Chapter 15: Alternatives

A. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, this
chapter presents and analyzes alternatives to the proposed project. Alternatives selected for
consideration in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) generally include a No Action
Alternative and alternatives that are feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of the
project sponsor, and have the potential to reduce, eliminate, or avoid significant adverse impacts
of a proposed action while meeting some or all of the goals and objectives of the action. When a
project would result in significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, it is often CEQR
practice to include an assessment of an alternative to the project that would result in no
unmitigated impacts. Such alternatives may not be feasible in relation to the objectives and
capabilities of the project sponsor, but can serve as an analytical tool that demonstrates there is
no alternative meeting the goals of the proposed project without resulting in unmitigated
impacts.

This chapter considers the following alternatives to the proposed project and compares those
alternatives to the proposed project itself:

e A No Action Alternative, which assumes none of the proposed discretionary actions would
occur, and the project site would continue to remain unoccupied;

e A No Unmitigated Significant Adverse Impacts Alternative, which considers a project
program that would eliminate the proposed project’s unmitigated significant adverse impacts
on historic resources; and

o Development alternatives that were presented in 2008 by consulting parties during the
Section 106 consultation process for the disposition of the project site by the United States
Army-National Guard Bureau (NGB).

In addition to a comparative impact analysis, the alternatives in this chapter are assessed to
determine to what extent they would meet the goals and objectives of the proposed project,
which include: (1) redevelopment of the project site with light industrial and retail uses,
consistent with the mandate of the Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation (BNYDC) to
create jobs, maximize revenue, develop underutilized areas within the Brooklyn Navy Yard
industrial park, and modernize the industrial park’s infrastructure; (2) provide an engine for
substantial job growth to directly benefit the communities that surround the project site; (3) meet
the City’s strong demand for light industrial space; (4) develop a supermarket on the project site
to fulfill a two-decade-old commitment to the surrounding community to address a serious
public health issue by providing access to fresh food and produce; and (5) rehabilitate and/or
reconstruct and adaptively reuse two historic structures.

The conclusion of the alternatives analysis is that, while some of the alternatives may reduce or
eliminate the significant adverse impacts to historic and cultural resources, none of the
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considered alternatives are feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of BNYDC, nor
do they meet the goals and objectives of the proposed project.

B. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DESCRIPTION OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative assumes that the property would not be transferred from the federal
government to City ownership, that none of the other proposed discretionary actions would
occur, and that the proposed project would not be implemented. Under this scenario, the project
site would remain unoccupied, and the vacant buildings currently located on the federally owned
site would continue to deteriorate. Residents and workers in the study area would continue to
lack access to grocery stores carrying fresh food and produce, and there would be no creation of
light industrial space on the project site. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would fail to meet
any of the proposed project’s goals. In addition, the No Action Alternative would not permit the
full implementation of the Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway project, an independent City-
sponsored project, as discussed more fully below. Under the No Action Alternative, the
Greenway could not provide separate bike and pedestrian paths, which the widened sidewalks
under the proposed project would accommodate.

The No Action Alternative has been used in other chapters of this EIS as the baseline against
which impacts of the proposed project are measured. This section compares the potential effects
of the No Action Alternative to those of the proposed project.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE COMPARED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

No changes to zoning or public policy are anticipated in the study area under the No Action
Alternative. Under this alternative, the project site would remain unoccupied. The vacant
buildings currently located on the site would continue to deteriorate and the site would remain
overgrown. Residents and workers in the study area would continue to lack access to grocery
stores carrying fresh food and produce, and there would be no creation of light industrial space
for small businesses on the project site to complement the adjacent Brooklyn Navy Yard
industrial park.

While the No Action Alternative does not achieve the beneficial land use changes that would
result with the proposed project, neither the proposed project nor the No Action Alternative
would result in significant adverse impacts related to land use, zoning, and public policy, as
described in Chapter 2, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.”

