ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the environmental consequences associated with the alternatives presented in
“Chapter 2: Alternatives” for the Jamaica Bay Transportation Studies. (See “Chapter 1: Purpose and
Need” and “Chapter 3: Affected Environment” for a detailed description of the study areas.) It is divided
into four sections, one for each study area, and each section is organized by impact topic. The
methodology for assessing and defining impacts is uniform for all four study areas and is presented at the
beginning of the chapter. NEPA requires consideration of context, intensity, and duration of adverse and
beneficial impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) and measures to mitigate those impacts. NPS policy
also requires that impairment of resources be evaluated in all environmental documents; therefore, this
discussion is also included for each impact topic. Cumulative impact assessments are included for all
resources and study areas at the end of this chapter.

This document is also being used to comply with the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA, as well
as the Coastal Zone Management Act. The CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require assessment of
impacts to the human environment, which include natural and cultural resources. The impact analyses
presented in this document are intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and the
NHPA,; therefore, a Section 106 summary is included at the end of each cultural resource analysis.

METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING IMPACTS

As required by NEPA, potential impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context
(site-specific, local, or regional), duration (short-term or long-term), and level of intensity (negligible,
minor, moderate, or major). Overall, these impact analyses and conclusions were based on the review of
existing literature and Gateway studies, information provided by on site experts and other state and
federal agencies, professional judgments and park staff insight, consultations with the New York State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and public input.
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Type

Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change that moves
the resource toward a desired condition.
Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its

appearance or condition.

Direct: An impact that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place.
Indirect: An impact that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance,
but still reasonably foreseeable.

Context

Context is the setting within which an impact is analyzed.

Site-specific:  The impact would affect the study area.

Local: The impact would affect Gateway.
Regional: The impact would affect localities, cities, or towns surrounding Gateway
Duration

For all resources and values, the duration of impacts in this document is defined as follows:

Short-term:  Impacts that occur only during construction or last less than one year.
Long-term:  Impacts that last longer than one year.

Level of Intensity

Level of intensity is measured by severity and magnitude of impact, i.e. negligible, minor, moderate, or
major. Intensity definitions were developed for each resource considered for analysis in this study, and
are described below. These definitions were developed through review of current and previous NPS
projects, discussions with NPS and EFLHD representatives and other regional experts, as well as
professional judgments made by the NPS.

Natural and Physical Resources

Soils and Topography

Available information on soils and topography potentially impacted in various areas of the Jamaica Bay
unit was compiled and evaluated for this document. Predictions about short- and long-term impacts were
based on previous projects with similar soils and topographic conditions, as well as recent studies. The
thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:
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Negligible:

Minor:

Moderate:

Major:

Vegetation

The impacts to soils and topography would be below levels of detection.

The impacts to soils and/or topography would be detectable but small. Disruption and/or
displacement of existing soils would be relatively slight. Changes in the amounts and
locations of impervious surfaces would be measurable but would not be at a great enough
scale to noticeably alter existing natural conditions. Similarly, topographic changes may
be noticeable but would not constitute a change in the local terrain. Mitigation may be
needed to offset adverse impacts and would be relatively simple to implement and likely
be successful.

The impacts to soils and/or topography would be readily apparent, as disruption and/or
displacement would be noticeable and changes in the amounts and locations of
impervious surfaces could alter existing conditions. Topographic changes would be
noticeable and could alter the terrain within a confined area. Mitigation measures would
be necessary to offset adverse impacts and likely be successful.

The impacts to soils and/or topography would be readily apparent and would result in
substantial changes to existing soils and impervious cover. Changes to topography would
also be readily apparent and could alter the terrain on a regional scale. Mitigation
measures to offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive, and their success could
not be guaranteed.

Available information on vegetation in the Jamaica Bay unit potentially impacted by the alternatives was
compiled for this document. Predictions about short- and long-term impacts are based on professional
judgments and previous projects with similar vegetation. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an
impact are defined as follows:

Negligible:

Minor:

Moderate:

The action would introduce minimal increases in manmade infrastructures and
development. The change would be so small or localized that it would have no
measurable or perceptible consequences on the nature and quantity of vegetation and/or
green space.

The action would introduce manmade additions and ensuing reductions in vegetation
and/or green space. These additions would include infrastructures that affect a relatively
small portion of green space and have barely perceptible consequences on the nature and
quantity of native vegetation. Impacts would be confined to landscaped green space.
Mitigation may be needed to offset adverse impacts and would be relatively simple to
implement and likely be successful.

The action would introduce considerable manmade additions and ensuing reductions in
vegetation and/or green space. These actions would include facilities and other manmade
structures that would affect a relatively sizeable portion of green space and could impact
unique and/or mature vegetation in the area. Mitigation measures would be necessary to
offset adverse impacts and likely be successful.
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Major: The action would introduce extensive manmade additions and impacts that affect the
nature of the Jamaica Bay unit’s green space, including multiple facilities and/or
structures. This would result in changes to the nature of the vegetation. Mitigation
measures to offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive, and their success could
not be guaranteed.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Information on Jamaica Bay wildlife was taken from park documents and records. The Gateway natural
resource management staff, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service,
and the NYSDEC also provided wildlife information. The thresholds of impact are as follows:

Negligible: There would be no observable or measurable impacts to local species, their habitats, or
the natural processes sustaining them. Impacts would be of short duration and well within
natural fluctuations.

Minor: Impacts would be detectable but would not be expected to be outside the existing range
of variability experienced in the New York City urban environment. Over the long-term,
these impacts would not be expected to alter local species, their habitats, or the natural
processes sustaining them. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse impacts,
would be simple and successful.

Moderate: Impacts on local species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them would be
detectable and could be outside the natural range of variability for short periods of time.
Mortality or interference with activities necessary for survival can be expected on an
occasional basis but is not expected to threaten the continued existence of the species in
Jamaica Bay. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse impacts, would be
extensive and likely successful.

Major: Impacts on local species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them would be
detectable and would be expected to be outside the natural range of variability for long
periods of time, or permanently. Loss of habitat might affect the viability of at least some
local species. Extensive mitigation measures would be needed to offset any adverse
impacts, and their success would not be guaranteed.

Water Resources

The NPS Management Policies 2001 states that the NPS will “take all necessary actions to maintain or
restore the quality of surface waters and ground waters within the parks consistent with the Clean Water
Act and all other applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations” (sec. 4.6.3) (NPS 2000).

A water quality standard defines the water quality goals by designating uses to be made of the water,
setting minimum criteria to protect the uses, and by preventing degradation of water quality through
antidegradation provisions. The antidegradation policy is only one portion of a water quality standard.
Part of this policy (40 CFR 131.12 (a) (2)) strives to maintain water quality at existing levels if it is
already better than the minimum criteria. Antidegradation should not be interpreted to mean that “no
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degradation” can or will occur, as even in the most pristine waters, degradation may be allowed for
certain pollutants as long as it is temporary and short-term.

Other considerations in assessing the magnitude of water quality impacts are the impacts on those
resources dependent on a certain quality or condition of water. Sensitive aquatic organisms, submerged
aquatic vegetation, riparian areas, and wetlands are affected by changes in water quality from direct and
indirect sources.

Given the above water quality issues, methodology, and assumptions, the following impact thresholds
were established in order to describe the relative changes in water quality under the various alternatives.

Negligible: Chemical, physical, or biological impacts would not be detectable and would allow
current or desired conditions to be maintained.

