacement and avoid the potential for a collapse of the existing 

bulkhead and subsequent release of landfill into the marine environment. 

Option 1 (replacement of the bulkhead in-place, in-kind) would require a sequential operation whereby one section of 

bulkhead is replaced, followed by another. Removing the bulkhead would require severing the existing tie-rods, which 

would significantly compromise the structural integrity of the bulkhead and adjacent low-level platform. This in turn 

would likely result in the collapse and subsequent failure of the ñpierò structure, causing environmental impacts due to 

the structures and fill entering the water column.  

Similarly, Option 2 (landward replacement of the bulkhead) would require severing the existing tie rods to drive the new 

sheet piles, and it also would require driving the new bulkhead through the existing low-level platform, thereby impacting 

not only the lateral capacity but also the vertical capacity of the existing ñpierò structure. As a result, these structural 

and technical challenges make Option 1 and Option 2 not practicable.  

In addition, both Option 1 and Option 2 would have the potential to cause greater environmental impacts than the 

Proposed Alternative, which would involve the seaward replacement of the bulkhead and the controlled placement of 

a small amount of fill behind the new bulkhead.  

Option 3 (No Build) would leave the bulkhead in its current condition, which would not provide sufficient structural 

capacity to support the Proposed Projectôs purpose and would leave the southeast area noncompliant with code 

requirements. The Proposed Alternative method of bulkhead replacement addresses the need to replace the bulkhead 

in a manner that maintains the structural integrity of the ñpierò and avoids the potential release of existing fill into the 

marine environment. By relocating the new bulkhead installation seaward of the existing bulkhead, the intact existing 

bulkhead and low-level platform have been incorporated into the proposed final design, thereby retaining system-wide 

structural integrity and avoiding collapse of structures and release of fill into the water column. Therefore, the Proposed 

Alternative method of bulkhead replacement at 39S is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that 

would meet the Proposed Projectôs purpose. 

2.1.2.3.2 39W Bulkhead 

The following options were considered for the 39W Bulkhead: 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Seaward toewall; 

¶ Option 1: Replacement in place, in-kind; 

¶ Option 2: Landward replacement; and 

¶ Option 3: No build (No bulkhead replacement or reinforcement). 

The bulkheads on the edges of the solid fill ñpierò structures at SBMT retain the fill behind the bulkheads and support 

the load placed on the ñpier.ò The bulkhead was reinfoced by adding an extra layer of sheet piles in front of the original 

bulkhead around 2004. The added sheet wall was then connected towards the original tierod system. This gave back 

the original lateral capacity from the original design from 1959. An examination of the in-water geotechincal boring data 

in front of the pier indicated that previous upgrades performed in 2004 involved sheet piles that were not driven 

sufficiiently deep. This causes the lateral support to be inadequate for a deepened berthing position to allow the largest 

design vessels to use the port.  

The existing sheet pile bulkheads at the 39th Street ñPierò are technically challenging because they have existing 

underground tie-rods that connect the bulkhead to subterranean dikes to provide lateral capacity and stability to the 

bulkhead structure. Vertical capacity is achieved by the fill material and underground low-level platform, which is 

supported by timber piles. Neither Option 1 (replacement in place, in-kind) nor Option 2 (landward replacement) can 

maintain this existing structure during bulkhead replacement and avoid the potential for a collapse of the existing 

bulkhead and subsequent release of solid fill into the marine environment.  

Option 1 (replacement of the bulkhead in-place, in-kind) would require a sequential operation whereby one section of 

bulkhead is replaced, followed by another. Removing the bulkhead would require severing the existing tie-rods, which 

would significantly compromise the structural integrity of the bulkhead and adjacent low-level platform. This in turn 

would likely result in the collapse and subsequent failure of the solid fill ñpierò structure, causing environmental impacts 

due to the structures and fill entering the water column.  
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Similarly, Option 2 (landward replacement of the bulkhead) would require severing the existing tie rods to drive the new 

sheet piles, and it also would require driving the new bulkhead through the existing low-level platform, thereby impacting 

not only the lateral capacity but also the vertical capacity of the existing solid fill ñpierò structure. As a result, these 

structural and technical challenges make Option 1 and Option 2 not practicable.  

In addition, both Option 1 and Option 2 would have the potential to cause greater environmental impacts than the 

Proposed Project Alternative, which would involve the seaward replacement of the bulkhead and the controlled 

placement of a small amount of fill behind the new bulkhead. For the reasons listed above, both Option 1 and Option 2 

were eliminated from further consideration. 

Option 3 (no bulkhead replacement or reinforcement) would leave the bulkhead in its current condition. The berthing 

position could only be dredged to 35 feet below NAVD88. This would prevent the maximum design vessels to be berthed 

in a fully laden condition, which would not support the Proposed Projectôs purpose. As a result, Option 3 was eliminated 

from further consideration.  

The Proposed Alternative of a new toe wall maintains the structural integrity of the solid fill ñpierò structure and avoids 

the potential release of existing fill into the marine environment. By relocating the new toe wall installation seaward of 

the existing bulkhead, the intact existing bulkhead and low-level platform have been incorporated into the proposed 

final design, thereby retaining system-wide structural integrity and adding additional design depth for the berthing 

position. The new toe wall adds 319 CY of fill below MHW but will be mitigated on Pier 35W. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project Alternative method of the new toe wall at 39W is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that 

would meet the Proposed Projectôs purpose. 

2.1.2.3.3 32-33 Bulkhead 

The following options were considered for the 32-33 Bulkhead: 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Landward bulkhead replacement and pile-supported platform; 

¶ Option 1: Seaward installation of replacement bulkhead and placement of fill behind the new bulkhead;  

¶ Option 2: No build (No bulkhead replacement or reinforcement). 

The 32-33 bulkhead does not have the same technical challenges as the 39th Steet ñPier.ò Specifically, it does not have 

horizontal tie rods and corresponding risk of structural collapse should they be removed. As a result, Option 1 (seaward 

installation of a replacement bulkhead and placement of fill behind it), while practicable, is not necessary and would 

result in greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Alternative.  

Given the degraded condition of the existing bulkhead, Option 2, the no-build alternative, would render the upland area 

unusable and would not support the Proposed Projectôs purpose. In addition, it could result in greater environmental 

impacts over time, as further deterioration of the bulkhead eventually could result in the loss of structures and release 

of fill into the marine environment. 

The Proposed Alternative involves installing steel sheeting landward of the existing low-level platform, removal of fill 

and the existing dilapidated platform, cutting the timber piles at the mudline, and installing a new pile supported platform, 

which will enable increased live loading of the area landward of the existing relieving platform. The Proposed Alternative 

will be less environmentally damaging than Option 1 and prevents the longer-term environmental impacts of Option 2. 

The Proposed Alternative therefore represents the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative method of 

bulkhead installation at 32-33 that meets the Proposed Projectôs purpose.  

2.1.2.4 Wharf Alternatives 

Three new fixed and floating wharves are proposed to meet the Proposed Projectôs purpose and need. The proposed 

wharf at 35W would accommodate heavy-lift barge operations associated with the loading and unloading of WTG 

components, crew, and other materials. O&M-related material handling activities would be accomplished at the 

proposed pile-supported SOV Wharf on the northern side of the 35th Street ñPierò (35N). O&M-related crew transport 

would be accomplished at the proposed floating CTV Wharf along the bulkhead between 32nd and 33rd Streets (32-33). 

Alternative wharf structures and layouts are discussed below. 

2.1.2.4.1 Barge Wharf (35W) Alternatives 

The following Barge Wharf 35W options were considered: 
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¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Concrete platform and cap on piles, with mooring dolphins over the top of the 

existing cofferdam; 

¶ Option 1: Replacement of cofferdam; and 

¶ Option 2: No build (No wharf installation). 

The existing cofferdam at the end of the 35th Street ñPierò is insufficient to accommodate heavy-lift operations as needed 

to support the Proposed Projectôs purpose.  

Option 1 would involve the replacement of the existing cofferdam to achieve the required load bearing capacity. While 

technically feasible, it is likely that the demolition of the existing cofferdam would result in a significant release of fill 

material, from within the existing cofferdam structure, into the marine environment. Furthermore, due to corrosion of 

the existing coffer cell sheeting, the location of the new cofferdam would need to be a minimum of 12-in to 18-in seaward 

of the existing footprint to avoid obstructions from the remnant (buried) sheets and successfully drive the new coffer 

cell sheets. Lastly, the new cofferdam would require vessels to berth close to the western edge of the 35th Street ñPierò 

where the water is shallower, thereby requiring additional dredging closer to the ñpierò than would be required for the 

Proposed Alternative. Thus, while practicable, Option 1 would result in greater potential environmental impacts than 

the Proposed Alternative due to the release of fill during demolition and the additional dredging that would be needed.  

Option 2 (no wharf installation) would not achieve the Proposed Projectôs purpose, as it would prevent this solid fill 

ñpierò structure from being used to support OSW component loading or unloading. In addition, as the exististing 

cofferdam cell structures may fail in the future without being replaced. Therefore, Option 2 was eliminated from further 

consideration. 

The Proposed Alternative would involve removing the cofferdams and approximately 5,500 CY of fill as fill mitigation 

and then the installation of an extended pile supported platform and mooring dolphins. The platform extends farther 

from the solid fill ñpierò structure than the replacement cofferdam in Option 1, meaning the water would be deeper where 

vessels would reach the platform. As a result, the Proposed Alternative would remove fill below MHW, restore wetland 

habitat, and allow the existing natural sloping seabed to be maintained and would minimize the dredging needed to 

accommodate vessels at 35W. As a result, it would be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 35W 

wharf structure that meets the Proposed Projectôs purpose. 

2.1.2.4.2 SOV Wharf (35N) Alternatives 

The following options were considered for the SOV Wharf 35N: 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Concrete cap and deck on piles near the shoreline with mooring dolphins; 

¶ Option 1: Wharf located further into the water, connected to bulkhead by trestle; 

¶ Option 2: Combination wall structure with retained fill over the existing revetment slope; and 

¶ Option 3: No build (No wharf installation). 

An SOV wharf is needed to support the O&M function of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Alternative involves an 

extended ñopenô pile-supported platform and mooring dolphins, which will allow the existing natural sloping seabed to 

be maintained northwards, minimizing dredging required to enable boat access (versus all other alternatives 

considered). The new pile-supported platform transitions to the existing upland via a new 120-foot sheet pile bulkhead, 

which will replace the existing deteriorated timber bulkhead dated to the 1960s. The location of the seaward edge of 

the Proposed Alternative minimizes filling impacts to the marine habitat. In addition, this alternative minimizes the 

dredging needed for vessel access by making the access point farther from shore where the water is deeper. 

Option 1 is similar to the Proposed Alternative; however, the seaward edge of the pile-supported platform would extend 

further north into the basin and would be connected to the bulkhead via trestle. The addition of an access trestle for 

fork-lift movements and similar transport equipment would result in additional shading and filling (clean gravel and 

concrete within pipe piles) of marine habitats, as compared to the Proposed Alternative due to the additional piles that 

would be needed to support the access trestle. This alternative would necessitate an identical dredging footprint as 

would be needed for the Proposed Alternative because it also avoids the need for dredging close to shore.  

Option 2 would involve the installation of a pipe pile and sheet pile system around the perimeter of the proposed SOV 

wharf with retained fill inside leading to a ñclosedò structure. This bulkhead replacement option would provide the load 

bearing capacity required of the wharf purpose, but would result in greater environmental impacts than the Proposed 
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Alternative due to the need to fill the entire footprint of the platform area, including a larger area of tidal wetlands and 

marine habitat, to achieve the same structural load capacity.  

Option 3 (No build) does not achieve the Proposed Projectôs purpose of supporting daily O&M activities. Utilizing the 

heavy-lift ñpierò improvements at 35th Street ñPierò or 39th Street ñPierò would not be feasible because those areas will 

be used for OSW component loading and unloading, and therefore will not be available to support the frequent O&M 

activities. Using the CTV wharf is not feasible due to differing vessel characteristics and load capacity, cargo handling 

requirements, mooring requirements and frequent vessel calls. 

Thus, the Proposed Alternative for the SOV wharf is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that 

meets the Proposed Projectôs purpose.  

2.1.2.4.3 CTV Wharf (32-33) Alternatives 

The following options were considered for the CTV Wharf (32-33): 

¶ Proposed Project Alternative: Floating concrete platform parallel to the 32-33 bulkhead, offering the 

opportunity for the simultaneous berthing of two CTVs; 

¶ Option 1: Two floating docks oriented perpendicular to the 32-33 bulkhead, with berthing on one side of each 

dock (for simultaneous berthing of two CTVs); 

¶ Option 2: Extension of berth 39N further east into the inlet, and installation of a floating dock for the CTVs; and 

¶ Option 3: No build (No wharf installation). 

Option 1 would involve the installation of two floating docks to accommodate CTVs, oriented perpendicular to the 32-

33 bulkhead. A single long perpendicular floating dock would generate a vessel maneuvering conflict with the proposed 

SOV Wharf; therefore, two shorter perpendicular floating platforms were considered as Option 1. Each of the floating 

platforms would accommodate vessel activities on one side and spud-pile mooring on the other side. Option 1 would 

result in greater overwater coverage and shading, as well as a larger amount of fill associated with spud piles for the 

two floating platforms. As a result, while practicable, Option 1 would result in greater potential environmental impacts 

than the Proposed Alternative.  

Option 2 would involve the extension of the berth at 39N to the east (landward) as well as the installation of a floating 

platform for CTV use. This option would require a larger amount of dredging for vessel access, and therefore would 

result in greater potential environmental impacts as compared to the Proposed Alternative. In addition, using this 

location for the CTV wharf could result in conflicts with use of 39N for berthing of other vessels and OSW component 

loading and unloading. Offshore crew transfer to/from the CTVs would have to pass through the OSW staging facility, 

adding material handling hazards to the personnel. 

Option 3 would not meet the Proposed Projectôs purpose for O&M activities, as specialized floating platform 

infrastructure is required to support the safe transfer of the workforce between vessels and the O&M base at SBMT. 

The SOV wharves and the heavy lift areas are not suitable for CTV primarily due to the limited freeboard on the CTV, 

which requires a floating platform for personnel and equipment loading and discharge. In contrast, the heavy lift and 

SOV areas require fixed structures for OSW component loading and unloading, and therefore will not be available or 

configured to support the CTV operations. 

The Proposed Alternative involves the installation of a single floating platform parallel to the existing bulkhead at 32-

33. This alternative will minimize dredging by extension of the wharf structure, and, as compared to Options 1 and 2, 

will cause fewer environmental impacts associated with shading from the floating platforms and fill generated by spud 

pile installation. Thus, the Proposed Alternative for the CTV wharf is the least environmentally damaging practicable 

alternative that meets the Proposed Projectôs purpose.  
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3 Environmental Analysis 

3.1 Introduction 

Chapter 3 of this Environmental Analysis documents the affected environment and potential environmental impacts for 

the Future without Project and Future with Project conditions for the following technical resources: land use, zoning 

and public policy, socioeconomic conditions, community facilities and services, open space, shadows, historic and 

cultural resources, urban design and visual resources, natural resources, hazardous materials, water and sewer, solid 

waste and sanitation, energy, transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, noise and vibration, public 

health, neighborhood character, and construction.  