OPEN SPACE

The total amount of publicly accessible open space acreage in the Y-mile study area is not
expected to change under the No Action Alternative, while an additional 2,962 residents and 635
workers would be added to the study area from planned developments. These additional
residents and workers would result in a decrease in the passive open space ratio for workers
from 1.01 to 1.14. That ratio would continue to remain above the New York City Department of
City Planning (DCP) guideline of 0.15.
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While the passive open space ratio for workers would be higher (at 1.01) under the No Action
Alternative than under the proposed project (at 0.88), neither the proposed project nor the No
Action Alternative would result in significant adverse impacts related to open space. Under the
proposed project, the ratio would still be well above the DCP guideline, as described in Chapter
3, “Open Space.”

SHADOWS

Like the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse
impacts related to shadows. Under this alternative, there would be no new development on the
project site and, therefore, no new shadow increments on nearby sun-sensitive resources—the
publicly accessible open spaces of the Farragut Houses complex, Commodore Barry Park, or the
four mature trees on the project site that would be preserved as part of the project. Although the
massing and height of new structures with the proposed project would cast new shadows, the
brief duration and small extent of those shadows on nearby sun-sensitive resources would not
cause a significant adverse shadows impact, as described in Chapter 4, “Shadows.”

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resources

As there would be no subsurface excavation under the No Action Alternative, there would be no
potential for any significant archaeological resources on the project site to be disturbed or
impacted. As described in Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” with the proposed
project, archaeological work would be undertaken to determine whether there are significant
archaeological resources on the site. These investigations would include monitoring during all
ground disturbing activities and additional archaeological investigations in the front and rear
yards of the Officers’ Quarters after the existing buildings (other than Building B and the Timber
Shed) are demolished. If no significant resources are encountered, there would be no adverse
effects to archaeological resources with the proposed project. Should significant archaeological
resources or human remains be encountered, the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with NGB
would require the purchaser of the site to consult with the NGB and the New York State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) to determine whether the resources may be avoided during
construction and, if not, to identify appropriate mitigation measures to be implemented with the
proposed project prior to and during construction, as discussed in Chapter 5, “Historic and
Cultural Resources.”

Architectural Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, the vacant Admirals Row buildings would continue to
deteriorate, resulting in further destabilization, potentially unsafe conditions, loss of historic
integrity, and potential loss of individual historic buildings including Building B and the Timber
Shed. In comparison, the proposed project would rehabilitate and/or reconstruct Building B and
the Timber Shed and restore them to active use, as discussed in Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural
Resources.” The proposed project would result in the demolition of the remaining Admirals Row
buildings, but it would involve the implementation of mitigation measures specified in the MOA
with the NGB as discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural Resources,”
including photodocumentation of the outbuildings on the project site, updating of the Historic
American Buildings Survey (HABS) Level Il documentation for the project site, architectural
salvage from the Officers’ Quarters, and development of a site commemoration plan. None of
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these measures would be implemented under the No Action Alternative, and thus that alternative
could ultimately result in the loss of the historic integrity of individual structures and/or the
project site as a whole without the implementation of appropriate measures to document their
historic significance.

Unlike the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not have the potential to result in
direct, construction-related impacts on historic Brooklyn Navy Yard buildings within 90 feet of
the project site. However, the proposed project would include the preparation and
implementation of a Construction Protection Plan that would address the potential for
construction-related impacts and, therefore, the proposed project would not have significant
adverse construction-related impacts on nearby historic resources, as discussed in Chapter 5,
“Historic and Cultural Resources.”

NATURAL RESOURCES

Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed project would have significant adverse
impacts on natural resources. In the No Action Alternative, vegetative composition and wildlife
population density and diversity are expected to remain relatively unchanged from existing
conditions. The natural succession of the vegetative community would continue at the existing
rate and the project site would be expected to accommodate the current variety of wildlife at
similar densities. Outside of natural succession, little change would be expected to occur to the
ecological communities present on the project site.