Minor: Chemical, physical, or biological impacts would be detectable but would be within
current or desired conditions.

Moderate: Chemical, physical, or biological impacts would be detectable and would alter current or
desired conditions. Water quality standards or criteria would be slightly and singularly
exceeded on a short-term basis.

Major: Chemical, physical, or biological impacts would be readily detectable and would result in
a departure from current or desired conditions.

Floodplains

Floodplains are defined by DO #77-2, “Floodplain Management” as “the lowland and relatively flat areas
adjoining inland and coastal waters, including flood-prone areas of offshore islands, and including, at a
minimum, that area subject to temporary inundation by a regulatory flood.” The NPS has adopted the
policy of preserving floodplain values and minimizing potentially hazardous conditions associated with
flooding (NPS 2003a). The planning team based the impact analysis and the conclusions for possible
impacts to 100- and 500-year floodplains in this document on the review of existing literature and studies,
and information provided by experts in the NPS and other agencies. Where possible, FEMA map
locations of 100- and 500-year floodplains were compared with locations of proposed developments and
modifications of existing facilities. Predictions about short- and long-term impacts were based on
previous studies of impacts to 100- and 500-year floodplains from similar projects and recent scientific
data. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:

Negligible: There would be no change in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters or its
values and functions. The proposed action would not contribute to enhancing flood
events.

Minor: Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters or its values and functions

would be measurable and localized within specific portions of the study area. The
proposed action would not contribute to the flood, and no mitigation would be needed.
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Moderate: Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters or its values and functions
would be measurable and confined within the study area. The proposed action could
contribute to the flood, and the impact could be mitigated by modification of proposed
facilities in floodplains.

Major: Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters or its values and functions
would be measurable and widespread. The proposed action would contribute to the flood,
and the impact may not be able to be mitigated by modification of proposed facilities in
floodplains.

According to NPS Procedural Manual 77-2: Floodplain Management, a Statement of Findings (SOF) is
required when an action is to occur within a floodplain. The SOF is generally attached to the EA
associated with the project and provides specifics as to why the proposed action was selected over one
with fewer impacts to floodplains (NPS 2003a). Actions within a floodplain are categorized in three
classes depending on their location and nature of development. A Class | action is defined as one that
consists of administrative, residential, warehouse, and maintenance buildings. Class | actions require an
SOF only when they fall within the 100-year floodplain (NPS 2003). Because the actions proposed in this
document either do not fall within the 100-year floodplain, or are allowed by DO 77-2, an SOF is not
required.

Air Quality

The air quality study evaluated the changes in air quality due to project-related motor vehicle traffic
associated with the implementation of the proposed action. The air quality study included a microscale
analysis to evaluate the local CO concentrations at sensitive receptor locations and a mesoscale analysis
to evaluate the regional ozone precursor emissions of VOCs NOx.

For this section, the intensity of air quality impacts is defined as follows:

Negligible: An action that would result in no increase or reductions in pollution levels when
compared to the No-Action Alternative. Pollution levels would remain below the
NAAQS. The results of such actions would have no noticeable impact on air quality.

Minor: Minor impacts would result from actions with relatively small increases in pollution
levels when compared to the No-Action Alternative. Pollution levels would remain below
the NAAQS. The results of such actions would have no noticeable impact on air quality.

Moderate: An action that would increase pollution levels by 10% or greater when compared to the
No-Action Alternative. However, the total pollution levels would remain below the
NAAQS. The results of such actions would have no noticeable impact on air quality.

Major: An action that would increase pollution levels above NAAQS. The results of such actions
would have a substantial impact on air quality.

146 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



Noise

The noise analysis conducted under this study was prepared by the NPS and EFLHD, and followed the
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) and FHWA noise evaluation and abatement
procedures. Methodology used for assessing noise impacts is included in Appendix D.

For this section, the intensity of noise impacts is defined as follows:

Negligible: An action that would result in no increase or reductions in sound levels when compared
to existing sound levels. Predicted sound levels would remain below the Noise
Abatement Criteria (NAC). The results of such actions would have no noticeable impact
on ambient sound levels.

Minor: Minor impacts would result from actions with relatively small increases (1 to 2 A-
weighted decibels (dBA)) in sound levels when compared to existing sound levels.
Predicted sound levels would remain below the NAC. The results of such actions would
have no noticeable impact on ambient sound levels.

Moderate: An action that would increase sound levels by a moderate amount (2 to 8 dBA) when
compared to existing sound levels. Predicted sound levels would remain below or equal
to the NAC. The results of such actions would have slightly noticeable impacts on
ambient sound levels.

Major: An action that would increase noise pollution levels by a substantial amount (9 dBA or
greater) when compared to existing sound levels. Predicted sound levels would be equal
to or exceed the NAC. The results of such actions would have slightly noticeable impacts
on ambient sound levels and could require mitigation.

Cultural Resources

The CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require assessment of impacts to cultural as well as natural
resources. In this DCP/EA/AOE, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type, context,
duration, and intensity, as described above, which is consistent with CEQ regulations. These impact
analyses are also intended, however, to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of
the NHPA.. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) regulations
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties), impacts to
cultural resources were also identified and evaluated by (1) determining the area of potential effect; (2)
identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effect that were either listed on or eligible for
listing on the National Register; (3) applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected cultural resources
either listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register; and (4) considering ways to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.

Under the ACHP’s regulations, a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must also be
made for affected, National Register listed or eligible cultural resources. An adverse effect occurs
whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, a characteristic of a cultural resource that qualifies it for
inclusion in the National Register, e.g. diminishing the integrity (or the extent to which a resource retains
its historic appearance) of the resource’s location, setting, design, feeling, association, workmanship, or
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materials. Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the alternatives that
would occur later in time, be farther removed in the distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5
Assessment of Adverse Effects). A determination of no adverse effect means that there is an effect, but the
effect would not diminish the characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the
National Register.

CEQ regulations and NPS DO #12, “Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and
Decision-making” also call for a discussion of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the
mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact, e.g. reducing the intensity of an
impact from major to moderate or minor. Any resultant reduction in intensity of impact due to mitigation
however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only. It does not suggest that the
level of effect as defined by Section 106 is similarly reduced. Cultural resources are non-renewable
resources and adverse effects generally consume, diminish, or destroy the original historic materials or
form, resulting in a loss in the integrity of the resources that can never be recovered. Therefore, although
actions determined to have an adverse effect under Section 106 may be mitigated, the effect remains
adverse.

A Section 106 summary is included in the impact analysis sections for cultural resources under the action
alternatives. The Section 106 summary is intended to meet the requirements of Section 106 and is an
assessment of effect of the undertaking (implementation of the alternative) on cultural resources, based
upon the criterion of effect and criteria of adverse effect found in the ACHP regulations.

Archeological Resources

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical
material of cultural resources. Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part,
such research questions. An archeological site(s) can be eligible for listing on the National Register if the
site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history in one of three
historic contexts or levels of significance: local, state, or national (see National Register Bulletin #15,
How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing impacts to
archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential
of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic
context of the affected site(s):

Negligible: Impact is at the lowest level of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial
consequences. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no
adverse effect.

Minor: Adverse impact: disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of integrity. For the
purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: maintenance and preservation of a site(s). For the purposes of Section
106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
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Moderate: Adverse impact: disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity. For the purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. A Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA\) is executed among the NPS and applicable state and/or tribal historic
preservation officer, and if necessary the ACHP in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).
Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the
intensity of impact under NEPA from moderate to minor.