Additionally, indirect effects and cumulative effects were assessed for the technical resources listed above. However, 

the following technical resources did not require a preliminary assessment pursuant to guidance in the CEQR Technical 

Manual, so they were not assessed for indirect effects and cumulative effects: open space, solid waste and sanitation, 

and greenhouse gas emissions.  The CEQ regulations implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA require federal 

agencies to consider the potential for indirect effects and cumulative effects. Indirect effects are defined as effects 

ñwhich are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. 

Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land 

use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water or other natural systems, including 

ecosystems.ò (40 CFR 1508.1(g)(2)). Cumulative effects, on the other hand, have been defined by CEQ as ñeffects on 

the environment that result from the incremental effects of the action when added to the effects of other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 

such other actions.ò (40 CFR 1508.1(g)(3)). It should be noted that regulations and guidelines use ñindirectò and 

ñsecondaryò interchangeably, as well as ñeffectsò and ñimpacts.ò 

In assessing the potential for indirect effects, consideration is given to a broad range of affected areas, including 

socioeconomic conditions, historic and cultural resources, natural resources, and hazardous materials. Indirect effects 

and cumulative impacts analysis (the analysis) identifies measures in place, or provides recommendations, designed 

to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the potential effects of indirect growth within the overall Study Area.  

The outcome of the analysis allows for an assessment of how project-related direct and indirect potential impacts, in 

combination with those of other planned projects/activities within the Study Area, could result in cumulative impacts. 

The planned activities/projects in proximity to the Proposed Project include the relocation of the NYCDOT function and 

the EW 1 Project underground cables and onshore substation at SBMT. These activities/projects are described in 

Section 2.1.1 (Future without Project). 

The Study Area for the discussion of indirect effects and cumulative impacts is related to the areas where potential 

direct effects have been identified. The Study Area for the majority of the resources assessed in the environmental 

analysis was defined as a 400-foot buffer around the Project Area. This will serve as the primary indirect effects and 

cumulative impacts Study Area, although analyses may reference broader study areas as applicable.  

3.2 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy 

This section describes existing land uses within the Study Area and identifies zoning requirements and other public 

policies which are applicable to the Proposed Project. It also assesses the potential impact of the Proposed Project on 

Study Area land uses, as well as the Proposed Projectôs compliance with the City zoning regulations and public policies. 

3.2.1 Introduction 

The analysis that follows was undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the CEQR Technical Manual. The 

CEQR Technical Manual describes procedures for the analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy to ascertain the 

impacts of a project on the surrounding area. As recommended by the CEQR Technical Manual, a 400-foot Study Area 

from the physical limits of the Proposed Project is used for the analysis that follows. The analysis describes land uses, 

zoning regulations, and applicable policies within the Study Area, and then assesses potential land use impacts and 

compliance with zoning regulations and policies.  
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3.2.1.1 Land Use 

Land use refers to the activity that is occurring on land and within the structures that occupy it. Types of uses include 

but are not limited to residential, retail, commercial, industrial, vacant land, and parks. According to the CEQR Technical 

Manual, the appropriate study area for land use and zoning is related to the type and size of a proposed project, the 

location and context of the area that could be affected by the project, and other factors, such as natural and man-made 

geographic boundaries. 

Land use in the Study Area was determined through a review of NYCDCP Primary Land Use Tax Lot Output (PLUTO) 

data (21v4).  

3.2.1.2 Zoning 

The New York City Zoning Resolution (ZR) dictates the use, density, and bulk of developments within the City. The ZR 

is divided into two parts: zoning text and zoning maps. The zoning text establishes the zoning districts within New York 

City and dictates the zoning regulations governing land uses and developments, while zoning maps show the 

boundaries of the Cityôs zoning districts. 

New York City has three basic zoning district classifications: residential (R), commercial (C) and manufacturing (M) 

districts. Residential zoning districts are divided into standard and context districts. Contextual residential districts are 

categorized by low-, medium- and high-density. Certain areas of the City are also established as ñSpecial Mixed-Use 

Districtsò, which allow mixed residential, commercial and/or manufacturing uses within those mapped districts. The 

maximum bulk permitted for developments within any zoning district is mainly governed by the districtôs maximum floor 

area ratio (FAR) and minimum required open space. 

Zoning designations in the Study Area were determined through a review of NYCDCP Zoning Map 16b (effective date 

September 30, 2009 and approved by the City Council as of December 15, 2021) and through a review of the Cityôs 

online ZR (as updated through December 15, 2021). 

3.2.1.3 Public Policy 

Various public policies can affect the allowable land uses on a project site. Officially adopted and promulgated public 

policies also describe the intended use applicable to an area or particular sites in the City. These include City and State 

waterfront and open space plans, City and State energy plans, the Cityôs Offshore Wind NYC plan, 197-A Plans, 

Industrial Business Zones (IBZs). NYCWRP and OneNYC (related to sustainability) are also discussed. Some public 

policies have regulatory status, while others describe general goals that can help define the existing and future context 

of the land use and zoning of an area. Policies may also change over time to reflect the evolving needs of the City, as 

determined by appointed and elected officials and the public. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

The Project Area includes the physical limits of the Proposed Project, including the Upland Project Limits and Marine 

Dredging Project Limits described in Section 1.3 (Project Description). The Project Area is bound by 39th Street to the 

south, 2nd Avenue to the east, the Sims Facility to the north at approximately 29th Street, and Gowanus Bay to the west. 

Gowanus Bay is part of the larger New York Bay.  

As discussed in Section 1.2 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project), the Project Area is currently used by a 

marine operator and a NYCDOT facility at SBMT. The private marine operator, Phoenix, functions on the 35th Street 

and 39th Street ñPiersò within the Project Area at SBMT. The marine operator at SBMT has a maximum of three 

employees on the solid fill ñpierò structures NYCDOT maintains a facility that occupies a small section of the 

northeastern portion of the Project Area and includes a concrete crushing operation. The area occupied by the NYCDOT 

facility north of the Project Area will be occupied by the EW 1 Project underground cables and onshore substation. The 

NYCDOT function will move to the Red Hook Container Terminal prior to Proposed Project construction regardless of 

the Proposed Project.  

There are existing operational rail lines running through the Project Area that serve the Sims Facility (see Section 

1.3.1.8 (Railroad)). The Study Area is a 400-foot buffer around the Project Area generally bound by 41st Street to the 

south, the City block between 2nd Avenue and 3rd Avenue to the east, the Sims Facility to the north, and Gowanus Bay 

to the west (see Figure 3.2-1). 
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3.2.2.1 Land Use 

Development in the Study Area is a combination of transportation and utility, industrial and manufacturing, commercial, 

and parking uses (see Figure 3.2-2 and Table 3.2-1). Transportation and utility land uses comprise over 70 percent 

(approximately 118 acres) of the Study Area, including the Project Area, the Sims Facility on 29th Street and a vacant 

pier structure in Gowanus Bay to the south.  

Industrial, manufacturing, and commercial land uses are located across from the Project Area along 39th Street to the 

south and 2nd Avenue to the east. These land uses are all part of the redeveloped Industry City campus, which is a 

repurposed industrial area containing sixteen campus buildings, over 550 companies, and restaurants, retailers, and 

grocery stores catering to the approximately 7,500 employees throughout the campusô companies and residents of the 

surrounding area. Industry City also maintains private parking structures along 39th Street and 2nd Avenue immediately 

adjacent to the Project Area, but these parking structures are not located within the Project Area. 

Commercial and office building land uses are located in the southeast portion of the Study Area. The largest commercial 

entity is a wholesale grocery and retail store in the southeast corner of the 2nd Avenue and 37th Street intersection. 

Table 3.2-1 Overview of Land Uses in Study Area 

Land Use Category Acres Percent 

Commercial and Office Buildings 7.85 4.70% 

Industrial and Manufacturing 35.24 21.08% 

Transportation and Utility 117.89 70.53% 

Parking Facilities 6.17 3.69% 

Totals 167.15 100% 

 

3.2.2.2 Zoning 

Zoning in the Study Area is discussed below and depicted in Figure 3.2-3. The Study Area is located within a 

Manufacturing (M) zoning district. The majority of the Study Area, including the entirety of the Project Area, is located 

within a M3-1 district, which extends from 58th Street to the south to Hamilton Avenue to the north and contains the 

parcels along the Gowanus Bay waterfront. M3 zoning districts are designated for areas with heavy industries that 

generate noise, traffic, or pollutants. Typical uses include power plants, solid waste transfer facilities and recycling 

plants, and fuel supply depots. M3 zoning districts are usually located near the waterfront and buffered from residential 

areas. The Proposed Project's uses are permitted as-of-right in M3 districts. Within the Study Area, the M3-1 zoning 

district is buffered by a M1-2 zoning district before any residential zoning districts. Use groups allowed within M3 zoning 

districts are associated with retail and commercial (use groups 6 through 14), general service (use group 16), and 

manufacturing (use groups 17 and 18). The existing land uses in the Study Area, including the Project Area, Industry 

City, and the recycling facility, are consistent with these use groups. M3-1 zoning districts permit a FAR of 2.0. Parking 

requirements vary by use in M3-1 zoning districts (NYCDCP, 2022).  

A portion of a M1-2 zoning district is located in the southeast corner of the Study Area where there is a wholesale 

grocery and retail store. M1 zoning districts typically include light industrial uses, such as woodworking shops, repair 

shops, and wholesale service and storage facilities. In addition, offices, hotels, and most retail uses are permitted. 

Community facilities, such as hospitals, are permitted only by special permit, but houses of worship are allowed as-of-

right. Use groups allowed within M1 zoning districts include community facilities (use group 4), retail and commercial 

(use groups 5 through 14), general service (use group 16), and manufacturing (use group 17). The existing land uses 

within the M1-2 zoning district in the Study Area are consistent with these use groups. M1-2 zoning districts permit a 

FAR of 2.0. Parking requirements vary by use in M1-2 zoning districts (NYCDCP, 2022). 

The Study Area is located in the Southwest Brooklyn IBZ, which wraps from the Belt Parkway to the south, through the 

Sunset Park and Red Hook neighborhoods along the Gowanus Bay, and to Atlantic Avenue to the north. IBZs are 

geographic areas that serve as safe havens for manufacturing and industrial firms, under which the City of New York 

guarantees not to support the rezoning of properties to allow residential uses. IBZs are also comprised entirely of 
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manufacturing-zoned land (NYCEDC, 2013). The Southwest Brooklyn IBZ includes both the Project Area and the 

entirety of Industry City. 
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Figure 3.2-1 SBMT Project Area 
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Figure 3.2-2 Land Use 
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Figure 3.2-3 Zoning Districts 
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3.2.2.3 Waterfront Revitalization Program and Other Applicable Public Policies 

The public policy initiatives applicable to the Proposed Project are described below. 

3.2.2.3.1 State of New York 

3.2.2.3.1.1 The Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act and New York State Coastal 

Management Program 

New Yorkôs Coastal Management Program (CMP) manages the stateôs coastal resources under the federal Coastal 

Zone Management Act (CZMA). Article 42 of the New York State Executive Law, the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal 

Areas and Inland Waterways Act (WRCRA), mandated the creation of the New York State CMP to establish the 

boundaries of the Coastal Area within which the CMP is applied. The CMP contains 44 statewide policies to prevent 

the impairment of coastal resources and promote their beneficial use. Implemented by the NYSDOS, the CMP 

encourages coordination among all levels of government to promote sound waterfront planning and requires 

government agencies to consider the goals of the program in making land use decisions. The WRCRA offers local 

governments an opportunity to participate in the CMP on a voluntary basis; New York City is a participating municipality. 

Under the Act, localities prepare and adopt local waterfront revitalization programs (LWRPs) which implement the 

State's Program through the use of municipal ordinances and procedures such as zoning and site plan review. New 

York Cityôs Waterfront Revitalization Program is discussed below.  

3.2.2.3.1.2 2016 New York State Open Space Conservation Plan (NYSDEC 2016c) 

The Open Space Conservation Plan is a comprehensive statewide plan that describes current open space conservation 

goals, actions, tools, resources, and programs administered by state and federal agencies and conservation nonprofits. 

Its stated goals include protecting water quality, outdoor recreation, habitat, education, and scenic, historic, and cultural 

resources. 

The plan was developed by NYSDEC and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation in 

conjunction with Regional Advisory Committees and other state agencies. 

The plan identifies priority conservation projects for each of NYSDECôs nine administrative regions, and Kings County 

is within Region 2. Specifically, Project 14, Brooklyn/Queens East River Waterfront, addresses open spaces and 

proposed greenways along the 20-mile waterfront from the Brooklyn Army Terminal to the Astoria Power Station. Bush 

Terminal Piers Park to the south of the Project Area and The Grain Elevator Property in Red Hook to the north of the 

Project Area are specifically listed. Project 140, Statewide Small Projects, includes preserving waterway access. 

3.2.2.3.1.3 2015 New York State Energy Plan (New York State Energy Planning Board 2015, and updated in 

2020) 

The State Energy Plan serves as a roadmap to New Yorkôs energy policy, Reforming the Energy Vision. It is meant to 

guide the Stateôs efforts to advance new energy technologies, promote clean energy financing, and modernize energy 

infrastructure, including OSW, for a clean energy economy.  

The plan was adopted by the New York State Energy Planning Board and is guided by statutory requirements of Article 

6 of the Energy Law. An Amendment to the 2015 State Energy Plan was adopted on April 8, 2020. 

3.2.2.3.1.4 New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act 

The New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (Environmental Conservation Law [ECL] Ä 6-0107) 

establishes a policy to maximize the social, economic, and environmental benefits from public infrastructure 

development by minimizing the impacts associated with unnecessary sprawl. In accordance with the Act, state 

infrastructure agencies cannot approve, undertake, support, or finance a public infrastructure project, including 

providing grants, awards, loans, or assistance programs unless, to the extent practicable, the project is consistent with 

the Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Criteria specified in ECL Ä 6-0107. The chief executive officer of a state 

infrastructure agency must attest that the project meets the relevant smart growth criteria, to the extent practicable, by 

providing a written ñSmart Growth Impact Statement.ò If a project cannot meet these criteria, or compliance is 

considered to be impracticable, a detailed statement of justification should be provided in the Smart Growth Impact 

Statement. 
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3.2.2.3.2 City of New York 

3.2.2.3.2.1 OneNYC 2050 (OneNYC) 

OneNYC is the Cityôs comprehensive strategy and policy directive to address long-term challenges related to climate 

change, an evolving economy, and aging infrastructure. It is built on the 2007 PlaNYC (updated in 2011 and 2013). 

OneNYC focuses on environmental sustainability, economic equality, and social justice, and consists of 8 goals and 30 

initiatives that together comprise a strategy to prepare New York City for the future. 