While the proposed project would remove much of the existing vegetation on the site while
retaining four large trees on Nassau Street to the extent possible, and would reduce the on-site
habitat value for the animal species that currently use the site, the proposed project would not
have a significant adverse impact on natural resources. As described in Chapter 6, “Natural
Resources,” a planting plan to offset some of the vegetation and habitat disturbed during
construction would be created as part of the project; that planting plan would consider habitat
value for wildlife such as birds and butterflies.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

In the No Action Alternative, the project site would remain unused and there would be no
potential significant health risks at the project site from deconstruction, excavation, or
construction. Although the proposed project may encounter previously unknown contaminated
materials during building demolition and subsurface excavation, such activities would include
appropriate health and safety and investigative/remedial measures that would precede or govern
the demolition, renovation, and soil disturbance activities. Therefore, as discussed in Chapter 7,
“Hazardous Materials,” neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed project would result
in significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials.

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed project would result in significant adverse
impacts on the City’s water or sewer infrastructure. In the No Action Alternative, the buildings
on the project site are expected to remain vacant. There would be no water demand or sanitary
sewage generation and stormwater runoff amounts from the project site would remain about the
same. Although the proposed project would result in an increased demand on the City’s water
supply, wastewater, and stormwater conveyance and treatment infrastructure, the proposed
project’s water demand and sewage generation would not have significant adverse impacts on
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the City’s water supply or sanitary sewage treatment system. In addition, the proposed project
would implement certain Best Management Practices (BMPs), including the inclusion of a green
roof, permeable pavement, and planted areas within the proposed parking lot, as described in
Chapter 8, “Water and Sewer Infrastructure.” In addition, a BMP Concept Plan would be
developed in coordination with the New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) to identify additional BMPs that would reduce stormwater discharge rates, such as blue
roofs, on-site rain gardens, infiltration swales, and stormwater detention, and BMPs that would
reduce sanitary sewage volumes, such as gray water reuse and low-flow fixtures. With the
incorporation of selected BMPs and the implementation of the BMP Concept Plan, the increase
in stormwater runoff would not be expected to have a significant adverse impact on the City’s
downstream combined sewer system or the Red Hook Wastewater Treatment Plant.

TRANSPORTATION

As the project site would remain unoccupied in the No Action Alternative, it would not generate
any travel demand. As discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation,” compared to the proposed
project, the No Action Alternative would result in 979, 2,544, 2,206, and 2,498 fewer person
trips in the vicinity of the project site during the weekday AM, weekday midday, weekday PM,
Saturday midday, and Saturday PM peak hours, respectively. The No Action Alternative would
also result in 213, 306, 345, and 350 fewer vehicle trips over the same peak hours, respectively,
as compared to the proposed project.

In the No Action Alternative, there would be an increase in transportation demands from sites in
the study area that will be developed by 2014 and from background growth reflecting general
long-term trends and smaller developments.

Traffic

As discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation,” under the No Action Alternative, traffic volumes in
2014 are expected to increase compared to existing volumes due to growth unrelated to the
project site. As compared to existing conditions, there would not be any additional congested
intersections, although operating conditions at some congested intersections would further
deteriorate. At the intersection of Tillary Street and Flatbush Avenue Extension, there would be
two additional congested approaches in the PM peak hour. At the intersection of Flushing
Avenue and Clermont Avenue, there would also be two additional congested approaches in the
PM peak hour. In addition, at the intersection of Sands Street and Navy Street, in the PM peak
hour the northbound left-turn would deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F. All other congested
approaches would remain at the same level of service in the No Action Alternative as they are
under existing conditions.

Unlike the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not result in significant adverse
traffic impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour and three intersections in the PM peak
hour. Those project impacts could be fully mitigated as discussed in Chapter 14, “Mitigation.”

As the project site would remain unoccupied in the No Action Alternative, the new driveways
that would be created as part of the proposed project would not be provided. Furthermore, there
would not be a new signal controlled intersection on Nassau Street in the No Action Alternative.

Goods Delivery

There are no anticipated changes to the City’s designated truck route network in the traffic study
area under the No Action Alternative. In addition, there would continue to be no goods delivery
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activity associated with the project site. As compared to the proposed project, the No Action
Alternative would result in 16, 18, and 6 fewer truck trips in the weekday AM, weekday midday,
and weekday PM peak hours, respectively. (It should be noted that as with the No Action
Alternative, the proposed project is not expected to generate any truck trips in the Saturday
midday peak hour.)