Beneficial impact: stabilization of a site(s). For the purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major: Adverse impact: disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity. For the purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. Measures to minimize
or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed upon and the NPS and applicable state
and/or tribal historic preservation officer and/or the ACHP are unable to negotiate and
execute a MOA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).

Beneficial impact: active intervention to preserve a site(s). For the purposes of Section
106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Historic Structures

In order for a structure or building to be listed on the National Register, it must be associated with an
important historic context, i.e. possess significance — the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or
building, and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e. location, design,
setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and association (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing potential impacts to
historic structures/buildings, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:

Negligible: Impact is at the lowest level of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial
consequences. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no
adverse effect.

Minor: Adverse impact: alteration of a feature(s) would not diminish the overall integrity of the
resource. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no
adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: stabilization/preservation of features in accordance with the Secretary
of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For the purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate: Adverse impact: alteration of a feature(s) would diminish the overall integrity of the
resource. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse
effect. A MOA is executed among the NPS and applicable state and/or tribal historic
preservation offices and, if necessary, the ACHP in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6 (b).
Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the
intensity of impact under NEPA from moderate to minor.
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Beneficial impact: rehabilitation of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For the purposes of Section
106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major: Adverse impact: alteration of a feature(s) would diminish the overall integrity of the
resource. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse
effect. Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed upon and the
NPS and applicable state and/or tribal preservation officer and/or ACHP are unable to
negotiate and execute an MOA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6 (b).

Beneficial impact: restoration of a structure in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For the purposes of Section
106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Cultural Landscapes

Cultural landscapes are the result of the long interaction between people and the land; the influence of
human beliefs and actions over time upon the natural landscape. Shaped through time by historical land-
use and management practices, as well as politics and property laws, levels of technology, and economic
conditions, cultural landscapes provide a living record of an area’s past. The dynamic nature of modern
human life, however, contributes to the continual reshaping of cultural landscapes; making them a good
source of information about specific times and places, but at the same time rendering their long-term
preservation a challenge.

In order for a cultural landscape to be listed on the National Register, it must possess significance (the
meaning or value ascribed to the landscape) and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its
significance. The character-defining features of a cultural landscape include spatial organization and land
patterns; topography; vegetation; circulation patterns; water features; and structures/buildings, site
furnishings, and objects (see The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes 1996). For purposes of analyzing
potential impacts to cultural landscapes, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are
defined as follows:

Negligible: Impact(s) is at the lowest level of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial
consequences. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no
adverse effect.

Minor: Adverse impact: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would not diminish
the overall integrity of the landscape. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of
effect would be no adverse effect.

Beneficial impact: preservation of landscape patterns and features in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines
for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For the purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
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Moderate:

Major:

Adverse impact: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would diminish the
overall integrity of the landscape. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of
effect would be adverse effect. An MOA is executed among the NPS and applicable state
and/or tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary the ACHP in accordance with 36
CFR 800.6 (b). Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts
reduce the intensity of impact under NEPA from moderate to minor.

Beneficial impact: rehabilitation of a landscape or its patterns and features in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For the purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Adverse impact: alteration of a pattern(s) or feature(s) of the landscape would diminish the
overall integrity of the landscape. For the purposes of Section 106, the determination of
effect would be adverse effect. Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be
agreed upon and the NPS and applicable state and/or tribal historic preservation officers
and/or the ACHP are unable to negotiate and execute a MOA in accordance with 36 CFR
800.6 (b).

Beneficial impact: restoration of a landscape or its patterns and features in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For the purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Visual Resources

The existing visual environment is defined as what is seen by the visitor during the approach to the study
areas within the Jamaica Bay unit, as well as what is seen by the visitor within the area itself. The visual
environment impacts both the anticipation and experience at these sites. The quality of the visual
environment is a vital resource in relating the park-like experience of these sites and delineating them
from the rest of the urban environment.

For this section, the intensity of visual resource impacts is defined as follows:

Negligible:

Minor:

The visual quality of the park-like landscape and surrounding viewsheds would not be
affected or the impacts would not be noticeable. Changes would not be of any measurable
or perceptible consequence to a visitor’s experience of the viewshed.

Impacts to the visual quality of the park-like landscape would be detectable and may
result in some changes to the existing viewsheds. However, these changes would not
impact any park-like or otherwise important views and would not noticeably alter the
park atmosphere. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse impacts, would be
simple and likely successful.
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Moderate: Impacts to the visual quality of the park-like landscape would be detectable and would
result in some changes to the existing viewsheds. These changes could impact park-like
or otherwise important views and result in changes to the park atmosphere. Mitigation
measures, if needed to offset adverse impacts, would be extensive and likely successful.

Major: Impacts to the visual quality of the park-like landscape would be obvious, long-term, and
would have substantial consequences to historical or otherwise important views in the
region. Extensive mitigation measures would be needed to offset any adverse impacts and
their success would not be guaranteed.

Transportation, Site Access, and Circulation

Local roads, as well as park roads, provide access to the study areas and contribute to the quality of the
visitor experience. They provide a safe and efficient means of access while also protecting resources. The
alternatives were evaluated to assess their potential to improve access, parking, and safety within the sites
in a manner that would improve the visitor experience while minimizing adverse impacts on the roadways
and the park environment. The intensity of the transportation, site access, and circulation impacts are
defined as follows:

Negligible: Traffic would not be impacted, or the impacts would be at the lower levels of detection
and would not have an appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would be no changes in
the level of service.

Minor: The impact would be detectable but would be of a magnitude that would not have an
appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would be no noticeable changes in the traffic
congestion or level of service. If adverse, mitigation would be simple and likely
successful.

Moderate: The impacts would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial change in traffic
flow patterns, congestion, and/or level of service, in a manner noticeable to the public. If
adverse, mitigation would be necessary and would likely be successful.

Major: The impacts would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial change in traffic
flow in a manner noticeable to the public and be markedly different from the present
traffic flow patterns and levels of service. If adverse, mitigation measures would be
extensive and their success would not be guaranteed.

Visitor Use and Experience

NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) states that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the
people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks, and that the NPS is committed
to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks. One of the greatest
challenges to maintaining a high-quality park environment at Jamaica Bay is making the park visible and
easily accessible in the growing urban environment. To accomplish this, the NPS must ensure that its sites
within the city are easily recognizable and accessible. As the city continues to grow, the visitor experience
may consequently be diminished. The following intensity levels measure the impact the growing urban
environment and/or the proposed action would have on the visitor experience at Jamaica Bay.
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Negligible:

Minor:

Moderate:

Major:

Operations

The visitor use or experience within the study area would not be affected or changes
would not be noticeable to visitors. Any impacts would be short-term and the visitor
would not likely be aware of the impacts associated with the alternative.

The impacts to visitor use and experience would be detectable. Although the visitor
would be aware of changes, they would not find it necessary to alter current practices.

The impacts to visitor use and experience would be readily apparent and likely long-term.
The visitor would be aware of changes and could find it necessary to alter current
practices.

The impacts to visitor use and experience would be readily apparent and would have
important long-term consequences. The visitor would be aware of the impacts associated
with the alternative and would find it necessary to alter current practices.

