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Good morning distinguished members of the City Council, and thank you for the

opportunity to appear before you today.

My name is Eugene Lee, and I am Senior Policy Advisor to Deputy Mayor for Economic
Development Robert Steel. I am pleased to be joined by Seth Pinsky, President of the New York

City Economic Development Corporation.

On behalf of the Bloomberg Administration, we are pleased to be here to discuss the Cornell
NYC Tech campus on Roosevelt Island, one of our most significant and impactful economic
development initiatives. I’d like to provide an overview and discuss how Comell NYC Tech fits

within Applied Sciences NYC and Mayor Bloomberg’s broader economic development agenda.,

As you know, it has been a top priority of the Bloomberg Administration to diversify the
City’s economy and position it for continued future leadership. As STEM fields become more
prominent, there is an increasing shortage of individuals with the skills sought by companies in all
sectors. Whether you are a media startup looking for programmers to build the latest app, or an
established company looking for data scientists to analyze and understand customer behavior, there

is far more demand for these workers than there is supply.

Applied Sciences NYC addresses this mismatch by building upon the strength of our

technology ecosystem to attract even more of the best and brightest individuals from around the



world to New York City. By creating a new, world-renowned applied sciences campus, and
accelerating the expansion of our existing institutions, we will alter the City’s economic trajectory

to become a leading center for tech and innovation in the decades to come.

Cornell NYC Tech will dramatically increase the number of engineering graduate students
and faculty, creating a more robust talent pipeline that growing companies desperately need. It will
generate billions in overall economic activity over the next three decades, as well as meaningful tax
revenues to the City. The campus will help create thousands of construction and permanent jobs,

and facilitate the creation of hundreds of startups.

The business community, particularly the tech sector, has embraced Cornell NYC Tech
enthusiastically. Google generously donated thousands of square feet in its Chelsea offices for
Cornell to build and launch immediately, as the Roosevelt Island campus is being constructed. This
past January, the first cohort of students enrolled in the “beta” class to pursue a masters in computer
science. Additional degree programs are planned in fields such as electrical engineering and
information science, as well as a tech-oriented MBA.. These programs will have an entrepreneurial

focus and will encourage linkages with local business and community partners.

From the outset, our intention was always for the selected university to become an integral
part of the City. Throughout this process, Cornell has demonstrated their commitment to this ideal
* through vigorous engagement with residents, businesses, civic and elected leaders to discuss their
plans, and understand and address any concerns. While they can discuss specific measures in
greater detail, Cornell has made clear they will seek to minimize disruption to residents. Cornell

has also committed to provide certain services and infrastructure improvements, such as building



and maintaining almost three acres of publicly accessible open space, and widening and rebuilding

the loop road.

After the campus is built, Cornell will remain actively engaged, naming a Liaison to work
with community and elected officials and providing space for Roosevelt Island groups and
organizations to meet. They are off to a fast start on their commitment to create education
enhancement programs for 10,000 students and 200 teachers, agreeing to work with several City

schools on tech education this year.

This complements another Bloomberg Administration priority of significantly increasing
computer science education opportunities for New York City students. While Applied Sciences
NYC focuses on the graduate school level, we believe it is critically important to encourage
yoﬁnger students to pursue studies that will equip them for the jobs of the future. This past fall, in
close partnership with the private sector, the City launched the first Academy for Software
Engineering, a high school focused on computer science, and will open a second location in the
Bronx this fall. In addition, the DOE’s Software Engincering Pilot will establish computer science
curriculums in 10 middle and 10 high schools in all five boroughs, reaching thousands of students.
While the graduates of Comell NYC Tech will be immediately valuable for companies looking to
hire and grow, these middle and high school students are also an essential part of our strategy to

strengthen and solidify New York City’s long-term economic prospects.

In what remains a challenging economic climate for many, we take very seriously the charge
to maximize returns to the City whenever deploying precious taxpayer resources. This project is a
great demonstration of getting “bang for our buck”, and Cornell NYC Tech has already and will

continue to generate considerable private and philanthropic support. While much remains to be



done on a project of this scale, Cornell and the Technion have made enormous strides, and we are

pleased that the City’s seed investment has already generated substantial returns.