3.2.2.3.2.2 New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program 

Proposed projects that are located within the designated boundaries of New York Cityôs Coastal Zone must be assessed 

for their consistency with the Cityôs Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP). The federal CZMA of 1972 was enacted 

to support and protect the distinctive character of the waterfront and to set forth standard policies for reviewing proposed 

development projects along coastlines. The program responded to city, state, and federal concerns about the 

deterioration and inappropriate use of the waterfront. In accordance with the CZMA, New York State adopted its own 

CMP, which provides for local implementation when a municipality adopts a LWRP, as is the case in New York City. The 

New York City WRP is the Cityôs principal coastal zone management tool. The WRP was originally adopted in 1982 and 

approved by the NYSDOS for inclusion in the New York State CMP. The WRP encourages coordination among all 

levels of government to promote sound waterfront planning and requires consideration of the programôs goals in making 

land use decisions. NYSDOS administers the program at the state level, and NYCDCP administers it in the City. The 

WRP was revised and approved by the City Council in October 1999. In August 2002, NYSDOS and federal authorities 

(i.e., the USACE and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) adopted the Cityôs 10 WRP policies for most of the properties 

located within its boundaries.  

In October 2013, the City Council approved revisions to the WRP to proactively advance the long-term goals laid out 

in Vision 2020: The New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan, released in 2011. The 2013 comprehensive update 

to WRP solidified New York Cityôs leadership in sustainability and climate resilience planning as one of the first major 

cities in the U.S. to incorporate climate change considerations into its Coastal Zone Management Program. They also 

promote a range of ecological objectives and strategies, facilitate interagency review of permitting to preserve and 

enhance maritime infrastructure, and support a thriving, sustainable working waterfront.  

In February 2016 the revised WRP was approved by the New York State Secretary of State; and with concurrence from 

the U.S. Secretary of Commerce, the revisions were incorporated into the New York State CMP. In June 2016 the City 

released an updated version of its guidance document, The New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program, reflecting 

the revised WRP and its more fine-grained set of policies that better address the Cityôs varied conditions. The most 

notable update is that the policies address the risk of climate change and sea level rise for the first time, by promoting 

the use of climate change projections in the planning and design of projects. Additional substantial policy changes 

include encouraging new opportunities for public access to the waterfront where appropriate and achievable, and 

improving interagency coordination to foster a clear, predictable development process.  

The Coastal Zone Boundary has been updated to reflect the most recent Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) from 2015. Three new special area designations have been 

created and mapped: Recognized Ecological Complexes, Priority Marine Activity Zones, and the West Shore 

Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area; and the two existing special designations (Significant Maritime and 

Industrial Areas and Special Natural Waterfront Areas) have been updated with new boundary lines and additional 

mapped areas. As the Project Area and Study Area are located within the Cityôs designated coastal zone, the Proposed 

Project must be assessed for its consistency with the 10 WRP policies. 

The Proposed Projectôs WRP consistency review is appended to the SBMT JPA. 

3.2.2.3.2.3 Vision 2020: New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan (Vision 2020) 

Vision 2020 was the Cityôs second comprehensive plan for the Cityôs waterfront, and together with OneNYC (described 

above), was a core component of the Cityôs Waterfront Vision and Enhancement Strategy. The Cityôs comprehensive 

waterfront plans are active for a 10-year period, and Vision 2020 was the guiding plan from 2011 to 2020. The New 

York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan (2021), which is the current comprehensive waterfront plan, is discussed 

below. Vision 2020 presented strategies for implementing many of the long-term goals of PlaNYC (now OneNYC) 

specific to the Cityôs waterfront. The Plan proposed to make the City more sustainable and resilient, and proposed 
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innovative stormwater management to improve the ecological health of the Cityôs waterbodies and the protection and 

restoration of wetlands, beaches, and other natural shorelines to better protect coastal neighborhoods from flooding 

and storm surges. Vision 2020 has the following goals: 

¶ Goal 1: Expand public access to the waterfront and waterways on public and private property for all New 

Yorkers and visitors alike.  

¶ Goal 2: Enliven the waterfront with a range of attractive uses integrated with adjacent upland communities. 

¶ Goal 3: Support economic development activity on the working waterfront. 

¶ Goal 4: Improve water quality through measures that benefit natural habitats, support public recreation, and 

enhance waterfront and upland communities. 

¶ Goal 5: Restore degraded natural waterfront areas and protect wetlands and shorefront habitats. 

¶ Goal 6: Enhance the public experience of the waterways that surround New Yorkðour Blue Network. 

¶ Goal 7: Improve governmental regulation, coordination, and oversight of the waterfront and waterways. 

¶ Goal 8: Identify and pursue strategies to increase the cityôs resilience to climate change and sea level rise. 

As discussed above regarding the WRP, the goals set out in Vision 2020 guide the WRP. In order to advance the long-

term goals laid out in Vision 2020, the City of New York revised the WRP. These changes were reviewed pursuant to 

the 197-a process set forth in the City Charter for community input and adoption, and received City Council approval in 

2013. These 2013 revisions to the WRP offer a mechanism to implement the goals of Vision 2020 in projects subject 

to WRP review. In addition, the WRP was approved by the New York State Secretary of State for inclusion in the Stateôs 

CMP in 2016. 

3.2.2.3.2.4 New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan (2021) 

The New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan is the Cityôs third and most recent comprehensive plan for the Cityôs 

waterfront and is a core component of the Cityôs Waterfront Vision and Enhancement Strategy. This plan follows Vision 

2020 as the new 10-year comprehensive waterfront plan. The NYC Comprehensive Waterfront Plan is organized 

around the following six topic areas, each with its own vision for NYCôs waterfront. Each topic area includes a set of 

goals to advance a vision for a more equitable, more resilient, and healthier waterfront: climate resiliency and 

adaptation, waterfront public access, economic opportunity, water quality and natural resources, ferries, and 

governance. Each goal is followed by strategies the City has identified that can achieve the specific goals. The goals 

relevant to the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.2.3.2.3 (Public Policies, Programs and Plans). 

3.2.2.3.2.5 Offshore Wind NYC: Equitable Opportunity for a Sustainable Future 

NYCEDC created Offshore Wind NYC to outline strategies using OSW to help fulfil New York Cityôs commitment to 

100-percent clean electricity by 2040 and carbon neutrality by 2050. The Proposed Project is identified as part of the 

broader plan of Offshore Wind NYC to invest over $191 million over 15 years across the following three strategies: 

1. Sites and infrastructure: Develop best in-class infrastructure that will support the construction and operation of 

12 GW of OSW. 

2. Business and workforce: Prepare local workers and businesses to seize upon the opportunities that will be 

created by infrastructure investments. 

3. Research and innovation: Promote innovation in OSW, to ensure that new technologies and approaches that 

advance the Cityôs vision for an equitable industry are created in New York City. 

3.2.2.3.2.6 One City: Built to Last 

Adopted in 2014, One City: Built to Last outlines the goals, policies, and programs to reduce New York Cityôs GHG 

emissions by 80 percent by 2050, which is the level the United Nations projects is needed to avoid the most dangerous 

impacts of climate change. In addition, One City: Built to Last charts a long-term course for a total transition away from 

fossil fuels to renewable sources of energy. Of the many goals outlined in the plan, the goal of NYC becoming a global 

hub for clean energy technology and innovation applies to the Proposed Project. As part of meeting this goal, the City 

has committed to exploring innovative technologies for New York City buildings.  
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3.2.2.3.2.7 Sunset Park 197-a Plan 

The Sunset Park 197-a Plan, called ñNew Connections/New Opportunities,ò was drafted by the Brooklyn Community 

Board 7 and adopted by the NYC City Council in December 2009. The plan focuses on the Sunset Park waterfront area 

between 65th Street to the south, 3rd Avenue to the east, and 15th Street to the north, and this area includes the Project 

Area. The plan sets forth a comprehensive framework for the revitalization of the Sunset Park waterfront as an 

economically viable and environmentally sustainable resource that is closely related to, and serves the needs of, 

adjacent upland communities. Of the five goals set out in the plan, the following goal would be addressed by the 

Proposed Project: promote industrial redevelopment and job creation in Sunset Park while retaining existing industrial 

jobs. 

3.2.2.3.2.8 A Greenway Plan for New York City (1993) 

A Greenway Plan for New York City presents the Cityôs vision for 350 miles of landscaped bicycle and pedestrian paths 

crisscrossing New York City. This plan was adopted in 1993 and signaled the start of a multi-year effort to create new 

public recreational opportunities, increase the mobility of cyclists, walkers, and joggers, and enrich the lives of all New 

Yorkers. As a part of this plan, a greenway was proposed along 2nd Avenue adjacent to the Project Area, but the 

greenway has not been implemented. The NYCDOT Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway Implementation Plan, which was 

designed to implement the Greenway Plan for New York City identified this section of greenway adjacent to the Project 

Area as the NYCDOT preferred route for greenway improvements through Sunset Park. 

3.2.3 Environmental Impacts 

The following section assesses the potential for both adverse impacts as well as beneficial impacts to land use and 

zoning as a result of the Future without Project condition and Future with Project condition. A detailed assessment of 

impacts to land use, zoning, and public policy is not appropriate for this Proposed Project since it would not result in a 

change in existing land use or zoning within the Study Area.  

3.2.3.1 Future without Project  

In the Future without Project condition, the Proposed Project would not occur. Current uses in the Project Area by the 

existing marine operator would continue, and the NYCDOT function at the site would be relocated to Red Hook 

Container Terminal in Red Hook, Brooklyn. Adjacent to the Project Area at SBMT, the EW 1 Projectôs underground 

cables and onshore substation would be constructed and then would operate. The land uses and zoning for the Project 

Area would remain unchanged. The existing uses in the Project Area would remain unchanged, resulting in continued 

underutilization of the site. See Section 1.3 (Project Description) for more information about the EW 1 Project. 

3.2.3.2 Future with Project 

The Proposed Project involves activities in two parts of the Project Area, the Upland Project Limits and Marine Dredging 

Project Limits (see Figure 3.2-1). The Proposed Project components within the Upland Project Limits would include 

demolition of existing structures and paving, excavation of fill in order to install support structures, and installation of 

new support structures, above-ground structures, utilities, paving, and the construction of an O&M base. These 

elements are described in detail in Section 1.3.1 (Upland Section). The Proposed Project components within the Marine 

Dredging Project Limits include dredging and dredged material management, replacement and strengthening of 

existing bulkheads, installation of new pile-supported and floating platforms (wharves), and installation of new fenders. 

These elements are described in detail in Section 1.3.2 (In-water Section). The EW 1 Projectôs underground cables 

and onshore substation would be located in the northeastern section of the SBMT site and adjacent to the northern 

boundary of the Project Area. 

The existing rail lines that are currently in use within the Project Area would continue to be operational during the 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project. The primary vehicle access points to the Project Area would be 

located at 29th Street to the north of the Project Area. A detailed description of the Proposed Project is provided in 

Section 1.3 (Project Description).  

The Proposed Project would be contained within the boundaries of the Project Area, such that the existing parking 

structures associated with Industry City, and accessible on the west side of 2nd Avenue and bordering the Project Area, 

would continue to be used by Industry City employees. All existing access from these parking lots to Industry City would 

be maintained. Parking associated with the Proposed Project would be located within the boundaries of the Project 

Area and would be accessible from the northern entrance on 29th Street. 
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3.2.3.2.1 Land Use 

Upon the Proposed Projectôs completion, the land uses within the Project Area would be as-of-right for M3 zoning 

districts. The Upland section of the Project Area would be organized into four areas for WTG component staging and 

assembly (see Section 1.3.1.1 [Wind Turbine Generator Component Staging and Assembly]). Crane pads would be 

installed on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò to facilitate the transfer of materials to and from marine vessels (see 

Section 1.3.1.4 [Crane Pads and Upland ñPierò Structural Improvements]). In addition, the Proposed Project would 

also include an O&M base consisting of 22,000 sf of office and support space, 3,000 sf of waiting area for employees 

deploying to off-shore work sites, and 35,000 sf of warehouse space (see Section 1.3.1.7 [Operations and Maintenance 

Base]). The existing transportation and utility land uses in the Project Area would be maintained. There would be no 

loss of existing parking adjacent to the Project Area along 39th Street and 2nd Avenue, and the existing access points 

to the Project Area would be maintained and enhanced on 29th Street.  

3.2.3.2.2 Zoning 

There would be no changes to existing zoning as a result of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Projectôs uses of the 

Project Area are allowed as-of-right under the existing M3-1 zoning district designation.  

3.2.3.2.3 Public Policies, Programs and Plans 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with all relevant and applicable public policies, programs and plans as 

summarized in Table 3.2-2. 

Table 3.2-2: Public Policies, Programs and Plan Compliance Summary 

Public Policy/Procedure Project Applicability 

2016 New York State Open 
Space Conservation Plan 

The Proposed Project would have no impact on Project 14, Brooklyn/Queens East River Waterfront, 
as the Proposed Project would have no impact on open spaces and roadway access where 
greenways could be constructed. In addition, the Proposed Project would support Project 140 by 
preserving existing waterway access near the Project Area.  

2015 New York State Energy 
Plan 

The Proposed Project supports the New York State Energy Plan by supporting new renewable 
energy options, specifically OSW, which is listed within the plan.  

New York State Smart Growth 
Public Infrastructure Policy 
Act 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the NYS Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy 
Act in that it would not cause unnecessary sprawl. 

OneNYC 2050  The Proposed Project would support the following strategy from the Livable Climate section of the 
plan: 

Strategy 20: Achieve carbon neutrality and 100 percent clean electricity. The Proposed Project would 
be a critical component of a larger OSW strategy to construct windfarms that produce clean 
electricity. 

NYC Waterfront Revitalization 
Program 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the WRP Policies, as detailed in the consistency 
documentation submitted with the SBMT JPA. 

Vision 2020: New York City 
Comprehensive Waterfront 
Plan (superseded by New 
York City Comprehensive 
Waterfront Plan, 2021) 

The Proposed Project directly supports the following goals from Vision 2020: 

Goal 2: Enliven the waterfront with a range of attractive uses integrated with adjacent upland 
communities. The Proposed Project would redevelop and revitalize a currently underutilized 
industrial area along the waterfront. The Proposed Project would be a critical part of the City and 
Stateôs growing and innovative OSW industry. These uses would integrate into the existing industrial, 
manufacturing, and commercial uses in Industry City, which is adjacent to the Project Area.  

Goal 3: Support economic development activity on the working waterfront. The Proposed Project 
would contribute to the growing industrial, manufacturing, and commercial growth in Sunset Park in 
the vicinity of Industry City.  
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Public Policy/Procedure Project Applicability 

New York City 
Comprehensive Waterfront 
Plan (2021) 

The Proposed Project directly supports the following strategies from the New York City 
Comprehensive Waterfront Plan: 

Goal 1: Advocate for a 21st century working waterfront by pivoting to green technology and 
environmentally sustainable practices. The Proposed Project would serve as a staging area and 
O&M base for the OSW industry, thereby supporting the achievement of New Yorkôs renewable 
energy mandates. 