Operations, for the purpose of this analysis, refers to the effectiveness and efficiency of park staff’s ability
to carry out all tasks necessary to operate and maintain access, circulation, and parking within the study
areas at the Jamaica Bay unit. This includes operating toll booths, traffic control, concession management,
landscaping, garbage collection, and infrastructure maintenance. Staff members who were knowledgeable
of these issues were included in the planning team that evaluated the impacts of each alternative.

Negligible:

Minor:

Moderate:

Major:

Changes would be at a level of importance that would not require noticeable alterations in
current park operations.

Changes would be at a level of importance that would require some alteration in current
operations. These changes would be simple to make and could be easily incorporated into
current operation procedures.

Changes would be at a level of importance that would require a noticeable alteration in
current park operations. These alterations would necessitate changes in current staffing
and/or operating procedures to ensure the park was appropriately maintained.

Changes would be at a level of importance that would require a noticeable change in
current park operations. These alterations would necessitate changes in FTEs or funding
dedicated to the site.

IMPAIRMENT

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred and other alternatives, NPS
Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) and Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental
Impact Analysis and Decision-Making, require analysis of potential impacts to determine whether or not
actions would impair park resources.
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A fundamental purpose of the NPS, as provided for in its Organic Act (1916) and reaffirmed by the
General Authorities Act (1970), as amended in 1978, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources
and values. Although Congress has given the NPS management discretion to allow certain impacts within
parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and
values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited
impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm
the integrity of park resources or values, including opportunities that would otherwise be present for the
enjoyment of those resources and values. An impact would be likely to constitute impairment to the
extent it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

1) Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in establishing legislation or proclamation

of the park;

2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
park; or

3) Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant planning
documents.

Impairment may result not only from activities in managing the park, but also visitor activities or
activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park. An impairment
determination is provided for each impact topic, where appropriate, within the conclusion section of each
alternative.
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FLOYD BENNETT FIELD

Impacts to Natural and Physical Resources

Impacts to Soils and Topography

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes would be made to the existing soil or topographic
conditions at Floyd Bennett Field. The majority of the Field would remain covered with impervious
surface. This coverage would compact soils, prevent water absorption, and prevent development of
vegetation. Thus, these areas would not be able to support natural soil conditions. The Grassland
Management Areas, North Forty, and remaining undeveloped areas would continue to support natural soil
conditions. These areas would receive additional stormwater runoff from the surrounding impervious
surfaces which could increase the rate of erosion. Therefore, the overall impact to soils and topography
under the No-Action Alternative would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, less than 0.1 acre (approximately 1,500 sf) of new impervious surface would be
installed to support the new North Entrance. This new development would fall almost entirely within the
median of Flatbush Avenue and include some grading and the installation of a new traffic signal prior to
paving.

This relatively small gain in impervious surface would not constitute a noticeable change to soils. The
increase in impervious surface would be carried out with proper erosion and sediment control measures
and would not considerably change stormwater runoff patterns and nor increase erosion but would be at
an immeasurable rate. Similarly, grading would create unnoticeable changes in the local topography. The
result would be a long-term, negligible, adverse impact to soils and topography.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, approximately 0.5 acre (22,000 sf) of new impervious surface would be installed.
Most of this development would occur within the median of Flatbush Avenue and consist of some
grading and the installation of a new traffic signal prior to paving. The marina concession driveway
would also be realigned to meet with the new intersection. This realignment would involve the removal of
some impervious surface, grading, and the installation of new surfaces equal in area to the old driveway.
The exposed soils from the old driveway could be covered with new vegetation to provide groundcover
protection and stability.

This location is already composed primarily of impervious surface, and this relatively small gain in
coverage would not constitute a noticeable change in soils. Additional runoff would have similar impacts
as those described under Alternative B. Similarly, grading would create unnoticeable changes in the local
topography. The result would be a long-term, negligible, adverse impact to soils and topography.
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Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

Under Alternative D, approximately 0.5 acre (22,500 sf) of impervious surface would be installed. This
development would be a combination of what is proposed under Alternatives B and C. Although the
location of the development in Alternative B would be slightly north of what is proposed in Alternative
D, it would have the same impact on soils and topography. The result would be a long-term, negligible,
adverse impact to soils and topography.

Impacts to Vegetation

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the limited vegetation that exists in and around Flatbush Avenue would
remain. Vegetation throughout the site would continue to be impacted by stormwater runoff, vehicular
exhaust, and the occasional off-road activity. Disease would continue to disrupt the mix of invasive/exotic
and native species that cover the limited amounts of undeveloped space. Impacts to vegetation under
Alternative A would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, the new North Entrance would introduce less than 0.1 acre (approximately 1,500 sf)
of new impervious surface. This development would result in the loss of some maintained lawn within the
median of Flatbush Avenue. Because the maintained lawn is a common habitat throughout the region and
is isolated from surrounding habitats by the road network, the loss would not represent a critical impact to
vegetation. Furthermore, this area is already regularly impacted by the surrounding road network and is
composed of non-native species that are often plagued with disease. Although much of the area is already
impervious, the development could increase runoff rates that could impact grasses that were previously
buffered by the lost vegetation.

While this development would adversely impact the low quality vegetation along Flatbush Avenue, the
vegetation within the Grassland Management Areas would receive a reduction in the potential for off-road
driving loads through the closure of the northern ends of Runways 1-19 and 12-30. Although this
represents a relatively small level of impact, it would be beneficial to the existing populations. Overall,
this alternative would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, the installation of a Visitor Center Entrance would introduce approximately 0.5 acre
(21,000 sf) of impervious surface that would require the removal of a corresponding area of maintained
lawn within the Flatbush Avenue median and alongside the Ryan Visitor Center. In addition to this loss,
the development would also require the removal of an estimated 16 trees that exist within the median.
These trees are still relatively immature, and by aligning the entrance with the visitor center, this
alternative avoids impacting larger, more mature trees that are located in the southern end of the median.
Because the maintained lawn is a common habitat throughout the region and is isolated from surrounding
habitats by the road network, the loss would not be critical to the region’s vegetation. Although much of
the area is already impervious, the increase could increase runoff rates that could impact grasses that were
previously buffered by the lost vegetation.
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While this development would adversely impact the low quality vegetation along Flatbush Avenue, the
vegetation within the Grassland Management Areas and North Forty would receive a reduction in the
potential for off road driving. By closing the northern ends of Runways 1-19, 12-30, 15-33, and much of
Runway 6-24, this alternative would take greater steps in reducing the impacts being delivered to this
vegetation. Although this represents a small level of pollution, it would be beneficial to the existing
populations. Overall, this alternative would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

The impacts to vegetation associated with Alternative D would be similar to those described for both
Alternatives B and C. However, the runway closures would not include the north end of Runway 15-33.
This would still represent a reduction in the potential for off road driving. The overall impact would be
long-term, minor, and adverse.

Impacts to Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no additional impacts would be introduced to wildlife or wildlife
habitat in the area. Visitors and partner and tenant users would all continue to follow existing circulation
patterns within the site. These patterns create some noise impacts to the wildlife that inhabits the
Grassland Management Areas and North Forty. However, the species that live in or pass through the
Field, have grown accustomed to these urban noises, and have most likely selected nesting, feeding, and
lifestyle patterns that are compatible with these disturbances. Overall, there would be a long-term,
negligible, adverse impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, the construction of the new North Entrance would result in the loss of 0.1 acre
(1,500 sq.ft.) of grassy habitat. This habitat is less than ideal, as it is isolated along Flatbush Avenue. The
new entrance would also bring more vehicular traffic into the north end of the Field. The noise associated
with this new traffic would be comparable to the existing noise levels that already exist along Flatbush
Avenue. Because this alternative would confine the traffic associated with this new entrance to the sports
complex land assignment, the increase in noise would be confined to this already impacted area.