A bold program like Comell NYC Tech can only succeed with the broad support of the
City’s academic, business, civic and government leaders. We understand that many of you have
been personally encouraging and involved, and we sincerely appreciate your support. The Mayor’s
initiative was created with the long-term future of New York City in mind, and its impact will be
felt for generations. With new students and faculty already in New York City and a major
construction project about to begin, the near term benefits of Cornell NYC Tech are apparent, and

will be considerable.

With that, I would like to thank you once again for the opportunity to testify, and look

forward to answering your questions.
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Good morning Chairman Weprin and members of the Subcommittee on Zoning
and Franchises. | am Seth Pinsky, President of the New York City Economic
Development Corporation (“NYCEDC"), and together with Eugene Lee, Senior Policy
Advisor in Deputy Mayor Robert Steel's office, | am pleased to speak with you today
about the Cornell NYC Tech campus on Roosevelt Island. This historic project is one
piece of the Bloomberg Administration’s broader efforts to promote science and
engineering in New York City, and we believe that this campus will have a
transformative impact on the City. After my presentation, | will be happy to answer
guestions.

Applied Sciences NYC was initiated in response to the economic downturn of
2008, as Mayor Bloomberg sought to identify a bold initiative that would have a major
impact on economic growth. The initiative was developed after hundreds of
conversations that the Administration held with academic, business, and community
leaders, during which we heard a consistent message: around the globe, nearly all
major centers of innovation have, at their core, a critical mass of applied sciences
research and development and talent creation. Though we have excellent institutions of
higher learning in New York City—in fact, some of the best in the world—given the size
of our economy, with a Gross Metropolitan Product larger than Mexico's Gross
Domestic Product, and given the size of our ambition, to be not just a leader, but the

leader in innovation in the 21 Century, we simply did not have enough of it.



Responding to this, we launched the “Applied Sciences NYC” competition in
December 2010. The corﬁpetition ‘made a proposal to universities both inside and
outside of New York City: if a university were willing to make a significant incremental
investment that would materially increase engineering activity here, we would provide
land, if needed; a monetary contribution; and technical assistance. Responses to this
competition exceeded our expectations, both in terms of quality and quantity. In fact, in
the competition’s final round, we received proposals from 17 leading institutions from
countries around the world.

In December 2011, Mayor Bloomberg was able to announce the first winner of
our competition: the historic partnership between Cornell University and The Technion-
israel Institute of Technology. The parinership submitied a proposal that was both
ambitious in scale and aggressive in timing, and brought with it a pledge of some $350
million in private philanthropy. As you know, at full build-out, the Cornell-Technion
campus on Roosevelt Island will total 2 million square feet and will leverage a direct
investment of $2 billion from the universities. The partnership’s plans alsc call for a
$150 million investment fund targeting New York City-based start-ups, as well as
educational programing that will reach ten thousand public school students per year. To
help get this partnership off the ground, just last week, Mayor Bloomberg announced a
naming gift from Dr. Irwin and Joan Jacobs to found the Jacobs Technion-Cornell
Innovation Institute, a critical piece of the Roosevelt Island plan.

As you heard from Mr. Lee, the Cornell NYC Tech campus alone will have a
dramatic impact on our City's economy. But this campus is only one piece of our

broader efforts to cultivate science and engineering in the City. For example, in 2012,



Mayor Bloomberg announced two additional winners of our Applied Sciences
competition. The first is a consortium led by New York University and NYU-Poly that
also includes CUNY and Carnegie Mellon University, among other schools, as well as
corporate partners such as IBM and Cisco. The project being launched by this
consortium, the Center for Urban Science and Progress (CUSP), opened in its
temporary home in Downtown Brooklyn earlier this month, with its permanent home to
be completed in 2017. The third winner of our competition is Columbia University's
engineering school, which is creating a new Institute for Data Sciences and
Engineering, in connection with which the school has pledged to increase its
engineering faculty by some 50 percent.

Beyond solving some of the great challenges of the 215 Century, these three
Applied Sciences projects will, together, cement New York City's status as a leader in
innovation and help to secure the City’s economic future. Not only do these projects
represent billions of dollars in new direct investment, we also project that they will create
more than 48,000 permanent and construction jobs over the next three decades. Over
the same time period, we anticipate that they will spin out nearly 1,000 companies,
creating thousands of indirect jobs. Perhapé most importantly, the three campuses will,
at full build-out, collectively more than double the existing number of fuil-time graduate
engineering students in New York City. In sum, these campuses will help to sustain
industries in which we have traditionally been strong and to spur growth in new
industries with great promise in the 21 Century.

