
Gilder Center Proposal Fact Sheet 
. 

A summary of impacts, consequences, and background for a project that does not remotely resemble the Public Relations narrative about The 
Richard Gilder Center for Science, Education, & Innovation that the American Museum of Natural History (AMNH) has thus far 
been effectively sold to the city of New York. 

 

At least $135 Million of public funding (combining already allocated funds with “$62.1million for the construction of the new Gilder 

Center” from the mayor’s 10-year capital strategy for 2018-2028.) All for an institution that has a total of $438,162,906 in debt service 

payments due from $261,495,000 of principal. (source: Series 2015 AMNH Bonds, page 76.) 

 

On May 18, 2017, NYC Parks Dept. issued the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),  

italics indicate excerpts taken directly from the DEIS. 

 

Open Space: 
“The proposed project would result in the loss of 11,600 square feet of open space at grade, and a redesign of approximately 75,000 

square feet of the western portion of the Park. In addition, it would increase the number of Museum visitors who pass through the Park 

in this area.” 

-This is a tangible and dramatic loss of public parkland. Adding hundreds of thousands of people and the concrete areas for 

them to wait to access the museum do not constitute “enhancements” for “practicable mitigation” as the Parks Department 

contends. 
 

Transportation and Congestion: 
“Because existing traffic and pedestrian conditions are already congested at times and susceptible to worsening in service levels, even 

small increases in traffic and pedestrian levels could result in significant adverse impacts.” Including at the intersections “West 77th 

Street Columbus Avenue, West 81st Street Central Park West, and West 77th Street Central Park West.” 

The proposal contends that with signal changes and a widened crosswalk, traffic conditions and pedestrian congestion will be 

mitigated.  
 

Shadows: the following represents the justification for new shadows on all but a tiny sliver of the publicly accessible portion of 

TR park 

 

On all four representative analysis days, sunlit areas with seating and bench-lined walkways would be available in Zone B, containing 

Margaret Mead Green and areas of the park farther north, particularly in the midday and afternoon hours, and the new shadows would 

therefore not substantially alter the usability of the park.  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 



 

 

Hazardous materials: 
There are several above ground and below ground storage tanks which must be moved to accommodate this project. 

“polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), were detected in 14 of 18 soil samples.” 

“asbestos-containing materials (ACM) may be present” including “surfaces within a former shooting range (below grade, located west-

adjacent to the Museum within Theodore Roosevelt Park)” 

“trichloroethylene (TCE) (which was formerly used to remove lipids and fats from vertebrate zoology specimens)” – detected at a 

“concentration of 4 µg/m3” 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

“estimated at 2,055 metric tons CO2e per year, with roughly 40 percent of that amount from on-road sources, and 60 percent from 
building energy. This includes a substantial reduction in building energy emissions associated with measures incorporated in the 

current design that exceed minimum building energy code requirements. As described in the “Methodology” section above, 

construction emissions were not modeled explicitly, but are estimated to be equivalent to approximately 5 to 10 years of operational 

emissions” 

 

Noise: 

the level and duration of construction noise at these buildings would constitute a temporary significant adverse noise impact under 

SEQRA and CEQR. The highest levels of construction noise at these receptors would result from rock excavation using mounted impact 
hammers. 

 

Open Space Impacts from THREE YEARS of Construction: 
Portions of Theodore Roosevelt Park would be closed for the duration of the approximately three-year-long construction period to 

accommodate the construction of the proposed project. While a temporary displacement, this loss of open space would not result in a 
significant adverse impact. Nearby sections of the Theodore Roosevelt Park and other open space resources in the Chapter 15: 

Construction 15-5 area such as Central Park would accommodate the largely passive recreation activities displaced from the affected 

area. The existing pedestrian entrance to Theodore Roosevelt Park on West 79th Street to the west of the project site would be 
temporarily relocated further north 

 

Pedestrians and New Visitors: 

“in the first year of operation there would likely be a more pronounced attendance increase, which is estimated to bring the ticketed 

increment to roughly one million and result in an overall annual attendance of up to 6.4 million immediately following the opening.” 

 

Alternatives? 

“Alternative 8: Off-Site Alternative, in which the proposed project is constructed at an offsite location. This alternative is assumed to 
have a similar size and program as the proposed project. Since the Museum does not own or own a right to such a property, the location 

and characteristics of an alternative site are unknown.” 
 

Conclusion about a perfectly viable alternative? 

Alternative 8 would not meet the project objectives. This alternative would not address the key circulation deficiencies within the 
Museum, including connection improvements to Building 8 and the library, and dead end pathways. While the proposed project would 

result in connections with clear sightlines that would improve visitor flow and circulation, under this alternative Museum circulation 

would continue to be confusing and congested, resulting in crowding and delay. Overcrowding reduces visitor access to programs and 
exhibits, undercutting the Museum’s ability to fulfill its mission of disseminating scientific knowledge. 

 

We believe the above statement has finally communicated the reality of the need for this project. It should be evenly and soberly 

weighed against all of the explicit and dramatic impacts on the neighborhood and community. There is plenty of headway that 

can be made inside the existing footprint to alleviate circulation problems before coming for NYC’s precious and finite public 

parkland. The museum’s own architect, Jeanne Gang, stated when asked that all of the museum’s goals could be accomplished 

without taking any public parkland in a public forum at the beginning of this process.  
 

We value science, education, and innovation. But outside of its name, the proposed  

Gilder Center will have very little to do with any of those things.  
 

Prepared by Community United to Protect Theodore Roosevelt Park [www.saveourpark.nyc]. protecttrpark@gmail.com We have 

retained counsel, Michael Hiller. Please direct any press inquiries to his office for comment.  

 

Michael S. Hiller, Esq. 

Hiller, PC  

(212) 319-4000 

mhiller@hillerpc.com  
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