Goal 3: Connect investments on the waterfront to employment and career advancement 
opportunities for New Yorkers. The Proposed Project would include 85 employees for weekday 
operations at this waterfront location and contribute to the growing industrial, manufacturing, and 
commercial growth in Sunset Park in the vicinity of Industry City.  

Goal 4: Advance categories of investments in waterfront areas that broadly support economic activity 
locally and throughout the region. The Proposed Projectôs 85 employees on site represents a 
beneficial impact to the local economy in Sunset Park anchored by Industry City.  

Offshore Wind NYC The Proposed Project is listed within Offshore Wind NYC and would contribute directly to the planôs 
goals of constructing OSW and promoting innovation in OSW. 

One City: Built to Last The Proposed Project would contribute to achieving the planôs goal of New York City becoming a 
global hub for clean energy technology and innovation. 

Sunset Park 197-a Plan The Proposed Project would support the following goal in the Sunset Park 197-a Plan: 

Goal 1: Promote industrial redevelopment and job creation in Sunset Park while retaining existing 
industrial jobs. The Proposed Project would redevelop a currently underutilized industrial space in 
Sunset Park.  

A Greenway Plan for New 
York City 

The Proposed Project would not impact the possible implementation of a greenway along 2nd Avenue 
if that project is proposed in the future. 

 

The Proposed Project would redevelop an underutilized waterfront space with existing transportation and utility land 

uses and zoned as M3 for heavy manufacturing. There is no existing public recreational access or views of the 

waterfront in the vicinity of the Project Area. The Proposed Project would be allowed as-of-right in the existing M3 

zoning district. The Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts to existing or planned land 

uses in the Study Area. The Proposed Project would be consistent with applicable zoning and public policies, 

including the Cityôs WRP. 

3.2.3.3 Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with existing or planned land use, zoning and public policies and would have 

no significant adverse impacts to existing or planned land uses within the Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Projectôs 

uses are permitted as-of-right in M3 districts. M3 zoning districts are designated for areas with heavy industries that 

generate noise, traffic, or pollutants. Typical uses include power plants, solid waste transfer facilities and recycling 

plants, and fuel supply depots. M3 zoning districts are usually located near the waterfront and buffered from residential 

areas. The existing NYCDOT function that would be relocated to the Red Hook Container Terminal, and the EW 1 

Projectôs underground cables and onshore substation that would be located on SBMT to the north of the Project Area 

would also be permitted as-of-right in M3 districts. The cumulative impact of the Proposed Project, in addition to the 

Future without Project condition projects, would result in a long-term moderate beneficial impact by redeveloping an 

underutilized industrial waterfront space and functioning as critical components of Citywide goals to develop renewable 

energy, including OSW, outlined in the New York City Comprehensive Waterfront Plan (2021) and Offshore Wind NYC 

plan. 

3.2.4 References 

City of New York. 2014. One City: Built to Last. Available online at: https://www1.nyc.gov/site/builttolast/the-plan/the-

plan.page. Accessed on February 14, 2022. 

City of New York. 2019. OneNYC 2050: Building a Strong and Fair City. Available online at: 
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3.3 Socioeconomic Conditions 

This section assesses the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the socioeconomic character of the area 

surrounding the Project Area in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual. The socioeconomic character of an area 

includes its population, housing, and economic activity. Changes may occur when a proposed project, either directly or 

indirectly and either positively or negatively, changes the socioeconomic character of the surrounding area. The 

objective of this analysis is to determine whether any changes created by the Proposed Project would have a significant 

adverse impact compared to what would happen under the Future without Project condition. 

In accordance with CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, this analysis considers whether the Proposed Project could 

result in significant adverse socioeconomic impacts due to: (1) direct displacement of residential population; (2) indirect 

displacement of residential population; (3) direct displacement of existing businesses; (4) indirect displacement of 

businesses; and (5) adverse impacts on a specific industry.  

This section also assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in environmental and health effects on 

minority and low-income populations (collectively EJ populations) within the Study Area. The analysis has been 

prepared to meet federal requirements described in Executive Order (EO) 12898ðFederal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 1994) and EO 13045 ï 

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, as well as requirements in the NYSDEC, 

Commissioner Policy-29 Environmental Justice and Permitting (CP-29). The assessment of potential impacts on EJ 

populations is in Section 3.3.5 (Environmental Justice). 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/community/197a-plans/bk7_sunset_park_197a.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/plans/vision-2020-cwp/vision-2020-cwp.page
https://www.waterfrontplan.nyc/
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-pluto-mappluto.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-pluto-mappluto.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-gis-zoning.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-gis-zoning.page
https://nycdotprojects.info/content/brooklyn-waterfront-greenway
https://edc.nyc/industry/industrial-and-manufacturing
https://edc.nyc/sites/default/files/2021-09/NYCEDC-Offshore-Wind-NYC-Plan.pdf
https://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/98720.html
https://energyplan.ny.gov/Plans/2015#:~:text=The%202015%20New%20York%20State,a%20dynamic%2C%20clean%20energy%20economy
https://energyplan.ny.gov/Plans/2015#:~:text=The%202015%20New%20York%20State,a%20dynamic%2C%20clean%20energy%20economy
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3.3.1 Socioeconomic Study Area 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the socioeconomic Study Area boundaries are similar to those of the land 

use Study Area (see Section 3.2 (Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy)). To be conservative, the following residential 

and business preliminary assessments were expanded to a 0.25-mile Study Area around the Project Area. As per 

CEQR methodology, the Study Area is adjusted to align with census tracts to form the socioeconomic Study Area. The 

northern section of the Study Area is located in the Red Hook neighborhood. In the portion of the Study Area to the 

east of Gowanus Bay, the northern boundary is along Hamilton Avenue and 3rd Avenue. To the east of the Project Area, 

the eastern boundary is 5th Avenue from 24th Street to 44th Street. To the south of the Project Area, the southern 

boundary is along 2nd Avenue and the Belt Parkway. The Gowanus Bay forms the western boundary of the Study Area. 

3.3.2 Methodology 

The assessment of potential significant adverse socioeconomic effects follows the methodology in the CEQR Technical 

Manual. As described above, under CEQR, the socioeconomic character of an area includes its population, housing, 

and economic activity. Although socioeconomic changes may not result in significant adverse effects under CEQR, they 

are disclosed if they would affect land use patterns, low-income populations, the availability of goods and services, or 

economic investment in a way that changes the socioeconomic character of the area. In some cases, these changes 

may be substantial but not adverse. In other cases, these changes may be good for some groups but bad for others. 

The objective of the CEQR analysis is to disclose whether any changes created by the Proposed Project would have 

a significant adverse effect compared with what would happen in the Future without Project condition. 

An assessment of socioeconomic conditions distinguishes between effects on the residents and businesses in an area 

and separates these effects into direct and indirect displacement for both of those segments. Direct displacement 

occurs when residents or businesses are involuntarily displaced from the actual site of the Proposed Project or sites 

directly affected by it.  

Indirect or secondary displacement occurs when residents, businesses, or employees are involuntarily displaced due 

to a change in socioeconomic conditions in the area caused by the proposed project. Examples include the 

displacement of lower-income residents who are forced to move due to rising rents caused by higher-income housing 

introduced by a proposed project. Unlike direct displacement, the specific occupants to be indirectly displaced are not 

known. Therefore, an assessment of indirect displacement usually identifies the size and type of groups of residents, 

businesses, or employees potentially affected. 

Some projects may affect the operation and viability of a specific industry not necessarily tied to a specific location. An 

example would be new regulations that prohibit or restrict the use of certain processes that are critical to certain 

industries. In these cases, the CEQR review process may involve an assessment of the economic effects of the 

Proposed Project on that specific industry. 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be conducted if a project may be 

reasonably expected to create socioeconomic changes in the area affected by the project that would not be expected 

to occur in the absence of the project. The following screening assessment considers threshold circumstances identified 

in the CEQR Technical Manual and enumerated below that can lead to socioeconomic changes warranting further 

assessment. 

1. Direct residential displacement: Would the Proposed Project directly displace residential population to the extent 

that the socioeconomic character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered? Displacement of less than 

500 residents would not typically be expected to alter the socioeconomic character of a neighborhood. For projects 

exceeding this threshold, assessments of the direct residential displacement, indirect residential displacement, 

and indirect business displacement are appropriate. 

2. Direct business displacement: Would the Proposed Project directly displace more than 100 employees, or would 

the Proposed Project directly displace a business that is unusually important because its products or services are 

uniquely dependent on its location, is the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted plans aimed at its 

preservation, or that serves a population uniquely dependent on its services in its present location? For projects 

exceeding the 100-employee threshold or if any of the other conditions are considered likely, assessments of direct 

business displacement and indirect business displacement are appropriate. 
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3. Indirect displacement due to increased rents: Would the Proposed Project result in substantial new development 

that is markedly different from existing uses, development, and activities within the neighborhood? Residential 

development of 200 units or less or commercial development of 200,000 sf or less would typically not result in 

significant socioeconomic impacts. For projects exceeding these thresholds, assessments of indirect residential 

displacement and indirect business displacement are appropriate. 

4. Indirect business displacement due to retail market saturation: Would the Proposed Project add to, or create, a 

retail concentration that may draw a substantial amount of sales from existing businesses within the Study Area to 

the extent that certain categories of business close and vacancies in the area increase, thus resulting in a potential 

for disinvestment on local retail streets. Projects resulting in a total of 200,000 sf or more of retail on a single 

development site or 200,000 sf or more of a region-serving retail across multiple sites may have the potential to 

draw a substantial amount of sales from existing businesses within the Study Area, resulting in indirect business 

displacement due to market saturation. For projects exceeding these thresholds, an assessment of the indirect 

business displacement due to market saturation is appropriate. 

5. Adverse impacts on specific industries: Is the Proposed Project expected to affect conditions within a specific 

industry? This could affect socioeconomic conditions if a substantial number of workers or residents depend on 

the goods or services provided by the affected businesses, or if the Proposed Project would result in the loss or 

substantial diminishment of a particularly important product or service within the City. 

Direct and indirect residential and business displacement analyses begin with a preliminary assessment. The objective 

of the preliminary assessment is to learn enough about the potential effects of the Proposed Project to either rule out 

the possibility of significant adverse impacts or determine that a more detailed analysis is warranted to fully determine 

the extent of the effects. The following preliminary assessment provides a description of the affected environment and 

Future without Project Condition and then assesses the potential impacts that the Proposed Project would have on 

socioeconomic conditions in the Study Area.  

3.3.3 Affected Environment 

The Project Area is currently used by a marine operator and a NYCDOT facility at SBMT. The private marine operator, 

Phoenix, functions on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò within the Project Area at SBMT. The marine operator at 

SBMT has a maximum of three employees on the solid fill ñpierò structures. NYCDOT maintains a facility that occupies 

a small section of the northeastern portion of the Project Area and an area north of the Project Area and includes a 

concrete crushing operation. The area north of the Project Area will be occupied by the EW 1 Projectôs underground 

cables and onshore substation. The NYCDOT function will move to the Red Hook Container Terminal prior to Proposed 

Project construction regardless of the Proposed Project. The Sims Facility is directly north of the Project Area and is an 

industrial facility accessed from 29th Street and the rail lines that cross through the eastern side of the Project Area. 

Immediately to the east and south of the Project Area is the redeveloped Industry City campus, which includes industrial, 

manufacturing, and commercial land uses. These land uses are all part of the redeveloped Industry City campus, which 

is a repurposed industrial area containing sixteen campus buildings, over 550 companies, and restaurants, retailers, 

and grocery stores catering to the approximately 7,500 employees throughout the campusô companies and residents 

of the surrounding area. Industry City also maintains private parking structures along 39th Street and 2nd Avenue 

immediately adjacent to the Project Area, but these parking structures are not located within the Project Area. 

Commercial and office building land uses are located in the southeast portion of the Study Area. The largest commercial 

entity is a wholesale grocery and retail store in the southeast corner of the 2nd Avenue and 37th Street intersection. 

Interstate 278 and 3rd Avenue run parallel to each other to the east of the Project Area and mark the transition from the 

industrial, manufacturing, and commercial land uses surrounding the Project Area from Sunset Parkôs residential 

neighborhoods to the east. 

General information about residential and business conditions within the Study Area is provided below. 
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3.3.3.1 General Residential Conditions within the Study Area 

As shown in Table 3.3-1, in 20193 the estimated residential population within one-quarter mile of the Project Area was 

approximately 16,447 persons. This represents a slight decline of just over three percent between 2010 and 2019 but 

remains over 14 percent greater from 2000 decennial census estimates. The estimated number of housing units within 

one-quarter mile of the Proposed Project in 2019 was 5,522 units. This represents a slight decrease of roughly two 

percent from 2010 estimates but remains over 33 percent greater than 2000 estimates.  

The total persons within the Study Area represents approximately 0.64 percent of the population of Brooklyn and 0.2 

percent of the population of New York City. The number of housing units within the Study Area represents approximately 

0.53 percent of the total number of housing units in Brooklyn and 0.16 percent of the total number in New York City.  

Table 3.3-1 Residential Population and Occupied Housing Units within 0.25 miles of Project Area 

Category 2000 2010 2019 Difference 

(2010-2019) 

Percent Change 

(2010-2019) 

Residential Population 14,348 16,996 16,447 -549 -3.23% 

Occupied Housing Units 4,125 5,630 5,522 -108 -1.92% 

Sources: 
Residential Population: US Census Bureau, 2000, 2010 Census; ACS 2019 estimates. 
Housing units: US Census Bureau, 2000, ACS 2010, 2019 estimates. 
Study Area is selected Census Tract(s) within 0.25 miles of the Project Area: Year 2000: Census Tracts 2, 18, 55, 82, 84, 101; Year 
2010 and 2019 Census Tracts 2, 18, 53, 82, 84, 101. All tracts are within Kings County (Brooklyn), New York 

As shown in Table 3.3-2, in 2019, the estimated total number of households within one-quarter mile of the project site 

was approximately 4,087. This represents a slight decline of less than one percent between 2010 and 2019 but remains 

over 25 percent greater than 2000 decennial estimates. Median household income within one-quarter mile of the 

Proposed Project in 2019 was $56,080. This represents an increase of over roughly six percent from 2010 estimates, 

and 84 percent increase from 2000 estimates. Median Household income within the Study Area is roughly seven 

percent less than Brooklyn and 13 percent less than New York City.  

Table 3.3-2 Household and Income Characteristics within 0.25 miles of Project Area 

Category 2000 2010 2019 Difference 

(2010-2019) 

Percent Change 

(2010-2019) 

Total Number of Households 4,087 5,165 5,126 -39 -0.76% 

Median Household Income  $30,421   $52,681   $56,080  $3,399 6.45% 

Source: Households: US Census Bureau, 2000, ACS 2010, 2019 estimates.  
Median Household Income: US Census Bureau, 2000, ACS 2010, 2019 estimates. 
Study Area is selected Census Tract(s) within 0.25 miles of the Project Area: Year 2000: Census Tracts 2, 18, 55, 82, 84, 101; Year 
2010, 2019 Census Tracts 2, 18, 53, 82, 84, 101. All tracts are within Kings County (Brooklyn), New York 
Median Household Income is measured as the median of all selected Census Tracts within 0.25 of the Project Area.  