As you can see, Applied Sciences NYC is a far-reaching effort that we believe

will strengthen our economy for years to come. For us to be successful in our goal of



turning New York into the capital of innovation in the 21%* Century, we know that top-
quality research and training at the highest level is a necessary ingredient. Alone,
however, it is not sufficient. That is why the Administration’s strategy consists of a wide
range of additional elements.

For example, partnering with CUNY, New York City College of Technology, and
IBM, in 2011, the Administration, through the Department of Education, launched a new
computer-science focused high school, Pathways in Technology Early College -High
School, or “P-Tech,” located in Crown Heights, Brooklyn. Earlier this year, the school
was heralded by President Obama in his State of the Union address as a model for
innovative technology-based schools. The school runs through the 12" grade and
provides students with the opportunity to receive an Associate’'s Degree, as well—
meaning that students will graduate not only with a strong background in computer
science, but also with the training to begin working at IBM and other technology
companies right here in New York.

Meanwhile, a second new public school with a computer science focus, the
Academy for Software Engineering, opened near Union Square last year, and is serving
students from across the City. Earlier this month, the Mayor and Chancellor Walcott
announced that both the P-Tech and Academy for Software Engineering models will be
replicated in new schools scheduled to open in the coming school year.

In yet another example of our commitment to bringing the benefits of the
innovation economy to the broadest possible population, fast summer we launched NYC
Generation Tech—a technology entrepreneurship program for promising New York City

high school students. The program, which focuses on those from disadvantaged



backgrounds who are interested in pursuing careers in computers and technology,
includes a summer bootcamp and a successful mentoring program. Our plan is to run
the program again this coming summer.

Mayor Bldomberg recently launched yet another science-related program: the so-
called “LINK initiatives.” These initiatives include pilot training programs providing New
Yorkers who lack advanced training with the skills they need to obtain jobs in sectors
critical to the 21% Century economy, like healthcare and technology. Through initiatives
like these, we are taking action right now to nurture the talent of promising technologists
at many different ages to ensure that they have the skills necessary to work at, and

create, companies right here in New York City.

With the continued support of the City Council, we at NYCEDC are confident that
the Cornell NYC Tech campus, the Applied Sciences NYC initiative more broadly, and
the many other initiatives to expand opportunities in the innovation economy launched
under Mayor Bloomberg will help us to achieve our goal of making New York the world’s
hub of innovation, propelling us to success in the years ahead. In our increasingly
competitive, global economy, achieving this goal is no longer just a luxury, but is an
imperative upon which our economic future literally depends.

| would be happy to answer your questions.

HiH
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The Zoning Committee of the Citizens Housing & Planning Council {(CHPC) has reviewed the
proposed text submitted by the Department of City Planning to revise the zoning regulations

governing off-street parking in the Manhattan Core.

We fully support these revisions and applaud the vision of the Department of City Planning
to re-examine regulations that were initiated 30 years ago, study how they are working in
practice today, eradicate references to antiquated requirements, and to establish our new land
use priorities. We are in favor of the Department’s efforts to continue this approach to parking

policies throughout the city.

As the Manhattan Core parking study showed, the current regulations do not reflect the way
parking is being used today. Allowing all parking in new accessory facilities to be made available

to the public will allow accessory parking to be used as a shared resource and will better



support the needs of a 24 hour city with differing needs throughout the day and the week. The
increase in floor area exemptions for automated parking, and the increased flexibility for rental
vehicle parking, will encourage the prevalence of smart technologies that can offer extra

efficiencies in the future.

We also believe that the new special permit findings and new special permits for economic
generators will allow for a more sophisticated, rational decision-making process for increases

over as of right parking maximums.

Of the other revisions, the CHPC Zoning Committee is particular grateful for the eradication of
references to minimum parking requirements for certain forms of affordable housing. The high
costs of building structured parking cannot be easily passed on to the residents of affordable
units, therefore minimum requirements act as a financial burden on affordable and mixed
income buildings. Every attempt to facilitate the development of affordable housing units
should be fully embraced and the new clarity on this topic is warmly welcomed. We also fully
support the revision that makes it easier for the reduction or removal of pre1982 reﬁuired

parking.