Parking

In the No Action Alternative, parking conditions would remain similar to existing conditions.
Unlike the proposed project, a new accessory parking lot on the project site would not be
created. Similarly, no parking spaces within the Brooklyn Navy Yard industrial park would be
designated for use by the project site. The proposed project is expected to generate a peak
parking demand of 174 and 276 vehicles spaces during the weekday midday and Saturday
midday peak periods, respectively, for the on-site approximately 295-space accessory parking lot
and 119 and 45 spaces during weekdays and Saturdays, respectively, for the 130 parking spaces
provided in the Navy Yard industrial park for light industrial workers. Like the proposed project,
the No Action Alternative would not result in any significant adverse parking impacts, as
discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation.”

Subway

There are no anticipated changes to the subway services in the vicinity of the project site under
the No Action Alternative. The demand for subway transit within the study area would increase
under the No Action Alternative compared to existing conditions due to both background growth
and anticipated development in the area surrounding the project site. The No Action Alternative
would result in 133, 211, 243, and 209 fewer subway trips in the weekday AM, weekday
midday, weekday PM, and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively, as compared to the
proposed project. While fewer trips at area subway stations are expected in the No Action
Alternative, conditions would be substantially similar as compared to the proposed project and,
therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts with the No Action Alternative or the
proposed project, as discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation.”

Bus

As discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation,” there are no anticipated changes to public bus
services in the vicinity of the project site under the No Action Alternative. The demand for bus
transit within the study area would increase under the No Action Alternative compared to
existing conditions due to both background growth and anticipated development in the area
surrounding the project site. Overall, the projected increase in ridership could be accommodated
by existing capacity on the three bus routes serving the project site.

The No Action Alternative would result in 195, 339, 412, and 406 fewer bus only trips in the
weekday AM, weekday midday, weekday PM, and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively, as
compared to the proposed project. Similarly, unlike the proposed project, the No Action
Alternative would not result in any new subway-bus transfers or trips on the subway shuttle bus
operated by the BNYDC.

The incremental increase in bus utilization that would occur with the proposed project would not
occur with the No Action Alternative. This includes the B62 bus route; unlike conditions with
the proposed project, in which this route would operate over capacity through the peak load
point in the peak northbound direction in the PM peak hour, this route would operate under
capacity in the No Action Alternative. Unlike the proposed project, the No Action Alternative
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would not result in significant adverse impacts on the B62 northbound line. The proposed
project’s impacts could be fully mitigated as discussed in Chapter 14, “Mitigation.”

Pedestrians

Under the No Action Alternative, pedestrian volumes in the vicinity of the project site would not
change substantially compared to existing conditions. None of the surrounding new
developments would generate significant increases in pedestrian activity at the analyzed
locations.

The No Action Alternative would result in 714, 2,236, 1,738, and 1,948 fewer walk trips
(including trips by transit modes that include walk component) in the weekday AM, weekday
midday, weekday PM, and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively, as compared to the
proposed project. Unlike the proposed project, in which some analyzed sidewalk elements
operating conditions would change from LOS A to LOS B or LOS C, in the No Action
Alternative, all analyzed sidewalks, crosswalks, and street corners would operate at LOS A in all
analyzed peak hours. Like the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not result in
any significant adverse pedestrian impacts, as discussed in Chapter 9, “Transportation.”

Bicycle Facilities

According to the City’s NYC Cycling Map 2010 and plans for the Brooklyn Waterfront
Greenway route, a new off-street bicycle and pedestrian path will be implemented along Nassau
Street and Navy Street in the immediate vicinity of the project site. This path will connect to the
existing northbound bike lanes on Carlton Ave and the southbound lane on Cumberland Street,
and will continue north on Navy Street and run westbound on York Street and eastbound on
Front Street.