3.3.3.2 General Business Conditions within the Study Area 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, as of 2019, there were an estimated 7,463 persons employed within one-quarter mile of the 

Project Area. This represents a decline of roughly three percent between 2010 and 2019 but remains over 55 percent 

greater than 2000 estimates. The two sectors with the largest employment within the study area are: 1) Educational, 

health and social services; and 2) Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services. These two 

sectors make up roughly 38 percent of the total employment within the Study Area. They are also the two largest sectors 

of employment in both Brooklyn and New York City.  

The fastest growing employment sector within the Study Area is Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 

and waste management services, which has grown roughly 48 percent since 2010. The Educational, health and social 

services sector, decreased by approximately two percent since 2010.  

 
3 US Census Bureau, 2019 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates are used to measure the most recent socioeconomic 

conditions. Decennial 2020 census data is in the process of being released to the public and the data is not yet available.  
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Table 3.3-3 Private Employment within in 0.25 miles of Project Area 

Type of Job by NAICS Sector 2000 2010 2019 Difference 

(2010-2019) 

Percent 
Change 

(2010-2019) 

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 4,797 7,723 7,463 -260 -3.37% 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 
mining 

14 27 16 -11 -40.74% 

Construction 244 827 513 -314 -37.97% 

Manufacturing 634 660 545 -115 -17.42% 

Wholesale trade 252 316 201 -115 -36.39% 

Retail trade 678 941 632 -309 -32.84% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 264 469 289 -180 -38.38% 

Information 130 312 444 132 42.31% 

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and 
leasing 

377 371 432 61 16.44% 

Professional, scientific, management, 
administrative, and waste management services 

411 644 955 311 48.29% 

Educational, health and social services 794 1,533 1,508 -25 -1.63% 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation 
and food services 

495 1,022 1,349 327 32.00% 

Other services (except public administration) 311 317 377 60 18.93% 

Public administration 193 284 202 -82 -28.87% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000, ACS 2010, 2019 estimates.  
Study Area is selected Census Tract(s) within 0.25 miles of the Project Area: Year 2000: Census Tracts 2, 18, 55, 82, 84, 101; Year 
2010, 2019 Census Tracts 2, 18, 53, 82, 84, 101. All tracts are within Kings County (Brooklyn), New York 

3.3.4 Environmental Impacts 

3.3.4.1 Future without Project 

In the Future without Project condition, the Proposed Project would not occur. Current uses in the Project Area by the 

existing marine operator would continue, and the NYCDOT function at the site would be relocated to Red Hook 

Container Terminal in Red Hook, Brooklyn. Adjacent to the Project Area at SBMT, the EW 1 Projectôs underground 

cables and onshore substation would be constructed and then would operate. The Project Area would remain 

unchanged, resulting in continued underutilization of the site. The existing residences and businesses in the Study Area 

would remain unchanged. See Section 1.3 (Project Description) for more information about the EW 1 Project. 

3.3.4.2 Future with Project 

As discussed in Section 1.1 (Introduction), the Proposed Project is an essential part of the Cityôs Offshore Wind NYC 

plan, which outlines a 15-year strategy to invest $191 million in the Cityôs OSW industry, create over 13,000 jobs, 

generate $1.3 billion in average annual investment, and direct 40 percent of job and investment benefits toward women, 

minorities, and EJ communities. The Proposed Project is an essential part of this broader plan for the OSW industry. In 

the near term, the Proposed Project will be used to support Empireôs EW 1 Project, and it is expected to support different 

OSW developers and projects in the future. The OSW industry is growing in the City and State, so there would be no 

market saturation in Sunset Park, Brooklyn, or the City. 

The Proposed Project would include demolition of existing structures and paving, excavation of fill in order to install 

support structures, and installation of new support structures, above-ground structures, utilities, paving, and the 

construction of an O&M base. The proposed improvements would allow the staging, pre-assembly and transfer of 

materials used in OSW projects; and will provide access to marine vessels and ground transport. These elements are 

described in detail in Section 1.3.1 (Upland Section).  
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There would be approximately 85 employees at SBMT during operations as a result of the Proposed Project, including 

staging, pre-assembly and transfer of WTG components. Roughly 20 percent of these 85 employees would be in the 

Construction Sector. The remaining 80 percent would be in the Professional Services Sector, which as noted above is 

the fastest growing employment sector in the Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Project would construct a new O&M 

base that would consist of a 60,000-sf building containing approximately 22,000 sf of office and support space, 

approximately 3,000 sqft of waiting area for employees deploying to off-shore work sites, and approximately 35,000 sf 

of warehouse facilities and associated utility space. The proposed O&M base would be used to operate the OSW 

facilities. To prepare the SBMT site, the Proposed Project would demolish approximately 400,000 sf of existing 

structures in the Project Area, including three sheds, the Graffiti Building, and the Tower Building and Scale House. 

These structures are used as warehouses and storage. The Proposed Project would not be a commercial operation, 

and SBMT would have industrial uses. 

The existing marine operator, Phoenix, uses the existing 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò for its operations. Phoenix 

has a maximum of three employees at SBMT. The Proposed Project would displace the marine operator because the 

Proposed Project would redevelop the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiers.ò Due to the size of the marine operator and 

the prevalence of similar areas to SBMT along the industrial waterfront in Sunset Park and Red Hook, the marine 

operator is not uniquely dependent on the Project Area, and it would be able to relocate to a nearby location. The 

NYCDOT function in SBMT would relocate to the Red Hook Container Terminal regardless of the Proposed Project, so 

it would not be considered a displacement. 

The Proposed Project would be located within the Project Area and have no direct impact on Industry City, which 

borders the Project Area to the east and south. The specialized industrial uses of SBMT for the OSW industry would 

not compete with the manufacturing, commercial and retail uses amongst the 550 companies in the Industry City 

campus. 

3.3.4.3 Conclusion 

As discussed in Section 3.3.2 (Methodology), a socioeconomic assessment should be conducted if a project may be 

reasonably expected to create socioeconomic changes in the area affected by the project that would not be expected 

to occur in the absence of the project. The subsequent preliminary assessment considered the following five thresholds 

identified in the CEQR Technical Manual that can lead to socioeconomic changes warranting further assessment. 

Based on the assessment of the Proposed Project in relationship to direct and indirect residential and business 

displacement and potential adverse impacts on specific industries, the Proposed Project was assessed according to 

the following thresholds. The Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic 

conditions. 

1. Direct residential displacement: The Proposed Project would be constructed on the SBMT site, which is an 

industrial waterfront area in a M3-1 manufacturing zoning district. There are no residents located in the Project 

Area, and the Study Area is characterized by industrial, manufacturing, and commercial land uses. The Proposed 

Project uses would be permitted as-of-right for the M3-1 zoning district. The residential neighborhoods within the 

Study Area are located approximately 0.20 miles to the east of the Project Area and to the east of 3rd Avenue and 

Interstate 278. The Proposed Project would not directly displace any residents. The Proposed Project would 

have no significant adverse impacts related to direct residential displacement. 

2. Direct business displacement: There is a marine operator and a NYCDOT function at SBMT. The NYCDOT function 

will move to the Red Hook Container Terminal in the Red Hook neighborhood in Brooklyn prior to Proposed Project 

construction regardless of the Proposed Project. The marine operator is not uniquely dependent on SBMT and 

would move to a nearby location in the future with the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would displace far 

fewer than 100 employees, and the displaced marine operator is not uniquely dependent on SBMT and would be 

able to relocate nearby. The Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts related to direct 

business displacement. 

3. Indirect displacement due to increased rents: The Proposed Project is located in a neighborhood characterized by 

industrial, manufacturing, and commercial land uses. The Project Area is located in a M3-1 zoning district and the 

Proposed Projectôs use would be permitted as-of-right for M3-1 zoning districts. In addition, the Proposed Project 

would not generate a residential development or commercial development. Because the Proposed Project would 



 
 Environmental Analysis  

of the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal  
 Port Infrastructure Improvement Project  

 

 

 
October 2022 
   
 45 

 

be permitted as-of-right in M3-1 zoning districts. The Proposed Project would have no significant adverse 

impacts related to indirect displacement due to increased rents. 

4. Indirect business displacement due to retail market saturation: The purpose of the Proposed Project is to upgrade 

SBMT to enable it to serve as a staging facility and O&M base for the OSW industry. As described above, the City 

and State have outlined a 15-year strategy to grow the OSW industry, and the Proposed Project would be an 

essential part of that strategy. The Proposed Project is not a retail project and would not add to or create a retail 

concentration in the Study Area. In addition, the Proposed Project would not generate retail on a single 

development site or region-serving retail across multiple sites. The Proposed Project would have no significant 

adverse impacts related to indirect business displacement due to retail market or any other market 

saturation.  

5. Adverse impacts on specific industries: The Proposed Project would redevelop an underutilized industrial 

waterfront space. The Proposed Project would displace a marine operator, which has three employees at SBMT. 

This marine operator is not uniquely dependent on the Project Area, and it would be able to relocate nearby. 

Therefore, a substantial number of workers or residents do not depend on the services provided by the displaced 

marine operator, and its displacement to a nearby location would not result in the loss or substantial diminishment 

of a particularly important product or service within the City. The Proposed Project would have no significant 

adverse impacts on specific industries.  

3.3.5 Environmental Justice 

As discussed above, this section assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in environmental and health 

effects on EJ populations within the Study Area. The analysis has been prepared to meet federal requirements 

described in EO 12898ðFederal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 

Populations (February 1994) and EO 13045 ï Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks 

as well as requirements in the NYSDEC, CP-29 Environmental Justice and Permitting (CP-29).  

3.3.5.1 Regulatory Context 

The need for performing an EJ analysis is related to the establishment of EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 16, 1994)4 and EO 13045 ï 

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  

The purpose of EO 12898 legislation is ñto focus federal attention on the environmental and human health effects of 

federal actions on minority and low-income populations with a goal of achieving environmental protection for all 

communities.ò5 EO 12898 also requires agencies to provide opportunities for minority and low-income populations to 

participate in the decision-making process. EO 13045 legislation protects the environmental health risks or safety risks 

that are attributable to products or substances that a child may ingest, such as food, drinking water, recreational waters, 

soil, or products to which they may be exposed.  

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), established by NEPA is the federal agency responsible for oversight of 

the federal governmentôs compliance with EO 12898. CEQ requires agencies to identify and address, 

ñdisproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 

minority and low-income populations.ò6 CEQ guidance for evaluating the effects of the Proposed Project on EJ 

populations includes identifying minority and low-income populations in the Study Area and determining if there is a 

disproportionately high adverse effect on minority and low-income populations.  

NYSDEC has developed their own policies for incorporating EJ concerns into the environmental review. NYSDECôs EJ 

policy is provided in CP-29 Environmental Justice and Permitting (CP-29). CP-29 was issued on March 19, 2003, to 

address EJ concerns and ensure community participation in the NYSDEC environmental permit review process and 

the NYSDECôs application of SEQR. CP-29 is intended to encourage meaningful public participation by minority or low-

 
4 The CEQôs Environmental Justice Guidance under the NEPA (1977) is the guiding documentation for the assessment of EJ impacts 

under NEPA. 
5 https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-executive-order-12898-federal-actions-address-environmental-justice 
6 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-02/documents/ej_guidance_nepa_ceq1297.pdf 
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income communities in the environmental review process and to assist NYSDEC in addressing any disproportionate 

adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities. 

3.3.5.2 Environmental Justice Study Area 

The EJ Study Area boundaries are similar to those of the socioeconomic Study Area (see Section 3.3.1 (Socioeconomic 

Study Area), but the EJ Study Area is formed along block groups as opposed to census tracts. The EJ Study Area is 

adjusted to align with the block groups that intersect the 0.25-mile Study Area around the Project Area. The EJ Study 

Area is adjusted with the block groups wholly or partially within 0.25 miles of the Project Area. Eight Block Groups were 

identified and are listed below. All are Block Groups within Kings County. 

¶ Census Tract 2, Block Group 1 

¶ Census Tract 18, Block Group 1 

¶ Census Tract 53, Block Group 2 

¶ Census Tract 82, Block Group 3 

¶ Census Tract 84, Block Group 2 

¶ Census Tract 84, Block Group 3 

¶ Census Tract 101, Block Group 2 

¶ Census Tract 101, Block Group 3 

The northern section of the EJ Study Area is located in the Red Hook neighborhood. In the portion of the EJ Study Area 

to the east of Gowanus Bay, the northern boundary is along Hamilton Avenue and 3rd Avenue. To the east of the Project 

Area, the eastern boundary is approximately 4th and 5th Avenues from 24th Street to 43rd Street. To the south of the 

Project Area, the southern boundary is along 2nd and 3rd Avenues and 58th Street. The Gowanus Bay forms the western 

boundary of the EJ Study Area. 

3.3.5.3 Methodology 

The EJ analysis includes the following steps based on CEQ and CP-29 guidance:  

 Identify potential adverse environmental impacts and area to be affected; 

 Compile race and ethnicity and poverty status data for the study area and identify minority and low-income 

communities; 

 Determine whether potential adverse environmental impacts are likely to affect a potential EJ area; and 

 Determine if the Proposed Projectsô potential significant adverse effects on minority and low-income 

communities relative to the overall effects are disproportionate and therefore disproportionately high and 

adverse. 

3.3.5.4 Environmental Justice Populations in the Study Area 

Data from the U.S. Census Bureau were used to identify minority and low-income residents within the Study Area. Data 

was reviewed to determine the percentage of minority and low-income populations within the Study Area. US Census 

Bureau, 2019 ACS five-year estimates were used in this assessment. Decennial 2020 census data is in the process of 

being released to the public and the data is not yet available consistently for all census topics and geographic 

boundaries. These ACS five-year estimates were also used above in Section 3.3.3 (Affected Environment). 

CP-29 defines EJ as the fair and meaningful treatment of all people, regardless of race, income, national origin or color, 

with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. 

Ensuring EJ calls for assessing whether the direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Project would be 

disproportionately high and adverse to EJ populations. A disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and 

low-income populations is defined by CP-29 as ñan adverse effect that: 

¶ Is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or 
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¶ Will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more severe or 

greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-

income population.ò 

CP-29 guidance defines minority populations to include Hispanic, African-American or Black, Asian and Pacific Islander 

or American Indian races. This analysis also includes minority races that identify as other race or two or more races. 

Minority communities are defined as a census block group, or contiguous area with multiple census block groups, 

having a minority population equal to or greater than 51.10 percent of the total population. This analysis considers any 

census block with a minority population that exceeds 51.10 percent to be a minority community.  

A low-income population is a population having an annual income that is less than the poverty threshold. A low-income 

community is defined as a census block group, or contiguous area with multiple census block groups, having a low-

income population equal to or greater than 23.59 percent of the total population of such block group or groups7. For 

this study, the ACS 2014 -2019 5-Year Estimates reports a 20.00 percent poverty rate for Kings County. Therefore, this 

analysis considers any census block group with a low-income percentage that is greater than in Kings County (exceeds 

20.00 percent) a low-income community.  