Finally, we would like to commend the Department of City Planning for their diligent and
extensive consultation process on these revisions. They presented, listened, amended,
presented and listened again to a multitude of voices and we believe that this technique makes

for sound planning policies.
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AS A MEMBERSHIP COALITION SERVING THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION AND REAL ESTATE
INDUSTRY, THE NEW YORK BUILDING CONGRESS IS PLEASED TO OFFER ITS SUPPORT FOR
CORNELL UNIVERSITY’S AMBITIOUS AND IMPORTANT NYC TECH CAMPUS PROJECT ON
ROOSEVELT ISLAND.

FOR THE LAST DECADE, THE CITY HAS PURSUED AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
THAT REDUCES ITS TRADITIONAL RELIANCE ON THE FINANCIAL AND REAL ESTATE SECTORS.
THE STRATEGY HAS SEEN NOTABLE SUCCESS WITH SUBSTANTIAL EXPANSION OF THE CITY’S
HIGHER EDUCATION SECTOR, PROPELLING A WAVE OF INNOVATION AND INVESTMENT AND
POSITIONING THE CITY AS A WORLD-CLASS LEADER IN HIGH-TECH EDUCATION AND
RESEARCH.

CORNELL IS A LYNCHPIN OF THIS STRATEGY.

CONSTRUCTION OF CORNELL’S NEW ROOSEVELT ISLAND CAMPUS WILL CREATE THOUSANDS
OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION JOBS. AS IT COMES ON LINE, THOUSANDS OF PERMANENT
JOBS ACROSS THE ECONOMIC SPECTRUM WILL BOOST EMPLOYMENT AND OPPORTUNITY AT
ALL SKILL LEVELS. THE CREATION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION, SERVICE AND SUPPORT JOBS
ARE A LESS-WELL-NOTED BUT ESSENTIAL BENEFIT OF THE HIGH-TECH BOOM IN NEW YORK.



BUT IT IS THE LONGER-TERM IMPACT THIS PROJECT WILL HAVE, MAKING THE CITY A HUB
FOR HIGH-TECH RESEARCH AND INVESTMENT, THAT MAKES THIS PROJECT TRULY
TRANSFORMATIONAL. THE NEW CAMPUS WILL CREATE A “VIRTUQOUS CIRCLE,” EDUCATING
THE TALENT, FOSTERING COLLABORATION AND INVESTMENT FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR,
AND FINALLY THE CREATION AND SUPPORT OF TECHNOLOGY AND RELATED BUSINESSES
THAT WILL BUTTRESS THE CITY’S ECONOMY.

THE CITY HAS ALREADY BEGUN TO REAP THE BENEFITS OF CORNELL NYC TECH. CORNELL
HAS WELCOMED ITS FIRST CLASS OF ENGINEERING STUDENTS AND, FORTUITOUSLY, IS
USING SPACE DONATED BY GOOGLE AT THEIR NEW YORK HEADQUARTERS. CORNELL HAS
ALSO AGREED TO SEVERAL COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS THAT WILL LEAD TO EXPANDED
LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES FOR THOUSANDS OF NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL CHILDREN. AND A
VARIETY OF CRITICAL-PATH DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS ARE ALREADY
UNDERWAY IN PREPARATION FOR THE OFFICIAL GROUNDBREAKING NEXT YEAR.

THE COUNCIL IS CONSIDERING SEVERAL LAND USE ACTIONS TODAY NECESSARY TO BUILD
CORNELL'S NEW ROOSEVELT ISLAND CAMPUS. THESE INCLUDE THE MAPPING OF NEW
ROADS, PERMITTING NEW ACADEMIC, COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL USES, THE
CREATION OF A SPECIAL DISTRICT, AND OTHER ACTIONS.

THE COUNCIL’'S APPROVAL OF THESE ACTIONS WILL ENABLE CORNELL TO CONSTRUCT A
NEW CAMPUS WITH INNOVATIVE DESIGN, PUBLIC OPEN SPACES, AND ADVANCED LEARNING
FACILITIES, ALL AT THE CENTER OF NEW YORK CITY.