However, under the No Action Alternative, the existing wall along the project site’s perimeter
would remain in place, thereby diminishing the ability of the Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway to
include protected bike lanes in the vicinity of the project site. Using the existing street right-of-
way, under the No Action Alternative, the existing on-street bike lanes could be maintained or a
constricted, less functional off-street shared path for bicyclists and pedestrians could be
provided. In comparison, under the proposed project, the project site would provide sufficient
space for widened sidewalks to accommodate the implementation of the greenway with
protected bike-only lanes along the site’s frontage separated from vehicular traffic and a separate
pedestrian sidewalk.

AIR QUALITY

As described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” like the proposed project, the No Action Alternative
would not have a significant adverse impact on air quality, either from mobile or stationary
sources. As the project site would remain unoccupied under the No Action Alternative, carbon
monoxide and particulate matter levels—accounting for planned developments in the study area
and general background growth—would be less than with the proposed project. However, as
described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” the mobile source analysis indicated that mobile sources
with the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse impact on air quality. To
ensure there are no significant adverse impacts on air quality from the proposed project’s heat
and hot water systems, restrictions would be placed on the fuel type and exhaust stack locations
of the heat and how water system that would serve the proposed supermarket. There would be no
new heat and hot water systems or new sensitive uses under the No Action Alternative.
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Therefore, like the proposed project, the No Action Alternative would not result in impacts on
air quality from stationary emission sources.

NOISE

As described in Chapter 11, “Noise,” under the No Action Alternative, like under the proposed
project, the increase in Leq(1) noise levels would be less than 1 dBA for all analysis periods at
the two receptor sites—on Navy Street between Sands Street and Nassau Street and on Nassau
Street between Navy Street and N. Elliott Place. Changes of this magnitude would be barely
perceptible and insignificant, and would be below the CEQR threshold for a significant adverse
impact. In terms of CEQR Noise Exposure Guidelines, noise levels at the two receptor sites
would remain in the “marginally unacceptable” category under both the No Action Alternative
and the proposed project. Under the project, the proposed buildings’ facades would be designed
to provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class rating greater than or equal to CEQR
attenuation requirements. Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed project would
have significant adverse noise impacts.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

As described in Chapter 12, “Neighborhood Character,” the No Action Alternative, like the
proposed project, would not result in significant adverse impacts on neighborhood character.
However, the vacant buildings currently located on the site would continue to deteriorate and the
site would remain overgrown.

Although the proposed project would result in significant adverse impacts on historic resources,
traffic conditions, and bus service, it would not result in a significant adverse impact on
neighborhood character, because (as discussed in Chapter 12, “Neighborhood Character”) it
would not substantially affect the neighborhood’s overall historic character, and traffic
conditions and bus service are not considered critical to the character of the neighborhood. The
No Action Alternative would not result in the historic resources, traffic, and bus service impacts
that would occur under the proposed project.

However, with the No Action Alternative, the project site would not be transformed from an
overgrown and unoccupied site to a mixed-use development that would include a supermarket in
an area that the City has determined to be underserved by grocery stores. In addition, with this
alternative the project site would remain visually and physically separated from the surrounding
area by walls, fences, and vegetation.

CONSTRUCTION

As described in Chapter 13, “Construction Impacts,” there would be no construction associated
with the No Action Alternative and, therefore, it would not result in any short-term construction
disruptions to the surrounding area. The No Action Alternative would also not result in the
significant adverse impacts on historic resources that would occur under the proposed project or
the potential construction-period hazardous materials impacts that would be addressed with
health and safety and investigative/remedial measures under the proposed project. Neither this
alternative nor the proposed project would result in significant construction-related adverse
impacts on land use, community facilities, open space, natural resources, transportation, air
quality, or noise.
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However, the No Action Alternative would not result in the direct, positive socioeconomic
benefits that would occur with the proposed project from expenditures on labor, materials, and
services, nor the indirect socioeconomic benefits created by expenditures by material suppliers,
construction workers, and others involved in the project. Further, the No Action Alternative
would not contribute to increased tax revenues for the city and state, including those from
personal income taxes.