The EJ Study Area meets NYSDECôs definition of a minority community. The EJ Study Area has a total population of 

10,623 persons, of which approximately 55.50 percent is minority, as shown in Table 3.3-4. Persons whose race is 

identified as ñOther8ò represent the largest minority group, comprising approximately 36.30 percent of the Study Area. 

The percent minority population of the EJ Study Area is less than that of Kings County (56.30 percent) and New York 

City (57.30 percent).  

The EJ Study Area does not meet NYSDECôs definition of a low-income community. As shown in Table 3.3-4, 

approximately 19 percent of the residents in the EJ Study Area live below the poverty level; compared to approximately 

20 percent in Kings County; and roughly 18 percent in New York City. All three geographies are below the CP-29 

threshold of 23.59 percent. The low-income population is spread relatively evenly across the eight block groups that 

comprise the EJ Study Area.  

 
7 The federal poverty level and urban/rural designations for census block groups are established by the U.S. Census Bureau. The 

thresholds are determined by a statistical analysis of the 2014-2019 ACS data, which is the most recent data available as of the time 

of the analysis in 2020.  
8 Other could mean American Indian and Alaska Native alone, not Hispanic or Latino); Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 

alone, not Hispanic or Latino; Some other race alone, not Hispanic or Latino 



 
 Environmental Analysis  

of the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal  
 Port Infrastructure Improvement Project  

  

 

 
October 2022   
 48 

 

Table 3.3-4 Study Area 2019 Population and Economic Characteristics within one-quarter mile of Project Area 

Area 

Total 

Population 

Population 

White 

% 

Population 

White 

Population 

Black 

% 

Population 

Black 

Population 

Asian 

% 

Population 

Asian 

Population 

Other 

% 

Population 

Other 

Population 

Hispanic 

% 

Population 

Hispanic 

Percent 

Minority 

Individuals 

Below 

Poverty 

Level 

% Below 

Poverty 

Level 

Census Tract 2, 
Block Group 1 

1,167 650 55.7% 37 3.2% 58 5.0% 422 36.2% 908 77.8% 44.3% 355 30.41% 

Census Tract 18, 
Block Group 1 

1897 709 37.4% 840 44.3% 57 3.0% 291 15.3% 712 37.5% 62.6% 0 0% 

Census Tract 53, 
Block Group 2 

968 571 59.0% 214 22.1% 32 3.3% 151 15.6% 224 23.1% 41.0% 240 24.79% 

Census Tract 82, 
Block Group 3 

1232 333 27.0% 71 5.8% 51 4.1% 777 63.1% 992 80.5% 73.0% 368 29.87% 

Census Tract 84, 
Block Group 2 

1863 1009 54.2% 53 2.8% 181 9.7% 620 33.3% 1364 73.2% 45.8% 324 17.39% 

Census Tract 84, 
Block Group 3 

822 309 37.6% 67 8.2% 20 2.4% 426 51.8% 690 83.9% 62.4% 143 17.39% 

Census Tract 101, 
Block Group 2 

1430 730 51.0% 51 3.6% 120 8.4% 529 37.0% 757 52.9% 49.0% 143 10.00% 

Census Tract 101, 
Block Group 3 

1244 412 33.1% 47 3.8% 147 11.8% 638 51.3% 775 62.3% 66.9% 448 36.01% 

Study Area Total 10,623 4,723 44.5% 1,380 13.0% 666 6.3% 3,854 36.3% 6,422 60.5% 55.5% 2,021 19.02% 

Kings County 2,589,974 1,132,426 43.7% 833,683 32.2% 307,081 11.9% 316,784 12.2% 493,232 19.0% 56.3% 511,631 20.00% 

New York City 8,419,316 3,597,217 42.7% 2,046,877 24.3% 1,186,608 14.1% 1,588,614 18.9% 2,447,862 29.1% 57.3% 1,485,784 17.90% 

Sources: US Census Bureau, ACS 2014-2019 5-year estimates. Poverty level is defined by The U.S. Census Bureau.  

Minority population means a population that is identified or recognized by the U.S. Census Bureau The racial and ethnic categories provided are further defined as: White (White alone, not Hispanic 

or Latino); Black (Black or African American alone, not Hispanic or Latino); Asian (Asian alone, not Hispanic or Latino); Other (American Indian and Alaska Native alone, not Hispanic or Latino); 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, not Hispanic or Latino; Some other race alone, not Hispanic or Latino; Two or more races, not Hispanic or Latino). Persons of Hispanic origin may 

be of any race). 
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3.3.5.5 Analysis of Potential for Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects 

The EJ Study Area included eight census block groups with a total population of 10,623. The EJ Study Area is largely 

industrial, commercial, and manufacturing land uses, but includes residential areas mostly between 3rd and 4th Avenues. 

Of the eight census block groups in the EJ Study Area, four are considered to be minority areas. Each of these four 

census blocks have minority populations above 51.10 percent. The minority percentages for these four census blocks 

range from 73 percent to 62.90 percent. Overall, the minority percentage for the EJ Study Area is 55.50 percent. 

Comparatively, the minority percentage rate for Kings County is 56.30 percent and 57.30 percent for New York City, as 

shown in Table 3.3-4.  

Of the eight census block groups in the EJ Study Area, four are considered low-income areas. Most of the low-income 

areas are also minority block groups. The low-income percentages range from 36.01 percent to 24.10 percent. Overall, 

19.02 percent of the population live below the poverty line in EJ Study Area. Comparatively, 20 percent of the population 

of Kings County lives below the poverty line and 17.90 percent live below the poverty line in Manhattan.  

The Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts in any of the impact analysis areas discussed in 

this Environmental Analysis. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any disproportionately high and 

adverse effects on minority and low-income populations. The Proposed Project would be in compliance with 

all applicable state regulations related to environmental justice. Therefore, there are no EJ concerns expected 

with the Proposed Project. 

3.3.5.6 Public Outreach to Environmental Justice Populations 

In accordance with EO 12898, Federal agencies must work to ensure effective public participation and access to 

information. Similarly, CEQ guidance states that: ñAgencies should assure meaningful community representation in the 

public participation process. Agencies should be aware of the diverse constituencies within any particular community 

when they seek community representation and should endeavour to have complete representation of the community 

as a whole.ò Additionally, CP-29 requires public participation throughout the environmental permit review process. A 

public participation plan will be developed and submitted for review to NYSDEC, in conjunction with the permit 

application. The following public outreach activities for the Proposed Project have been conducted to date: 

¶ Project brochure distribution at local libraries and selected organizations to alert the community about the 

Proposed Project and EW 1 Project. Spanish and Chinese brochures are available for distribution at workshops; 

¶ Recurring bi-weekly meetings with local partner UPROSE, maintaining Climate Justice and responsible 

development at the forefront. The NYC Environmental Justice Alliance is a partner and collaborator; 

¶ Ongoing discussions with City officials to create local jobs, opportunities, and accessibility for unconventional 

employees; 

¶ Quarterly meetings with the Sunset Park Taskforce committee, extending outreach to local businesses, 

residents, and organizations to present and seek feedback on various aspects of the Proposed Project; 

¶ Work with Southwest Brooklyn Industrial Development Corporation and the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce to 

collaborate with and explore opportunities for local businesses/manufacturers as part of the OSW supply chain; 

¶ Recurring engagements with maritime users and environmental groups; and  

¶ Work to establish various local community benefits, including: 

 Community Learning Center ï to be housed within Empireôs Brooklyn project office as a way to enhance 

local reach and facilitate access for non-English speakers and ESL populations;  

 Capacity Building Program specifically tailored to support Minority and Women Owned Business 

Enterprises in the OSW industry; and 

 Ecosystem Fund ï fund strategy being developed with the community, including Sunset Park and 

surrounding neighborhoods.  

3.3.5.7 Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts  

Beneficial indirect effects to socioeconomic conditions as a result of the Proposed Project are anticipated, due to its 

anticipated support of the EW 1 Project and the broader Offshore Wind NYC Pan. The EW 1 Project would provide 

economic benefits to Sunset Park, the City, and the State through direct, indirect, and induced job creation, 
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infrastructure investment, supply chain development, benefits to ratepayers, and cost savings through emissions 

reductions. The Proposed Project is part of the Cityôs broader goal stated in the Offshore Wind NYC plan of ensuring 

40 percent of job and investment benefits are directed toward women, minorities, and environmental justice 

communities. Therefore, there would be beneficial indirect effects to environmental justice communities resulting from 

the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would displace a small marine operator business, Phoenix, that uses the solid fill ñpierò structures 

within the Project Area. Phoenix has a maximum of three employees at SBMT. This marine operator is not uniquely 

dependent on SBMT, and would relocate to a nearby location. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have a 

significant adverse impact on businesses. In addition, the Proposed Project would not displace residents. The Proposed 

Project would include approximately 85 employees at SBMT for O&M activities. The Proposed Project and the EW 1 

Project would provide economic benefits to Sunset Park, the City, and the State through direct, indirect, and induced 

job creation, infrastructure investment, supply chain development, benefits to utility ratepayers, and cost savings 

through emissions reductions. In 2019, NYSERDA released its report on its Phase 1 award projects (NYSERDA, 2019). 

Together, the two Phase 1 award projects, including the EW 1 Project, are anticipated to provide a combined economic 

benefit to the State of $3.2 billion in private investment in labor, supplies, development, and manufacturing throughout 

the State. They are expected to provide more than $85 million in investments in long-term port facilities, related 

infrastructure, and new technologies, and contribute $20 million in combined public and private investments for a new 

Offshore Wind Training Institute. The Phase 1 award projects would also create $3 million in combined public and 

private investments for a Community and Workforce Benefits Fund that would connect communities in the State with 

job opportunities in the OSW industry, particularly the Stateôs low-income and environmental justice communities 

(NYSERDA, 2018). NYSERDA estimates that approximately 300 long-term O&M jobs in the State would result from 

the two Phase 1 projects, including the EW 1 Project. 

The development of the EW 1 Project would confer additional economic benefits on the State by reducing production 

costs and emissions, which would provide additional value to New York ratepayers. Production cost and emissions 

reduction benefits are expected to result from reducing reliance on thermal energy generation. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project, in addition to the Future without Project Condition projects, would result in a long-term major beneficial impact 

to socioeconomic conditions. 

3.4 Community Facilities and Services 

The CEQR Technical Manual defines community facilities as public or publicly funded facilities, such as schools, 

hospitals, libraries, day care facilities, and fire and police protection. This analysis examines potential impacts on 

existing facilities and services that the City provides to the community. 

3.4.1 Introduction  

An analysis of community facilities to examine the impact a proposed project would have on the provision of services 

provided by public or publicly funded community facilities is recommended if an increase in local population is 

anticipated that might impact community facility service delivery or if the Proposed Project physically alters or displaces 

a community facility. The thresholds for a detailed analysis on community facilities are listed in Table 3.4-1. 
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Table 3.4-1 Community Facility Thresholds for Detailed Analysis 

Public schools Libraries Early childhood centers 

(publicly funded) 

Fire and Police Services 

and Health Care Facilities 

More than 50 
elementary/intermediate school 
or 150 high school students 

Greater than 5 percent 
increase in the ratio of 
dwelling units to libraries in 
the borough 

20 or more eligible children 
under age 5 based on # of 
low or low/moderate in- come 
residential units OR Direct 
Effect 

Introduction of a sizeable 
new neighborhood where 
none existed before 

Note: Hunterôs Point South is cited in the CEQR Technical Manual as an example Project that would introduce a sizeable new 
neighborhood where none existed before. The Hunterôs Point South project would introduce approximately 5,000 new dwelling units 
to the Hunterôs Point South waterfront in Long Island City 

3.4.2 Screening Assessment 

3.4.2.1 Police and Fire Services 

The preliminary analysis threshold for a police and fire services assessment is met if the proposed project would lead 

to a direct impact on police and fire services within the study area. Impacts are generally considered when a project 

that affects the physical operation of, or access to and from, a police or fire facility.  

The New York City Police Department (NYPD) routinely reviews staffing levels at each precinct to meet operational 

requirements and maintain adequate coverage. The Project Area is located within the 72nd Police Precinct. The 72nd 

Precinct Police Service Station is located at 830 4th Avenue, approximately one-half mile east of the Project Area. In 

addition, the NYPD Harbor Unit (also referred to as ñHarbor Charlieò) is located approximately 1.25 miles southwest of 

the Project Area and services the waterfront area, including the Project Area. 

The FDNY similarly evaluates the need for changes in personnel, equipment or locations of fire stations and makes 

those changes independent of particular proposed projects. The Project Area is served by Engine 228 located at 436 

39th Street, approximately one-half mile east of the site; and Engine 201/Ladder 114/Battalion 40 located at 5113 4th 

Avenue, approximately one mile southeast of the Project Area. Additionally, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Station 

40 operated by FDNY is located at 5011 7th Avenue, approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the Project Area. The FDNY 

also utilizes marine operations units that operate along the New York City waterfront. Although the FDNY Marine units 

do not have stations in the Study Area, the FDNY Marine units service the waterfront area in the Project Area. See 

Table 3.4-2 and Figure 3.4-1 for the locations of police and fire services. The Upper New York Bay is within the service 

area of the USCG Atlantic Area operations. Although the USCG does not have a station in the Study Area, the USCG 

has a station along the eastern Staten Island waterfront. The USCG has the role of ensuring maritime safety, maritime 

security, maritime mobility, protection of natural resources, and national defense in the Upper New York Bay. 

Table 3.4-2 Police and Fire Facilities within the Study Area 

Map 

ID 

Facility Name Type Address Distance to Project 

Area 

1 NYPD 72nd Precinct Service Station 
#6  

Police Station 830 4th Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11232 One-half mile east 

2 Engine 228 Firehouse 436 39th Street, Brooklyn, NY 11232 One-half mile east 

3 Engine 201/Ladder 114/Battalion 40 Firehouse 5113 4 Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11220 1 mile southeast 

4 EMS Station 40 Ambulance 
Station 

5011 7 Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11220 1.5 miles southeast  

41 NYPD Harbor Unit Police Station Brooklyn Army Terminal, Brooklyn, NY 
11220 

1.25 miles southwest 

Source: New York City Department of Planning 

The Proposed Project would involve the continued operation of SBMT and would not have a direct impact on local 

police and fire services in the area. The Proposed Project would not hinder police, fire and emergency medical services. 

In addition, the Project Area is subject to the requirements of the Cityôs Fire and Building Codes. The Proposed Project 

would not result in the introduction of a sizable new neighborhood where none existed before. Therefore, the 

Proposed Project would not have significant adverse impacts on police and fire facilities. 
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3.4.2.2 Health Care Facilities 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, potential impacts on health care facilities may result from a direct effect on 

health care facilities or as a result of large increases in the user/resident population. The Proposed Project would not 

result in large increases in the user population and would not generate residential units within the Study Area. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts on health care facilities. 