THE BUILDING CONGRESS URGES THE COMMITTEE AND THE FULL COUNCIL TO APPROVE
CORNELL’'S APPLICATION SO THAT IT CAN PROCEED ON DEVELOPMENT OF ITS VISIONARY
ROOSEVELT ISLAND CAMPUS.
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150 Wooster Street (N 120200 ZRM and C 120201 ZSM)
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FOR THE RECORD

Testimony submitted in support of the 150 Wooster Street application by Ivan
Schonfeld, Senior Planning and Development Specialist with Bryan Cave LLP

Good morning councilmembers. My name is Ivan Schonfeld. Iam a planning and development
specialist with the law firm Bryan Cave LLP, land use counsel for the applicant on this matter.

The proposed building would be located on an approximately 71-ft. wide and 100-ft. deep mid-
block site on the east side of Wooster St. between Prince and W. Houston Sts within the SoHo
Cast Iron Historic District. The site currently contains an at-grade parking lot for 15 cars and a
one-story retail building that today is occupied by a McClaren stroller store. The one-story
building was identified as a non-contributing building by the Landmark Preservation
Commission (LPC), and they have issued a permit allowing for its demolition.

The proposed building would contain eight stories and would be primarily residential with retail
space on the ground and cellar levels. The building has already gone through the Certificate of
Appropriateness (CofA) process and the LPC voted to approve it.

In order to facilitate the development of this project, we are requesting two actions by the City
Planning Commission (CPC) and the City Council: a special permit pursuant to Zoning
Resolution (ZR) Section 74-712 and a zoning text amendment to that section.

Special Permit

Like much of SoHo, the site is zoned M1-5A, which does not allow for as-of-right retail or
residential use. The ZR, however, grants the CPC the authority to waive these restrictions for
primarily vacant sites within a historic district by special permit pursuant to Section 74-712 of
the ZR. We are requesting this special permit to waive the use regulations to allow the retail and
residential uses, which we think are in keeping with the area since the vast majority of buildings
in SoHo already contain residential uses and retail uses. The residential uses would be located
on the 2™ floor and above, with accessory residential uses like a lobby, a gym and storage space

located on the lower levels.

The retail space would contain up to 6,000 sq. ft. on the ground level and up to 3,000 sq. ft. in
the cellar, and would house a small boutique retailer. There is no specific retailer on board at
this time, but it would not be restaurant or bar since those are specifically prohibited by the
special permit. We believe that the size of this retail space is very much in keeping with the sizes
of retail spaces found on the side streets of SoHo.

On an as-of-right basis, current zoning allows the site to be developed with the identical building
massing and design that we propose here, which has already been approved by the LPC,
However, without the actions we are requesting today, the building would have to be used for
uses permitted on an as-of-right basis by the M1-5A district, such as a hotel. While we could



develop the site as a hotel without the need for approval by the City Council, we believe that the
residential and retail uses proposed are more appropriate for the area since the vast majority of
buildings in the area contain these uses.

In addition to the use waiver, we are requesting a bulk waiver pursuant to the special permit.
The M1-5 district regulations require that a building set back from the street line at a height of 85
feet or 6 stories, whichever is less. While the proposed building’s street wall would not exceed
the 85 ft. height limit since its height would be exactly 85 feet, it would exceed the maximum
number of permitted stories within the 85 ft. street wall by one story (7 stories instead of 6). The
bulk modification requested would therefore not allow any bulk above what would otherwise be
allowed on an as-of-right basis.

Whether the building contains 6 or 7 stories within the 85 ft. street wall would be imperceptible
and hence would have no material impact on the surrounding area. We are requesting the waiver
to allow the proportions and floor-to-floor heights of the building to be more in keeping with the
built character of the historic district.

When we originally submitted this ULURP application, we requested approvals for a slightly
taller building that rose to a height of 89 ft. at the street line, and 108 ft. overall. In response to
concerns raised by the community, we have reduced the building’s street wall height from 89 to
85 ft. and its overall height from 108 to 102 ft.