The closure of the northern ends of runways 12-30 and 1-19, however, would have a beneficial impact on
wildlife. By closing these runways, this alternative creates a space in which threats of noise and
interactions with motor vehicles would be reduced. Although pedestrians and bicycles would still be able
to use these runways, they would not produce the sound or physical threat to wildlife in the area. This
would allow existing species to travel more freely through the area, and may be inviting to new species
that do not currently inhabit or visit the site. The overall impact from these actions would be long-term,
minor, and beneficial.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, the construction of the new Visitor Center Entrance would result in the loss of 0.5
acre (22,000 sqg.ft.) of grassy habitat and up to 16 immature trees. This habitat is less than ideal, as it is
isolated along Flatbush Avenue. The new entrance would also bring more vehicular traffic to the center of
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the Field. This area is highly developed and does not support habitat for local wildlife; therefore the
increased noise would not be as adverse as in Alternative B. However, the realignment of the partner and
tenant users’ access points would bring the regular traffic to and from the NYPD site directly through the
Grassland Management Areas, instead of along the Field’s southern border. While this would be an
increase in noise and physical threats to the wildlife associated with these areas, the runway already
experiences regular traffic from NPS visitors and NYCDOS employees, so the increase would not be of
great consequence.

While there would be more traffic through the center of the Grassland Management Areas, Alternative C
would provide the greatest amount of runway closures across the site. The closure of the western halves
of runways 1-19, 12-30, 15-33, and most of 6-24 would allow the western half of the airfield to become
more connected with the North Forty Natural Area, extending the corridor of relatively undisturbed area
for permanent and transient wildlife species. Although pedestrians and bicycles would still be able to use
these runways, they would not produce the sound or the threat to wildlife in the area that vehicular traffic
does. Therefore, Alternative C would result in a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact to wildlife and
wildlife habitat.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

Alternative D would include the impacts associated with both new entrances proposed in Alternatives B
and C. The 0.5 acres (23,500 sg.ft.) of grassy habitat and 16 trees that would be eliminated is less than
ideal habitat, as it is isolated along Flatbush Avenue. However, under this alternative, the new sports
complex entrance would be located further north along Flatbush Avenue and would provide access to the
entire site. Despite the increase in vehicular traffic on the north end of the Field, the impact would not
penetrate into the core of the natural areas (see the “Impacts to Noise” section of this chapter).

This alternative would also include runway closures that would isolate vehicular circulation. The closure
of the western halves of runways 1-19, 12-30, and most of 6-24 would allow the western half of the
airfield to become more connected with the North Forty Natural Area, opening up approximately 300
acres (1,300,000 sq.ft.) for permanent and transient wildlife species. Although pedestrians and bicycles
would still be able to use these runways, they would not produce the sound or the threat to wildlife in the
area. Because this alternative would not include the same runway closures as Alternative C, there would
be a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact.

Impacts to Water Resources

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes would be made to the site that would alter the level of
impervious surface. Increased visitation to the site would continue and could lead to an increase in the
amount of pollutants deposited on the Field that could be washed across impervious surfaces into
surrounding water bodies during storm events. Storm sewers would continue to capture the majority of
this runoff before it reaches surrounding water bodies. The vegetation in the Grassland Management
Areas and along some of the roads would provide some buffering against stormwater runoff and allow
water to be absorbed into groundwater tables. Regardless of the increase of pollutants across the Field’s
impervious surfaces, it would still be imperceptible when compared to the overall pollutant load of the
surrounding region. The NPS and NYCDOT would continue to respond to stormwater management
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issues in and around the site as staff and funding became available. The overall impact to water resources
would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, less than 0.1 acre (approximately 1,500 sf) of impervious surface would be installed.
This increase would be immeasurable in comparison to the high levels of impervious surface that
currently surround the site. Although the increase could change current stormwater runoff patterns along
the road, the road already experiences a high level of stormwater runoff and is serviced by a storm sewer
system which removes stormwater from the area.

On-site changes in runway use could lead to a redistribution of automobile-related pollutants. However,
any changes in traffic patterns related to this alternative would not change pollutant loading in a manner
that could impact water quality levels. The overall impact would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, approximately 0.5 acre (21,000 sf) of impervious surface would be installed.
Despite the greater amount of impervious surface, this impact would be similar to those defined in
Alternative B. The overall impact would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

The impacts to water quality associated with Alternative D would be the same as those described for
Alternatives B and C. The overall impact would be long-term, negligible, and adverse.

Impacts to Floodplains

All of the proposed actions at Floyd Bennett Field fall outside of the floodplain. Therefore, there would
be no impact to floodplains under Alternative A, B, C, or D at Floyd Bennett Field.

Impacts to Air Quality

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, air quality would be influenced by the growing regional population.
While no changes would be made to current circulation patterns, the increasing visitation and regional
population would add more vehicular traffic to the area. Despite these growing conditions, pollutant
levels would remain below the NAAQS in the future because the EPA’s mobile source emission factors
will continue to be reduced as a result of state and federal emission control programs.

As shown in Table 8 and 9, the Floyd Bennett Field 1-hour CO concentrations under the 2005 existing
condition ranged from 6.1 to 6.3 ppm. The 2005 existing condition 8-hour CO concentrations ranged
from 4.3 to 4.4 ppm. Under the 2025 No-Action Alternative condition, the 1-hour CO concentrations
would range from 5.8 to 6.0 ppm and the 8-hour CO concentrations ranged from 4.1 to 4.2 ppm. This
would result in a long-term, negligible, and beneficial impact.
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Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, overall air quality would continue to be improved, as was the case in the No-Action
Alternative. For Alternative B, the 2025 1-hour CO concentrations would range from 5.8 to 6.3 ppm, and
the 8-hour CO concentrations would range from 4.1 to 4.4 ppm. These reductions would be related to the
reduction in necessary travel to reach the Field. The impacts associated with Alternative B would be long-
term, negligible to minor, and beneficial.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, overall air quality would continue to be improved, as was the case in the previous
alternatives. Under this alternative, the 1-hour CO concentrations would range from 5.7 to 6.5 ppm, and
the 8-hour CO concentrations would range from 4.0 to 4.6 ppm. As with Alternative B, these reductions
would be related to greater reduction in necessary travel to reach the Field. The impacts associated with
Alternative C would be long-term, negligible to minor, and beneficial.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

Under Alternative D, the overall air quality would continue to be improved, as was the case in the
previous alternatives. Under this alternative, the 1-hour CO concentrations would range from 5.7 to 6.4
ppm, and the 8-hour CO concentrations would range from 4.0 to 4.5 ppm. These reductions would be
related to the greater reduction in necessary travel to reach the Field. The impacts associated with
Alternative D would be long-term, negligible to minor, and beneficial.