3.4.2.3 Libraries 

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, potential impacts on libraries may result from the displacement or alteration 

of an existing library or a large increase in the user/resident population. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the 

threshold for further library impact analysis is a greater than five percent increase in the ratio of residential units to 

libraries borough-wide, or 834 residential units in Brooklyn. Since the Proposed Project would not generate residential 

units, no further analysis is warranted. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts 

on libraries. 

3.4.2.4 Educational Facilities 

3.4.2.4.1 Early Childhood Programs 

Publicly financed Early Childhood Programs are available for eligible children 5 years old and younger (until the child 

is eligible to attend Kindergarten for a fall start date). Families eligible for Early Childhood Program subsidized seats 

must meet financial and social eligibility criteria as established by Department of Education (DOE). In general, children 

in families that have incomes at or below 200 percent Federal Poverty Level (FPL), depending on family size, are 

financially eligible, although in some cases eligibility can go up to 275 percent FPL. 

Early childhood program facilities are identified in Table 3.4-3 and displayed on Figure 3.4-1. The Proposed Project 

would not add residential units within the Study Area. As such, a further assessment of the potential impacts to early 

childhood programs was not performed. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no significant adverse 

impacts on Early Childhood Programs.  

Table 3.4-3 Early Childhood Program Facilities within the Study Area 

Map 

ID 

Program Name Address Type 

5 Bubble Bee Day Care 76 Lorraine St Brooklyn, NY 11231 Early Head Start 

6 Bais Yaakov Adas Yereim 1169 43rd St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Head Start 

7 Bais Yaakov Faigeh Schonberger of Adas 
Yereim Kindervelt EHS 

1169 43rd St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Early Head Start 

8 BCA Day Care Center 713 43rd St Brooklyn, NY 11232 Head Start 

9 Yeled vôYalda 1017 45th Street 1017 45th St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Head Start 

10 Project Nursery 1019 46th St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Head Start 

11 YvY_867-869 45th Street 867-869 45th Street Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start and Early Head 
Start 

12 4706 10th Avenue 4706 10th Ave Brooklyn, NY 11219 Early Head Start 

13 Yeshiva HeadStart 10th Ave. 4706 10th Ave Brooklyn, NY 11219 Head Start 

14 Brooklyn Chinese-American Association 871 50th Street Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start 

15 Grand Street Settlement, Inc. 775 50th St Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start 

16 Grand Street Settlement, Inc. 850 50th St Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start and Early Head 
Start 

17 Grand Street Settlement, Inc. 629 51st St Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start and Early Head 
Start 

18 United Talmudical Academy of Boro Park 5411 Fort Hamilton Pkwy Brooklyn, NY 
11219 

Head Start 

19 Brooklyn Chinese-American Association 812 54th St Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start 
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Map 

ID 

Program Name Address Type 

20 Grand Street Settlement, Inc. 928 55th St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Head Start and Early Head 
Start 

21 Grand Street Settlement 928 55th St Brooklyn, NY 11219 Early Head Start 

22 Brooklyn Chinese-American Association 757 60th St Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start 

23 Sunset Park Early Childhood Development 
Center 

5902 6th Ave Brooklyn, NY 11220 Head Start 

Source: Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge Center locator https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/  

3.4.2.4.2 Universal 3-K and Pre-Kindergarten 

The CEQR Technical Manual suggests a detailed analysis of publicly-funded group childcare centers when the 

proposed project would generate 20 or more children (under the age of five) based on the number of low or 

low/moderate income residential units eligible for public day care. The CEQR Technical Manual further states that the 

minimum number of residential units that trigger the need for possible detailed childcare analyses in Brooklyn is 110 

units. Universal 3-K and Pre-Kindergarten (Pre-K) facilities within the Study Area are listed in Table 3.4-4 and displaced 

on Figure 3.4-1. The Proposed Project would not add residential units within the Study Area. As such, a further 

assessment of the potential impacts to Universal 3-K and Pre-K facilities was not performed. The Proposed Project 

would have no significant adverse impacts on Universal 3-K and Pre-K facilities. 

Table 3.4-4 Universal 3-K and Pre-K Facilities within the Study Area 

Map ID School Address 

Current 

Enrollment 

24 P.S. 15 Patrick F. Daly  71 Sullivan Street, Brooklyn NY 11231 71 

25 P.S. 172 Beacon School Of Excellence*  825 4 Avenue, Brooklyn NY 11232 34 

26 P.S. 124 Silas B. Dutcher  515 4 Avenue, Brooklyn NY 11215 50 

27 P.S. 131 Brooklyn  4305 Ft Hamilton Parkway, Brooklyn NY 11219 36 

28 The Brooklyn New School, P.S. 146  610 Henry Street, Brooklyn NY 11231 48 

29 P.S. 24*  427 38 Street, Brooklyn NY 11232 54 

30 Red Hook Neighborhood School  27 Huntington Street, Brooklyn NY 11231 18 

31 P.S. 1 The Bergen*  309 47 Street, Brooklyn NY 11220 113 

32 P.S. 107 John W. Kimball  1301 8 Avenue, Brooklyn NY 11215 18 

33 P.S. 295  330 18 Street, Brooklyn NY 11215 51 

34 Sunset Park Avenues Elementary School* 4222 4 Avenue, Brooklyn NY 11232 32 

35 The School Of Creativity And Innovation  736 48 Street, Brooklyn NY 11220 15 

Source: Enrollment, Capacity and Utilization Report for the 2019-2020 School Year, issued by the NYC DOE; cross referenced 
with the NYCDCP Capital Planning Explorer. Schools classified as DOE ï Universal Pre-K, Public. 
Facilities with an asterisk (*) are also elementary schools serving grades one through five. 

3.4.2.4.3 Public Schools 

The CEQR Technical Manual states that the primary study area for this analysis of elementary and intermediate schools 

is generally the community school districtôs ñsub-districtò (CSD), in which the project is located. For the selected schools, 

the CEQR Technical Manual states that the analysis should identify the following information for each school:  

¶ School identification by number and address; 

¶ Current enrollment; 

¶ Target capacity; 

¶ Number of available seats; 

https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/
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¶ Target utilization rate; and 

¶ Grades served. 

Table 3.4-5 and Table 3.4-6 identify elementary and intermediate schools within the Study Area. These schools are 

also displayed in Figure 3.4-1. All schools are within CSD 15. As of the 2019-2020 school year, elementary schools 

within the Study Area had an average utilization level of approximately 126 percent. Intermediate schools within the 

Study Area had a utilization rate of 89 percent with approximately 121 available school seats available.  

P.S. 172 Beacon School of Excellence was the most utilized K-12 school within the Study Area with a Target Utilization 

Rate of 158 percent. I.S. 136 Charles O. Dewey was the lowest utilized school with approximately 67 available seats 

and a Target Utilization Rate of approximately 88 percent. 

The Proposed Project would not add residential units within the Study Area. As such, a further assessment of the 

potential impacts to public schools was not performed. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no significant 

adverse impacts on public schools.  

Table 3.4-5 Elementary Schools in the Study Area 

Map ID School 

School 

ID Address 

Grades 

Served 

Current 

Enrollment 

Target 

Capacity 

Number of 

Available 

Seats / Over 

Capacity 

Target 

Utilization 

Rate 

36 P.S. 001 The 
Bergen 

K001 309 47 Street, 
Brooklyn, NY 11220 

PK, 0K, 01, 
02, 03, 04, 
05, SE 

954 751 -203 127% 

37 P.S. 024 K024 427 38 Street, 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

PK, 0K, 01, 
02, 03, 04, 
05, SE 

590 588 -2 100% 

38 P.S. 172 
Beacon 
School Of 
Excellence 

K172 825 4 Avenue, 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

PK, 0K, 01, 
02, 03, 04, 
05, SE 

580 368 -212 158% 

39 Sunset Park 
Avenues 
Elementary 
School 

K516 4222 4 Avenue, 
Brooklyn, NY  

PK, 0K, 01, 
02, 03, 04, 
05, SE 

466 390 -76 119% 

- - - - Total 2,590 2097 -493 - 

Source: Enrollment, Capacity and Utilization Report for the 2019-2020 School Year, issued by the NYC DOE; cross referenced 
with the NYCDCP Capital Planning Explorer. Schools classified as Elementary School ï Public. 
PK=Pre-Kindergarten; K=Kindergarten; SE=Special Education  
All schools in Community School District 15 
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Table 3.4-6 Intermediate Schools in the Study Area 

Map ID School 

School 

ID Address 

Grades 

Served 

Current 

Enrollment 

Target 

Capacity 

Number of 

Available 

Seats / Over 

Capacity 

Target 

Utilization 

Rate 

40 I.S. 136 
Charles O. 
Dewey 

K136 4004 4 Avenue, 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

06, 07, 08, 
SE 

509 576 67 88% 

40 Sunset Park 
Prep 

K821 4004 4 Avenue, 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

06, 07, 08, 
SE 

482 536 54 90% 

- - - - Total  991 1112 121 - 

Source: Enrollment, Capacity and Utilization Report for the 2019-2020 School Year, issued by the NYC DOE; cross referenced 
with Community District Profiles, issued by the NYCDCP. 
SE=Special Education 
All schools in Community School District 15 

3.4.2.5 Conclusion 

As noted above, the CEQR Technical Manual indicates that if demand is greater than the remaining capacity of 

community facility by a certain threshold, an adverse impact may be identified. The Proposed Project would not reach 

the applicable thresholds, would not involve the addition of any residential units, and would not adversely impact 

community facilities and services. Thus, the Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impact on the 

operations of community facilities in the Study Area, and further assessments are not warranted. 

3.4.2.6 Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project would have no significant adverse impacts on the operation of community facilities in the Study 

Area. Emergency services located in the Study Area and servicing the waterfront could access residents, businesses, 

and the waterfront industrial area within the Study Area, and residents and business employees would maintain existing 

access to community facilities within the Study Area. Due to the proximity of the relocation of the NYCDOT function 

and the EW 1 Project underground cables and onshore substation at SBMT, the Future without Project condition would 

have no significant adverse impact on community facilities and services. Therefore, there would be no adverse 

cumulative impact to community facilities and services resulting from the Proposed Project and Future without Project 

condition. 
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Figure 3.4-1 Community Facilities 
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3.5 Open Space 

This section examines the potential for the Proposed Project to impact open space directly or indirectly in the Study 

Area by eliminating, altering, or overtaxing open space. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, open space is 

ñpublicly or privately owned land that is publicly accessible and available for leisure, play, or sport, or is set aside for 

the protection and/or enhancement of the natural environment.ò Public open space is available ñto the public on a 

constant and regular basis, including for designated daily periods.ò Examples of public open space observed in the 

Study Area include a waterfront park with passive or active recreational uses and playgrounds. Private open space is 

ñnot publicly accessible or is available only to limited users and is not available to the public on a regular or constant 

basis.ò  

The CEQR Technical Manual outlines an analysis methodology for evaluating possible direct and indirect effects 

(referred to as direct and indirect impacts in this section) on open space resources as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Direct impacts include those in which the Proposed Project reduces or limits access to open space. In addition, a direct 

impact could occur if a project would: 

¶ Result in a physical loss of public open space (by encroaching on or displacing open space); 

¶ Change the use of an open space so that it no longer serves the same user population; 

¶ Limit public access to an open space; or 

¶ Cause increased noise, air pollutants, odors, or shadows on public open space that would affect its function, 

usability, or enjoyment, whether on a permanent or temporary basis. 

There are no open spaces located within or adjacent to the Project Area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 

have no direct impacts on open space.Therefore, a preliminary assessment of direct impacts on open space 

is not warranted. 

Indirect impacts could result from projects that generate residential or commercial population, and that additional 

population ñovertaxes the capacity of existing open space so that their service provided to existing and future 

populations in the area would be substantially or noticeably diminished.ò An open space assessment of indirect impacts 

would be required if the Proposed Project would generate more than 200 residents or 500 nonresidents, or a similar 

number of other nonresidential users. There would be approximately 85 employees at SBMT during operations, which 

is below the 500 nonresident threshold set by CEQR. The Proposed Project would have no indirect impacts on 

open space. Therefore, a preliminary assessment of indirect impacts on open space is not warranted. 

3.6 Shadows 

3.6.1 Introduction 

This section examines the potential for the Proposed Project to produce incremental shadows long enough to cover all 

or portions of publicly-accessible sunlight-sensitive resources. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, public open 

spaces, architectural resources, natural resources, and greenstreets are resources that depend on sunlight either for 

their enjoyment or to maintain their natural condition. The incremental shadow is the additional, or added, shadow cast 

onto a sunlight-sensitive resource. A significant adverse impact of this incremental shadow is determined if it ñfalls on 

http://www.nycsca.org/Community/Capital-Plan-Reports-Data#Enrollment-Capacity-Utilization-69
http://www.nycsca.org/Community/Capital-Plan-Reports-Data#Enrollment-Capacity-Utilization-69
https://communityprofiles.planning.nyc.gov/
https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/
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a sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely eliminates direct sunlight exposure, thereby 

significantly altering the publicôs use of the resource or threatening the viability of vegetation or other resources.ò  

3.6.2 Definitions and Methodology 

This analysis has been prepared in accordance with CEQR procedures and follows the guidelines of the CEQR 

Technical Manual. 

3.6.2.1 Definitions 

Incremental shadow is the additional, or new, shadow that a structure resulting from a proposed project would cast 

on a sunlight-sensitive resource. 

Sunlight-sensitive resources are those resources that depend on sunlight or for which direct sunlight is necessary to 

maintain the resourceôs usability or architectural integrity. Such resources generally include: 

¶ Public open space such as parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, school yards (if open to the public during non-

school hours), greenways, and landscaped medians with seating. Planted areas within unused portions of 

roadbeds that are part of the Greenstreets program are also considered sunlight-sensitive resources. 

¶ Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the public. Only the sunlight-

sensitive features need be considered, as opposed to the entire resource. Such sunlight-sensitive features 

might include design elements that depend on the contrast between light and dark (e.g., recessed balconies, 

arcades, deep window reveals); elaborate, highly carved ornamentation; stained glass windows; historic 

landscapes and scenic landmarks; and features for which the effect of direct sunlight is described as playing a 

significant role in the structureôs importance as a historic landmark. 

¶ Natural resources where the introduction of shadows could alter the resourceôs condition or microclimate. Such 

resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or designated resources such as coastal fish and 

wildlife habitats. 

Non-sunlight-sensitive resources include, for the purposes of CEQR: 

¶ City streets and sidewalks (except Greenstreets); 

¶ Private open space (e.g., front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non-publicly accessible 

open space); 

¶ Project-generated open space cannot experience a significant adverse shadow impact from the project, 

according to CEQR, because without the project the open space would not exist.  

A significant adverse shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a proposed project falls on a 

sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely eliminates direct sunlight, thereby significantly 

altering the publicôs use of the resource or threatening the viability of vegetation or other resources. Each case must 

be considered on its own merits based on the extent and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resourceôs 

sensitivity to reduced sunlight. 