Zoning Text Amendment

In 2003, there was a zoning text amendment to ZR Section 74-712 that created the opportunity
for the development of underutilized lots within SoHo. The text amendment basically created
the special permit that we are applying for today with the goal of filling in some of these gaps in
SoHo’s streetscape with appropriately-massed buildings. It was originally done to facilitate the
development of a building at the corner of Grand St. and Broadway (a.k.a., 40 Mercer St). Since
2003, six other sites have requested and have been granted special permits, including one across
the street at 137 Wooster St.

The special permit text, as currently written, allows for use and bulk regulations to be waived for
sites that meet three criteria: 1) they are zoned either M1-5A or M1-5B, 2) they are located
within a historic district, and 3) they are either vacant or are developed with buildings that
occupy no more than 20 percent of their lot area. The 20 percent limit was written to facilitate

the 40 Mercer Street building.

On this site on Wooster Street, the existing one-story building currently occupies 35 percent of
the zoning lot’s area, and therefore, under the current zoning text, it is not possible to apply for
the special permit. In order to allow us to apply for this special permit, we are requesting a text
amendment to increase the permitted lot coverage from 20 to 40 percent. We believe this is still
in keeping with the intention of the zoning text: to allow the development of underutilized sites.
The City Planning Commission agreed in its report when it wrote that “the vacant lots and
underdeveloped sites . . . detract from the fabric of the SoHo-Cast Iron and NoHo Historic
Districts” and “the expanded applicability of the zoning text . . . would provide and enhance
opportunities to fill in gaps along SoHo’s mid-blocks and avenues to reinforce its scale, street
wall continuity and predominant built-out character.”



In order to determine the impact of this change, we looked carefully at all potential development
sites in SoHo and NoHo and found that, in addition to facilitating this development, the text
change has the potential to affect two other sites in SoHo. To identify these sites, our
environmental consultant, AKRF, conducted a comprehensive study looking at all potential
development sites, and all potentially non-contributing buildings adjacent to vacant lots that
would potentially be impacted by the proposed text amendment. A non-contributing building is
a building that is determined by the LPC to not be historically significant and to not contribute to
the historic district.

Both sites are within the SoHo historic district extension and both can request the 74-712 special
permit today. The result of the proposed 20 to 40 percent text amendment is that the text change
would allow the two sites to merge their zoning lot with adjacent one-story non-contributing
structures.

Site 1 is the BP gas station located at Houston and Lafayette Streets. While the site could apply
for the 74-712 special permit today, as a result of the proposed text amendment, it would be able
to merge with one or two adjacent lots that contain one-story non-contributing buildings (one
was an auto-mechanic shop and the other is occupied by a bar/restaurant called Puck Fair).

Site 2 is an oddly-shaped parking lot on west side of Lafayette Street between Prince and Spring
Streets. [t too can apply for the 74-712 special permit today, but as a result of the text
amendment, it can potentially be merged with an adjacent one-story building that contains a
carpet cleaning and restoration business.

These sites would still be required to obtain a 74-712 special permit if they want retail or
residential uses, which requires full ULURP review. They would also both need to obtain a
CofA from the LPC in order to demonstrate that any building constructed on those sites would be
in keeping with the scale and character of the area.
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The Queens Chamber of Commerce is pleased to offer continued support for Cornell’s
efforts to build a world-class applied sciences campus on Roosevelt Island in New York City
because we believe this project will provide a significant opportunity for job growth
throughout Western Queens and an economic boon for all of New York City. We have
supported Cornell University and its academic partner, the Technion-Israel Institute of
Technology, even before they were selected by Mayor Bloomberg in December 2011

Cornell’s vision not just for Roosevelt Island but its deep understanding of the vital role
Queens can play in the operation of this campus is to be commended. The research hubs
proposed by Cornell play perfectly to New York City's inherent strengths and we think have
great likelihood to generate start-up companies that will create and retain jobs in New York
and, more specifically, in Queens. Cornell Tech will educate the next generation of leaders
who will advance technology, generate cutting-edge research that addresses critical issues,
and launch companies that will grow the New York City economy.

Already, Cornell has forged great public-private partnerships that will benefit tech growth
in our communities. The US Department of Commerce announced a groundbreaking
partnership with Cornell to install a permanent staff member at Cornell Tech's campus -
bringing the full suite of Commerce’s resources to New York City. These tools are available
to the entire tech community. Additionally, Cornell recently announced Mayor Michael
Bloomberg, Google Chairman Eric Schmidt and Qualcomm Founder Irwin Jacobs will
provide senior guidance to the campus moving forward.