For each of the alternatives, the 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations would be below the CO NAAQS of 35
and 9 ppm, respectively. The predicted 1- and 8-hour concentrations for the Floyd Bennett Field study
area alternatives are presented in Tables 8 and 9.
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Table 8: Predicted Maximum 1 Hour CO Concentrations*

Intersection/ Existing Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C  Alternative D
Receptor Site (2005) (2025) (2025) (2025) (2025)
Floyd Bennett Field at

Flatbush Avenue

R1 South Quadrant 6.1 5.9 5.8 5.7 5.7
R2 Northeast Quadrant 6.2 5.9 59 57 5.7
R3 Northwest Quadrant 6.3 5.8 58 5.7 5.7
Flatbush Avenue at

South Site Drive

R4 Southeast Quadrant 6.3 5.9 5.8 6.3 6.3
R5 Northeast Quadrant 6.3 5.9 5.8 6.1 6.1
R6 Northwest Quadrant 6.3 5.9 58 6.5 6.4
R7 Southwest Quadrant 6.3 5.9 5.9 6.3 6.1
Flatbush Avenue at

North Site Drive

R8 Southeast Quadrant 6.3 6.0 6.3 5.9 6.2
R9 Northeast Quadrant 6.3 5.9 6.1 59 6.0
R10 Northwest Quadrant 6.2 5.9 6.3 5.9 6.3
R11 Southwest Quadrant 6.2 5.8 6.1 59 6.0

Note:* The values include background (5.0 ppm for 1 hour) and are expressed in parts per million (ppm).
The 1-hour CO NAAQS is 35 ppm. All the 1-hour concentrations are below the CO NAAQS of 35.

Source:  Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

Table 9: Predicted Maximum 8 Hour CO Concentrations*

Intersection/ Existing Alternative A  Alternative B Alternative C  Alternative D
Receptor Site (2005) (2025) (2025) (2025) (2025)
Floyd Bennett Field at

Flatbush Avenue

R1 South Quadrant 43 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0
R2 Northeast Quadrant 43 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0
R3 Northwest Quadrant 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0
Flatbush Avenue at

South Site Drive

R4 Southeast Quadrant 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.4 4.4
R5 Northeast Quadrant 4.4 4.1 4.1 43 43
R6 Northwest Quadrant 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.6 45
R7 Southwest Quadrant 4.4 41 4.1 4.4 4.3
Flatbush Avenue at

North Site Drive

R8 Southeast Quadrant 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.1 4.3
R9 Northeast Quadrant 4.4 4.1 43 41 4.2
R10 Northwest Quadrant 4.3 41 4.4 41 4.4
R11 Southwest Quadrant 43 4.1 43 41 4.2

Note:* The values include background (3.5 ppm for 8-hour) and are expressed in parts per million (ppm).
The 8-hour CO NAAQS is 9 ppm. All the 8-hour concentrations are below the CO NAAQS of 9 ppm.

Source:  Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.
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Impacts to Noise

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative (2025 design year) sound levels at 50 feet would be approximately 67
dBA, a 1 dBA increase from existing conditions. This would result in the distances to impact (66 dBA)
increasing to 60 feet from the Flatbush Avenue centerline (a 10 foot increase from existing conditions).
Alternative would result in a long-term, minor, and adverse impact to noise.

Impacts Common to the Action Alternatives

Under Alternatives B, C, and D, sound levels at 50 feet from the Flatbush Avenue centerline would be
approximately 67 dBA, a 1 dBA increase from existing conditions. This increase is the same as that
experienced under the No-Action Alternative. However, based on the changes to internal traffic, along
with the increase in general traffic along Flatbush Avenue, Alternatives B, C, and D would increase the
distance to impact (66 dBA) to 65 feet from the centerline. Therefore, Alternatives B, C, and D would
result in a long-term, minor, and adverse impact to noise.

Impacts to Cultural Resources

Impacts to Archeological Resources

At Floyd Bennett Field, it is possible that archeological resources associated with early human occupation
of the site and the Barren Island community are present. Floyd Bennett Field currently rests on
approximately 9 feet of fill material. Because the ground-disturbing activities proposed by this study
would include minimal surface grading/cutting to level out the ground for roads, archeological resources
are not expected to be impacted. However, if during construction previously undiscovered archeological
resources were uncovered, Gateway cultural resources staff would be informed immediately and all work
in the immediate vicinity of the discovery would be halted until the resources could be identified and
documented and an appropriate mitigation strategy developed in consultation with the New York SHPO.
As a result, there would no impact to known archeological resources from Alternative A, B, C, or D. For
the purposes of Section 106, the proposed action would result in no historic properties affected.

Impacts to Historic Structures

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under Alternative A, no project-related construction would take place that would impact historic
structures. The NPS would continue efforts to maintain and preserve the historic structures as funding
became available. However, the runways would continue to receive wear and tear due to vehicle use. As a
result, the overall impact of Alternative A to historic structures would be long-term, minor, and
adverse.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, many of the proposed actions encompass changes in traffic patterns and vehicle
circulation both at the entrance to Floyd Bennett Field and on the runways within the Field. The changes
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to the entrance entail adding a dedicated entrance for the new sports complex and altering existing curb
cuts and medians. The developments would not impact any of the

buildings that surround the entrance.

Internal changes to traffic patterns would consist of closing the =
northern sections of Runways 1-19 and 12-30 to vehicles. These :
runways are considered historic structures as described in the
National Register nomination of Floyd Bennett Field (NPS 1976).
The historic runway pattern is an integral part of the entire runway
system at Floyd Bennett Field. As such, the runways contribute to Historic runway at Floyd Bennett
Floyd Bennett Field’s important role in aviation history. Closing Field; serving as an access road
portions of these runways to vehicular traffic would reduce damage

from vehicle use. Because these runways were not meant to be

driven on for long periods by vehicles, they were not constructed to sustain vehicle use. As a result, the
paving has been damaged and continues to be weakened through wear and tear due to long-term vehicle
use. This damage would be greatly reduced through the closing of portions of the runways thus improving
the physical structure of the runways. Because of these changes, the overall impact of Alternative B to
historic structures would be long-term, negligible, and beneficial.

Section 106 Summary

After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative B would have a no adverse effect on historic
structures at Floyd Bennett Field. Alternative B would result in impacts that were at the lower level of
detection.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, many of the proposed actions encompass changes in traffic patterns and vehicle
circulation both at the entrance to Floyd Bennett Field and on the runways within the Field. The changes
to the entrances include altering the existing access point in front of the Ryan Visitor Center to provide a
new access point to the site. This would create a grand park-like entrance to the site and facilitate access
for the field's other users. A new entrance would also be constructed for the NYPD and NYCDOS to
directly access their sites. The developments would not impact any of the buildings that surround the
entrance.

However, internal changes to traffic patterns would impact historic structures. These consist of closing
access to Runway 12-30 from the Runway 1-19 intersection. In addition, the remaining sections of
Runway 1-19 and 12-30 would be completely closed to vehicle traffic, as would the north end of Runway
15-33 and virtually all of Runway 6-24. These runways are considered historic structures as described in
the National Register nomination of Floyd Bennett Field (NPS 1976). The historic runway pattern is an
integral part of the entire runway system at Floyd Bennett Field. As such, the runways contribute to Floyd
Bennett Field’s important role in aviation history. As described in Alternative B, closing portions of these
runways to vehicular traffic would reduce damage from vehicle use. Because of these changes, the overall
impact of Alternative C to historic structures would be long-term, negligible, and beneficial.

Section 106 Summary
After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative C would have a no adverse effect on historic
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structures at Floyd Bennett Field. Alternative C would result in impacts that were at the lower level of
detection.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

As in Alternatives B and C, under Alternative D, many of the proposed actions encompass changes in
traffic patterns and vehicle circulation both at the entrance to Floyd Bennett Field and on the runways
within the Field. The changes to the entrance include creating two new signalized entrances at the Visitor
Center and near the new sports complex. The developments would not impact any of the buildings that
surround the entrance.