3.6.2.2 Methodology 

The CEQR Technical Manual outlines a tiered screening assessment designed to identify sunlight-sensitive resources 

within the Study Area, measure the incremental shadows on the sunlight-sensitive resources added by the Proposed 

Project, and determine the impacts of those incremental shadows. A shadow assessment is required for projects that 

would ñeither (a) result in new structures (or additions to existing structures including the addition to rooftop mechanical 

equipment) of 50 feet or more or (b) be located adjacent to, or across the street from, a sunlight sensitive resource.ò 

The Tier 1 Screening Assessment involves mapping the sunlight-sensitive resources within the longest shadow area, 

which ñencompasses the site of a proposed project and a perimeter around the siteôs boundary with a radius equal to 

the longest shadow that could be cast by the proposed structure, which is 4.3 times the height of the structure and 

occurs on December 21, the winter solstice.ò  

If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this longest shadow study area, the analysis proceeds to the second 

tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting for the path of the sun in the 

northern hemisphere. The Tier 2 Screening Assessment assesses sunlight-sensitive resources determined to be within 
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the longest shadow study area and within the path of the sun in the northern hemisphere. Within the northern 

hemisphere, the path of the sun would not cast shadows in a triangular area south of any project; and the specific areas 

in New York City where no shadows can be cast ñlie between -108 and +108 degrees from true north.ò  

A Tier 3 Screening Assessment should be conducted only for projects in which all or a portion of a sunlight-sensitive 

resource is within the longest shadow study area and outside the triangular area south of the project that would not 

experience shadows. The Tier 3 Screening Assessment further refines the area that could be reached by project 

shadows by looking at specific representative days in each season and determining the maximum extent of shadow 

over the course of each representative day. 

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-sensitive resources, a detailed 

shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration of the incremental shadow resulting from the project. 

The detailed analysis provides the data needed to assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the 

sunlight-sensitive resources are described, and their degree of significance is considered. The results of the analysis 

and assessment are documented with graphics, a table of incremental shadow durations, and narrative text. 

3.6.3 Affected Environment 

There is one publicly-accessible sunlight-sensitive resource within or adjacent to the Tier 1 Shadow Screening Study 

Area, or the boundary of the longest shadow: the Gowanus Bay waterfront around the solid fill ñpierò structures from 

the Sims Facility and around the 35 Street and 39th Street ñPiersò. There are several existing buildings within the Project 

Area. The Tower Building and Scale House is an existing multi-story building between 33rd and 34th Streets at the base 

of the 35th Street ñPier.ò This existing building is located approximately 150 feet south of the ñinterpierò basin between 

the Sims Facility and the 35th Street ñPier.ò In addition, there are four buildings located on the 39th Street ñPier,ò including 

three sheds (J1, J2, and N2) and a building referred to as the Graffiti Building. The three sheds set back from the 

Gowanus Bay waterfront by approximately 30 to 45 feet, and the Graffiti Building is set back by approximately 75 feet. 

The area surrounding the Tower Building and Scale House, the three sheds, and the Graffiti Building is paved.  

3.6.4 Environmental Impacts 

3.6.4.1 Future without Project 

In the Future without Project condition, the Proposed Project would not occur. Current uses in the Project Area by the 

existing marine operator would continue, and the NYCDOT function at the site would be relocated to Red Hook 

Container Terminal in Red Hook, Brooklyn. Adjacent to the Project Area at SBMT, the EW 1 Projectôs underground 

cables and onshore substation would be constructed and then would operate. All existing buildings within the Project 

Area would remain, and the proposed O&M base would not be constructed. All shadows cast by the the Tower Building 

and Scale House, three sheds, and the Graffiti Building would continue. See Section 1.3 (Project Description) for more 

information about the EW 1 Project.  

3.6.4.2 Future with Project 

Under the Future with Project condition, the existing Tower Building and Scale House, three sheds, and the Graffiti 

Building would be demolished, and a new O&M base would be constructed to the north, and at the base of the 35th 

Street ñPierò with a setback of approximately 60 feet from the ñinterpierò basin. The height of the proposed O&M base 

would be approximately 33 feet at its highest point compared to the grade at street level. The existing buildings on the 

39th Street ñPierò would also be demolished, but no buildings would be constructed to replace them.  

Although the buildings on the 39th Street ñPierò would be demolished, the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò would be 

utilized for WTG component staging and assembly and three cranes as depicted on Figure 3.6-1. The WTG component 

staging and assembly areas would consist of the following: 

¶ A pre-assembly area and wind turbine blade staging would be located on the north and south sides of the 39th 

Street ñPier.ò The maximum height of the stacked wind turbine blades would be approximately 69 feet high, and 

each stack would be 361 feet long. Each stack would contain three blades. 

¶ Wind turbine nacelle staging would be located in the southeastern portion of the Project Area near the 

intersection of 39th Street and 2nd Avenue. Nacelles are approximately 40 feet high and 70 feet long with 

rectangular shapes. Nacelles contain electrical equipment, so they would be staged in this area as it has the 

highest elevation in the Project Area.  
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¶ Wind turbine tower section staging would be located at the base of the 35th Street ñPierò and abut the 

operational rail line running parallel to 2nd Avenue. In addition, tower section staging would extend along the 

north and south sides of the 35th Street ñPier.ò There are multiple types of tower sections ranging from 

approximately 63 feet to 146 feet long and 32 feet high. Tower sections would be long tube-like structures lying 

on their sides. 

¶ Two unloading and assembly roads would be located on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiers.ò These areas 

would support the transportation of WTG components from crane pads on the south and west sides of the 39th 

Street ñPierò and the west side of the 35th Street ñPier.ò  

Although the WTG component staging, temporary facilities, and assembly areas would be located on the solid fill ñpierò 

structures and adjacent to the ñinterpierò basins, they will not be considered in the following preliminary screening 

assessment. The operations of the Proposed Project on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiersò would include the 

consistent movement of WTG components throughout the SBMT with WTG components being transported to and from 

the SBMT. Because the WTG components would move consistently on and off the solid fill ñpierò structures, they would 

not be permanent structures capable of casting consistent shadows on the ñinterpierò basins. Similarly, the temporary 

facilities like offices, warehouse facilities and support areas would be procured on a rental basis to suit the specific 

needs for the OSW operator for the given project and duration. Because these temporary facilities would have a limited 

duration of eight to 12 months, and their quantities and locations would change across the Project Area from project to 

project during the operational phase, the temporary facilities would not cast a consistent or permanent shadow pattern 

on a sunlight-sensitive resource.  
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Figure 3.6-1 Proposed Project Site Plan ï Conceptual 

 

In addition, three cranes would be constructed in three locations on the 35th Street and 39th Street ñPiers: 39S, 39W, 

and 35W. A depiction of the crane profile is provided in Figure 3.6-2. Each crane would be mobile on tracks to provide 

movement on its constructed pad (see Figure 3.6-3). The 39S pad would be approximately 427 feet long and 79 feet 

wide. The 39W pad would be approximately 303 feet long and 150 wide. The 35W pad would be approximately 322 

feet long and 196 feet wide. Each pad is associated with a barge berthing area where barges for transporting windmill 

components would dock. Each crane would have the ability to move approximately 10 feet in any direction on its pad, 

enabling the crane to reach offshore barges and transport tracks on the solid fill ñpierò structures to lift and drop windmill 

components. At their bases, each crane would be approximately 72 feet long and 54 feet wide. The height of the crane 

from its base to the base of the crane arm would be 37 feet tall. The crane arm could extend up to 400 feet in the air at 

its highest position. The crane arm would be an open structure allowing sunlight to pass through it and not fixed at its 

maximum length consistently. Therefore, only the crane from its base to the base of the crane arm was considered in 

the preliminary screening assessment below. Barges docking at barge berthing areas would be 400 feet long and 105 

feet wide and docked in Gowanus Bay immediately adjacent to the crane pads (see Figure 3.6-3). During operations 

on the SBMT site, barges would dock at these berthing areas on a daily basis. The cranes would always be present in 

the Project Area during operations, and each crane would continue to operate on its crane pad during operations. 
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Figure 3.6-2 Crane Profile 

 

Note: All dimensions in feet 

Although the proposed O&M base and three cranes would be below CEQRôs 50-foot threshold, they are located 

adjacent to the Gowanus Bay waterfront, which is a sunlight-sensitive resource. Therefore, a preliminary screening 

assessment was carried out for the proposed O&M base and three cranes. 

3.6.4.2.1 Preliminary Screening Assessment 

The shadow assessment begins with a preliminary screening assessment to ascertain whether a projectôs shadow may 

reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of the year. If the screening assessment does not eliminate this 

possibility, a detailed shadow analysis is generally warranted in order to determine the extent and duration of the net 

incremental shadow resulting from the project. The effects of shadows on sunlight-sensitive resources are site-specific; 

therefore, the screening assessment and subsequent shadow assessment (if necessary) was performed for the new 

O&M base and the three cranes to be built in the Project Area adjacent to the Gowanus Bay. 

3.6.4.2.2 Tier 1 Screening Assessment 

The first step in the preliminary shadow screening assessment is a Tier 1 Screening Assessment. A base map is 

developed that illustrates the proposed site location in relationship to any sunlight-sensitive resources. The Tier 1 

Shadow Screening Study Area, the boundary of the longest shadow, is then determined, which encompasses the 

footprint of the proposed O&M base and a perimeter around the footprint with a radius equal to the longest shadow that 

could be cast by the O&M base. To find the longest shadow length, the maximum height of the structure is multiplied 

by the factor of 4.3. The maximum height of the new O&M base would be 33 feet, and the maximum height of each 

crane from its base to the base of the crane arm would be 37 feet. 

The Tier 1 Shadow Screening Study Area for the proposed O&M base has a radius of 142 feet, encompassing a portion 

of the ñinterpierò basin north of the 35th Street ñPierò (see Figure 3.6-3). The Tier 1 Shadow Screening Study Area for 

each of the three cranes has a radius of 159 feet (see Figure 3.6-3). Therefore, a Tier 2 Screening Assessment was 

completed.  
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3.6.4.2.3 Tier 2 Screening Assessment 

In accordance with CEQR Technical Manual guidance, if any portion of a sunlight-sensitive resource lies within the 

Tier 1 Shadow Screening Study Area, the boundary of the longest shadow, a Tier 2 Screening Assessment should be 

performed. Because of the path that the sun travels across the sky in the northern hemisphere, no shadow can be cast 

in a triangular area south of any given project site. In New York City, this area lies between -108 and +108 degrees 

from true north. 

For a Tier 2 Screening Assessment, sunlight sensitive resources within the triangular area that cannot be shaded by a 

project, starting from the southernmost portion of the site covering the area between -108 degrees from true north and 

+108 degrees from true north, are screened out. The complementing portion to the north within the Tier 1 Shadow 

Screening Study Area is the area that can be shaded by a project. According to the Tier 2 Screening Assessment, the 

southern portion of the Project Area is located within the triangular area that lies between -108 and +108 degrees (see 

Figure 3.6-3). The only sunlight-sensitive resource, the Gowanus Bay, is not located within the triangular area identified 

in the Tier 2 Screening Assessment, so a shadow cast by the O&M base could reach the Gowanus Bay. Based on the 

results of the Tier 1 and 2 Screening Assessments, a Tier 3 Screening Assessment is warranted for the Gowanus Bay. 

The triangular area identified in the Tier 2 Screening Assessment overlaps portions of the Gowanus Bay in the vicinity 

of 39S and 35W cranes but not in the vicinity of the 39W. As part of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Screening Assessment, the 

functions of the 39S, 39W, and 35W cranes during operations and the presence of barges throughout a typical day of 

operations were considered. The Tier 1 and Tier 2 Screening Assessments depict the Shadow Screening Study Area 

based on the dimensions of the crane pads (see Figure 3.6-3). However, each crane would occupy a smaller space 

on the pad, have mobility across the pad, and rotate on its base throughout the day changing the size and shape of its 

shadow. Therefore, each crane would never cast a shadow from a permanent fixed position during operations 

compared to the proposed O&M base. In addition, as shown in Figure 3.6-3, barges would dock in the Gowanus Bay 

within each craneôs Shadow Screening Study Area at various times during the day, and cranes would cast shadows on 

barges instead of the Gowanus Bay during typical operations. When the barges are not docked, each crane would cast 

a small shadow on the Gowanus Bay that would move from southwest in the early morning hours to the northeast and 

east in the evening hours.  

Because of the cranesô mobility, design, and location adjacent to barges, the three cranes would not cast substantial 

shadows on the Gowanus Bay.  
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Figure 3.6-3 Tier 1 and Tier 2 Screening Assessment 

 

































































































https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/program_recreation_visual%20resource%20management_quick%20link_BLM%20Handbook%20H-8431-1%2C%20Visual%20Resource%20Contrast%20Rating.pdf
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/program_recreation_visual%20resource%20management_quick%20link_BLM%20Handbook%20H-8431-1%2C%20Visual%20Resource%20Contrast%20Rating.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/community/197a-plans/bk7_sunset_park_197a.pdf
https://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/115147.html
















































https://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/59f8d5ebAtlSturgeonBenchmarkStockAssmt_PeerReviewReport_2017.pdf


https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9bc9569c0c6648d6b1926ae252320bd1
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1470160X17301437
https://www.academia.edu/7367435
https://www.birdrescue.org/our-work/research-and-innovation/how-oil-affects-birds/
https://www.birdrescue.org/our-work/research-and-innovation/how-oil-affects-birds/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ACE-00568-080206
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.158220
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02711984


https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/togs116.pdf
https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/section303d2018.pdf
https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/erm
https://www.habitat.noaa.gov/application/efhmapper/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/consultations/section-7-effect-analysis-turbidity-greater-atlantic-region
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/consultations/section-7-effect-analysis-turbidity-greater-atlantic-region
https://www.mwra.com/harbor/enquad/pdf/2013-13.pdf
https://www.lubeaboom.com/blog/proper-lubrication-for-industrial-crane-and-heavy-equipment-maintenance/


https://www.gowanussuperfund.com/
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/flyways.php
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.html
https://www.worldwildlife.org/stories/the-great-monarch-migration




























































https://www.epa.gov/green-book






https://nyc-ghg-inventory.cusp.nyu.edu/











































































































	Environmental Analysis of the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal Port Infrastructure Improvement Project
	Table of Contents
	Appendices
	Figures
	Tables

	Acronyms
	1 Background and Project Description
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project
	1.3 Project Description
	1.4 Regulatory Permitting, Approvals and Coordination

	2 Project Alternatives
	2.1 Reasonable Alternatives to the Proposed Project

	3 Environmental Analysis
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy
	3.3 Socioeconomic Conditions
	3.4 Community Facilities and Services
	3.5 Open Space
	3.6 Shadows
	3.7 Historic and Cultural Resources
	3.8 Urban Design and Visual Resources
	3.9 Natural Resources
	3.10 Hazardous Materials
	3.11 Water and Sewer
	3.12 Solid Waste and Sanitation
	3.13 Energy
	3.14 Transportation
	3.15 Air Quality
	3.16 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	3.17 Noise and Vibration
	3.18 Public Health
	3.19 Neighborhood Character
	3.20 Construction