C. NOUNMITIGATED SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS
ALTERNATIVE

As discussed in Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the proposed project would
demolish all structures on the project site except for Building B and the Timber Shed, which are
proposed for rehabilitation and/or reconstruction and reuse. The project would, therefore, result
in significant adverse impacts on historic resources. Although mitigation measures would be
undertaken, the demolition of these structures would be considered an impact that cannot be
fully mitigated. Measures to partially mitigate the adverse impacts have been developed and are
described in greater detail in Chapter 14, “Mitigation.” These measures include those developed
by NGB through the Section 106 consultation process that include the preservation of mature
trees along Nassau Street where possible; photo-documentation of the site’s outbuildings and
update of the 2005 Historic American Buildings Survey Level 1l documentation; architectural
salvage; preparation and implementation of a site commemoration plan; and additional
archaeological work to determine whether there are significant (State and/or National Register-
eligible) archaeological resources on the site. Further mitigation to be undertaken by BNYDC
and the developer to be designated by BNYDC pursuant to an RFP includes designing the
proposed development so that it respects the height and materials of Building B and the Timber
Shed and developing and implementing a Construction Protection Plan to protect Building B and
the Timber Shed during demolition of other existing structures, their rehabilitation and/or
reconstruction, and construction of the new buildings on the site. However, these measures
would not fully mitigate the significant adverse impacts occasioned by the loss of the historic
structures. Therefore, in accordance with the guidance of the CEQR Technical Manual, an
alternative that would allow for the full mitigation or avoidance of these impacts is considered
herein. This alternative, which would preclude the development of the site with new buildings,
would also reduce or eliminate the adverse traffic and bus impacts that would occur with the
proposed project, all of which could be mitigated, and would not result in any other impacts.

Complete avoidance of the significant adverse impacts on historic resources would require the
retention of all historic structures on the project site including the Timber Shed and Officers’
Quarters, which are the primary contributing features of the S/NR-eligible historic district (and
also individually eligible except for Buildings C, which has partially collapsed, and F, which
does not possess integrity) and the ancillary structures (many of which have also collapsed) and
landscape features that contribute to the S/NR-eligible district. This would preclude any
redevelopment of the project site with new buildings, as the contributing elements of the district
take up almost the entirety of the site. As described below, the goals and objectives of the
proposed project could not be achieved through adaptive reuse of the existing structures, because
their configurations are not suited to commercial reuse, and particularly as a number of the
structures have collapsed (see Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural Resources”). Furthermore, this
alternative would be financially impracticable, as rehabilitation costs would be tens of millions
of dollars while the ability to use the site to generate revenue would be almost, if not entirely,
nonexistent.
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It is theoretically possible that the impacts could be mitigated to below the level of significance
through preservation of just the Officers’ Quarters and the Timber Shed. Therefore, the No
Unmitigated Significant Impacts Alternative focuses on the preservation of those structures. This
alternative would greatly reduce the utility of the site for redevelopment for light industrial,
supermarket, and retail uses by severely restricting and/or altogether precluding the ability to
locate these uses on the site, as described in more detail below. This alternative would prevent
the project from fulfilling a number of significant project objectives: locating a supermarket in
an area that is currently underserved by supermarkets; allowing BNYDC to meet its industrial
mission through the creation of new light industrial space; and generating economic activity and
new jobs.

As discussed in Chapter 5, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the retention and rehabilitation of
all of the Officers” Quarters would cost at least $20 million and as much as $70 million or more.
These costs would be in addition to the costs of rehabilitating and/or reconstructing the Timber
Shed, to which BNYDC is already committed. The rehabilitation of Building B, as contemplated
with the proposed project, would preserve the oldest and largest of the Admirals Row residences
and the residence that has the highest level of surviving interior detail. Reconstruction and reuse
of the Timber Shed, as contemplated with the proposed project, would retain the earliest
structure on the Admirals Row site and the only surviving example of this type of structure at a
Naval facility in the country.? It is not practicable to assume that a purchaser or developer of the
property would have funds of this magnitude to restore buildings for which there would be little
or no reuse potential, as discussed below. Given the projected costs, retention of all other
Officers’ Quarters structures with the No Unmitigated Significant Impacts Alternative would not
be feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of BNYDC.

Preservation of all of the 