However, internal changes to traffic patterns would impact historic structures. These consist of closing the
remaining sections of Runways 1-19 and 12-30 to vehicular traffic, as well as most of Runway 6-24.
These runways are considered historic structures as described in the National Register nomination of
Floyd Bennett Field (NPS 1976). The historic runway pattern is an integral part of the entire runway
system at the Field, and the runways contribute to Floyd Bennett Field’s important role in aviation
history. As described in Alternative B, closing portions of these runways to vehicular traffic would reduce
damage from vehicle use. Because of these changes, the overall impact of Alternative D to historic
structures would be long-term, negligible, and beneficial.

Section 106 Summary

After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative D would have a no adverse effect on historic
structures at Floyd Bennett Field. Alternative D would result in impacts that were at the lower level of
detection.

Impacts to Cultural Landscapes

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under Alternative A, existing cultural landscapes would be preserved in their current configuration. Floyd
Bennett Field retains the layout and surface appearance of a 1931-41 airport. However, the runways and
taxiways are currently used to provide vehicle access to most of the site. This makes it difficult for
visitors to interpret the site as a historic airfield. In particular, the lines on the runways to denote lanes and
other traffic control measures make it difficult to distinguish runways from regular roadways. Because the
airfield would continue to be used, as is, this confusion and lack of interpretation of a historic airfield
would continue. This would result in long-term, moderate, and adverse impact to cultural landscapes.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, a new entrance dedicated to the sports complex would be constructed. As part of
this construction, existing curb cuts and median openings along Flatbush Avenue would be reconstructed
to allow for a traffic signal at this entrance. This new entrance would not be consistent with the historic
use of the site and would detract from the cultural landscape along Flatbush Avenue. The view for visitors
driving along Flatbush Avenue would no longer be focused on the main entrance of the park, which
provides a grand entrance into the site using a semi-circle. This would have been the primary entrance to
Floyd Bennett Field historically and would have served as the focal point for the entire area. Rather, the
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view would be centered on the new traffic signal and the new entrance into the site for the sports
complex, thus altering the cultural landscape.

Once inside the park, the cultural landscape tells the story of the early years of aviation through the
existing runway and taxiway configurations. This cultural landscape would be improved through the
partial closing of Runways 1-19 and 12-30 to vehicles. By closing these portions of the historic runway
system, visitors would have a better understanding of the relationship between the runways and the
airfield landscape. Current traffic markings and traffic control devices would be removed on these
portions allowing the visitor to see these portions as part of a runway system rather than simply another
access road for the park. However, visitors would still travel on those portions of the runways and
taxiways not closed to vehicular traffic, and the traffic control devices would not be removed from these
areas. As a result, only a portion of the cultural landscape would be restored. Taken together, these
changes would result in a long-term, minor, and adverse impact to cultural landscapes from
Alternative B.

Section 106 Summary

After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative B would have a no adverse effect on cultural
landscapes at Floyd Bennett Field. While Alternative B would alter the features of the landscape, it would
not diminish the overall integrity of the landscape.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, the original entrance to the airfield would be utilized to create a grand park-like
entrance to the site and facilitate access to the field for other users. This would return this portion of the
park to its original entrance configuration. However, a new entrance would also be constructed to provide
the NYPD and the NYCDOS with direct access to their respective facilities via old Runway 6-24. Even
with the new entrance for the NYPD and the NYCDOS, the view for visitors driving along Flatbush
Avenue, as well as those entering the Field, would once again focus on the main entrance of the park.

Within the Field, the remaining sections of Runways 1-19 and 12-30 would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic, as would the north end of Runway 15-33 and virtually all of Runway 6-24. By closing
these portions of the historic runway system, visitors would have a better understanding of the
relationship between the runways and the airfield landscape. Current traffic markings and traffic control
devices would be removed on these portions allowing the visitor to see these portions as part of a runway
system rather than simply another access road for the Field. As in Alternative B however, visitors would
still travel on those portions of the runways and taxiways not closed to vehicular traffic, and the traffic
control devices would not be removed from these areas. As a result, only a portion of the cultural
landscape would be restored. The overall impact of Alternative C to cultural landscapes would be long-
term, minor, and adverse.

Section 106 Summary

After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative C would have a no adverse effect on cultural
landscapes at Floyd Bennett Field. While Alternative C would alter the features of the landscape, it would
not diminish the overall integrity of the landscape. The historical entrance would be restored under this
alternative, restoring a portion of the historic view of Floyd Bennett Field.
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Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

Under Alternative D, two new signalized entrances would be constructed: one at the Visitor Center and
one near the new sports complex. One entrance would be signed for the new sports complex specifically,
while the other entrance would be identified as the main entrance into Floyd Bennett Field. The existing
southern entrance would remain open and serve as a primary tenant entrance rather than a main entrance
as it is currently used. The multiple access points and traffic signals would not be consistent with the
historic use of the site. Further, the introduction of multiple entrances and traffic signals would detract
from the cultural landscape at Floyd Bennett Field. The view for visitors driving along Flatbush Avenue
would now focus on several entrances and new traffic signals, rather than a single entrance or a historic
view.

In addition, internal circulation changes would include closing the remaining sections of Runways 1-19
and 12-30 to vehicular traffic and closure of most of Runway 6-24. By closing these portions of the
historic runway system, visitors would have a better understanding of the relationship between the
runways and the airfield landscape. Current traffic markings and traffic control devices would be removed
on these portions allowing the visitor to see these portions as part of a runway rather than simply another
access road for the Field. As in Alternatives B and C however, visitors would still travel on those portions
of the runways and taxiways not closed to vehicular traffic, and the traffic control devices would not be
removed from these areas. As a result, only a portion of the cultural landscape would be restored. The
overall impact of Alternative D to cultural landscapes would be long-term, moderate, and adverse.

Section 106 Summary

After applying the ACHP’s criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that the implementation of Alternative D would have an adverse effect on cultural
landscapes at Floyd Bennett Field. When taken together, the new entrances and traffic signals proposed
under Alternative D would alter the view and cultural landscape of Floyd Bennett Field Avenue to the
point that the overall integrity of the cultural landscape was diminished. This would be particularly
evident for visitors entering the park and those passing the park along Flatbush Avenue. The historic view
of Floyd Bennett Field would be segmented with no one entrance standing out above the others.

Impacts to Visual Resources

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes would be made in or around the Field that would impact
visual resources. Visitors traveling to the site from the north would pass the hangars, Ryan Visitor Center,
and other visible structures with little indication as to what they are. Limited NPS signage along the road
would prevent these visitors from identifying the site as a park, and the large steel fence that lines the road
would create an uninviting presence. Only after southbound visitors have passed these visible structures
would they encounter NPS signage and an entrance to the site. The lack of visual connection between the
site’s structures and its entrance would lead many to believe that they are unrelated.

Similarly, those visitors coming from the south would pass the visible NPS signage and entrance before
seeing any visible structures. The lack of additional signage and the presence of the fence would lead
many to believe this is an inaccessible site, unrelated to the NPS entrance they just passed.
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Once on site, there would continue to be a visual disconnect between the entrance and the attractions
within the site. Floyd Bennett Drive would not present park-like views but rather would appear to be a
small side road. While there would be some small signs directing visitors to attractions, there would be
similar signs for the USMC, NYPD, and NYCDOS sites. This would only enhance the lack of a park-like
atmosphere. Once visitors turned on to Runway 15-33, many of the site’s attractions would be visible to
them across the expanse of paved surface. The distance to many of these sites, along with the guardrails
and road markings, would prevent many visitors from recognizing they are driving on historic runways.
The lack of visual connection between the access routes and the historic elements of Floyd Bennett Field
would create a viewshed in which the attractions within the site were isolated pockets, rather than
locations within an airfield. The viewshed would be further impacted by the constant vehicular traffic
across the site. With no areas off limits to vehicles, the site would appear to be a series of individual
attractions rather than a large, single park. The overall impact of Alternative A to visual resources would
be long-term, moderate, and adverse.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Under Alternative B, the opening of the North Entrance would provide much needed site recognition
along Flatbush Avenue. New signage would indicate that the entrance was intended only for the sports
complex but would also provide direction to enter the rest of the site. Though this would not serve all of
the site’s users, it would allow passersby to recognize the site as a part of Gateway. Adversely, by
isolating the sports complex from the rest of the site, this alternative does not allow the new facility to be
viewed as part of the Field but as an independent attraction.

On site, there would be no improvements to the visual resources surrounding the site entrance. The site
would not seem park-like, and there would be no immediate visual connection to its historic nature.
However, the closure of the northern ends of Runways 12-30 and 1-19 would provide some visual
connection to the historic airport. The absence of vehicles on the runways would promote both historical
and natural views, as the runways could be viewed in their historic setting rather than as park roads. The
result of Alternative B would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.

Impacts of Alternative C (Visitor Center Entrance)

Under Alternative C, the new Visitor Center Entrance would provide much needed site recognition along
Flatbush Avenue. The location of this entrance, in the core of the Field’s historic structures, would
provide better visual recognition than Alternative B. With the use of appropriate signage leading to the
new entrance, visitors would recognize that the structures they were seeing were part of a historic airfield
now operated by the NPS.

Upon accessing this entrance, visitors would be surrounded by the Field’s historic structures. This would
allow for visual connections to the site’s historic resources and an appreciation of the Field’s use as an
airport. The entry into the core of the Field would create a grand, park-like view, reinforcing the NPS
presence throughout the site and not just at select locations within the Field.

Alternative C would also include more runway closures than Alternative B. By closing the northern ends
of Runways 15-33, 12-30, and 1-19, as well as much of Runway 6-24, this alternative would remove
motor vehicles from a sizeable portion of the Field’s viewshed. The absence of these vehicles would
promote both historical and natural views, as the runways could be viewed in their historic setting rather
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than as park roads. Similarly, the closing of the runways would allow the North Forty and Grassland
Management Areas to be seen as true natural resources and not as buffers lining a road.

The existing entrance would remain open for partner and tenant users and park visitors, but it would not
detract from the visual setting, as the grand entrance would be available to properly introduce the Field.
The result would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.

Impacts of Alternative D (Multi-Access) (NPS Preferred)

Under Alternative D, both the North and Visitor Center Entrances would be opened. This would provide
greater site recognition along Flatbush Avenue than Alternative B or C offers. The two entrances would
both be signed to indicate the site was an NPS unit. Also, under this alternative, the North Entrance would
be connected to the entire site, removing the visual division between the sports complex and the
remainder of the Field.

Also under this alternative, the visual perception of the site would be varied depending on which entrance
was used. The North Entrance would bring visitors on to the historic hangar row, though slightly outside
of the core area. It would also be bordered by the North Forty and Grassland Management Areas,
providing a more natural, undisturbed viewshed than many of the other entrances. This view would be
enhanced by the closure of portions of Runways 1-19, 12-30, and 6-24. These closures would remove
vehicles from this portion of the site, allowing the natural and historical setting to dominate the viewshed.
Entering from the Visitor Center Entrance would provide more historic views, as described above in
Alternative C. And finally, the existing entrance would maintain views that were not consistent with an
NPS site but are familiar to regular visitors. The overall impact to visual resources would be long-term,
moderate, and beneficial.

Impacts to Transportation, Site Access, and Circulation

Impacts of Alternative A (No-Action)

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no changes to site access. The only entrance to the Field
would be Floyd Bennett Drive, with the runways providing connections to most areas of the Field. All of
the traffic associated with the new sports complex would use Floyd Bennett Drive and Runway 15-33.
The 75-80% of sports complex traffic that would arrive from the north would be required to travel along
Flatbush Avenue past the sports complex to Floyd Bennett Drive, and then take Runway 15-33 back up to
the sports complex. These drivers would travel some 1.5 miles out of their way while arriving and
departing. Most of this extra travel would occur within the Field.

Under the No-Action Alternative, the signalized intersection of Flatbush Avenue at Floyd Bennett Field
would operate at LOS A during the weekday afternoon peak hour and the Saturday midday peak hour.
During the morning peak hour, minor signal timing changes would be required to maintain the existing
conditions of LOS A. Otherwise the southbound approach would be reduced to LOS E during the
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morning rush and the entire intersection would be LOS C. The NPS and NYCDOT would pursue other
means of improving this situation as staff and funding became available.

Other deficiencies would exist at the marina concession access points. Drivers heading northbound from
the marina, including those with boat trailers, would either make a u-turn on Flatbush Avenue (if using
the primary driveway) or cross to a median break through oncoming traffic (if using the secondary exit
driveway).

Within the Field, all runways would remain open to vehicular traffic. Traffic volumes would increase due
to the sports complex and the unsignalized intersection of Floyd Bennett Drive. Runway 15-33 would be
reduced to LOS B (rather than its current LOS A). This would not only reduce traffic efficiency but also
increase safety concerns as motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians faced more regular conflicts. During
large events, these conflicts could be reduced by opening the overflow access/egress gate at the north end
of the Field. Overall, the No-Action Alternative would result in a long-term, moderate and adverse
impact to transportation, site access, and circulation.

Impacts of Alternative B (North Entrance)

Alternative B would provide direct access to the new sports complex by creating a signalized intersection
on Flatbush Avenue. This development would require some modifications to the existing bikeway, but
would not change bicycle or pedestrian travel through the area. Under Alternative B, this new signalized
intersection would operate at LOS B under all three peak hours (the morning peak hour, weekday
afternoon peak hour, and the Saturday midday peak hour).

The new traffic signal would not create queuing problems on the Belt Parkway ramps. The distance
between the proposed North Entrance and the ramps is approximately 1,750 feet. The longest queue from
the southbound approach to the intersection would be approximately 400 feet and would occur during the
evening peak hour.

The direct access to the sports complex from the new intersection would reduce traffic volumes at the
intersection of Flatbush Avenue and Floyd Bennett Drive, and within the Field. Vehicles to/from the
north would no longer have to travel out of their way, and Runway 15-33 would not be used for regional
access to the sports complex. Vehicle travel along Runway 15-33 would be reduced, and the other runway
closures would improve safety by reducing travel speeds and eliminating unanticipated vehicle and
pedestrian conflicts.

Under Alternative B, the signalization of the Flatbush Avenue and Floyd Bennett Drive intersection
would be improved to LOS A. Consequently, the level of service rating for the unsignalized intersection
of Floyd Bennett Drive at Runway 15-33 would also improve from LOS B to LOS 