Construction on Roosevelt Island is expected to begin in 2014, with the first phase of the
campus due to open in 2017. At full build in 2037, the campus will include up to 2.1 million
square feet of development, supporting a campus of approximately 2,000 full-time
graduate students, and two and a half acres of publicly accessible open space.
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But, As technology companies initiated by Cornell affiliates grow and their space needs
increase, affordable space for offices, exhibit areas, and manufacturing facilities will be
available only one train stop away from Cornell's Roosevelt Island campus. Long Island
City, Astoria, Sunnyside and other areas of Western Queens, with their affordable and
diverse commercial spaces and vibrant neighborhoods, will prove great places for these
companies to locate, grow, and hire locally.

Overall, there will be tens of thousands of permanent jobs created from spin-offs, licenses
and corporate growth by Cornell Tech graduates, thousands of temporary construction
jobs and permanent jobs for campus operations, and goals are set to hire a significant
number of new employees who are currently earning below the poverty line. Finally,
Cornell is committed to investing $150 million, over 30 years in New York City area tech
start-ups in partnership with venture capital investors.

Cornell has led a transparent process before and throughout this ULURP process and has
engaged in hundreds of meetings with elected officials and community leaders from
Queens, on Roosevelt Island, in and throughout New York City. In fact, they reached out to
the Queens Chamber very early in the process.

On behalf of the 1,200 members of the Queens Chamber of Commerce - we enthusiastically
support the Cornell Tech project, their ULURP application and urge the New York City
Council to vote in favor of this project. Please feel free to contact us should you need any
further assistance

Sincerely,

s y .‘: /éi

Carol Conslato Jack Friedman
President Executive Director
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REAL ESTATE BOARD OF NEW YORK

April 30, 2013

TESTIMONY OF THE REAL ESTATE BOARD OF NEW YORK, INC. BEFORE THE NYC CITY COUNCIL
SUBCOMITTEE ON ZONING AND FRANCHISES REGARDING THE MANHATTAN CORE PARKING ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENT ((N 130105 ZRM)

The Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) is a broadly based trade association of over 13,000 owners,
developers, brokers and real estate professionals active throughout New York City. We commend the
Department of City Planning for undertaking the extensive research that they performed in preparation for this
proposal and we alse want to acknowledge the outreach they did to both developers and parking operators as
well as many others in the community.

Updating the 1982 Manhattan Core Parking regulations is important because conditions have changed both in the
built environment and in how people use cars and transit. We support the zoning changes proposed here and
encourage you to take a broader look at the role of parking facilities in the city’s overall development.

This package of changes will help make smarter use of our parking resources. Allowing public parking in what
were thought of as accessory garages makes sense as it meets the need for local parking without creating
negative impacts. Other changes such as increasing the amount of a garage that can be used by commercial
vehicles and rental cars will reduce the unnecessary congestion caused by these vehicles being taken in and out of
Manhattan for parking. Providing an option for reducing previcusly-required parking is a benefit that will allow
each building to have better control over its space and keep or reduce parking as the demand dictates. By
recognizing automated parking as new and different form of parking, the regulations make this desirable option
more feasible in New York City.

The Department study showed a correlation between more car ownership and higher income and presence of
children in the family. Woe have found that the demand for parking by residents of both conversions and new
construction south of 60th Street exceeds the amount of parking permitted to be included in these buildings and
we believe that this problem can be addressed by permitting, as a matter of right, some parking in conversions
and for more than 20% of the units in new construction.

The study done by the Dept. of City Planning revealed that one factor involved in the reduction in the total
number of off-street parking spaces in the Manhattan Core was parking spaces being redeveloped into new
buildings. This has also been shown in the study by the Center for Urban Real Estate at Columbia University which
stated that between 20 and 30 per cent of all development between 1996-2010 in Midtown, Lower Manhattan
and Downtown Brooklyn had taken place on parcels that featured surface parking as an immediate prior use.
There is a very important connection between the ability to have temporary parking uses and the completion of
land assemblages that set the stage for new development. The City’s parking policy should include an expansion
of as of right surface parking with design guidelines and for a finite period of time.

In conclusion, we support this text amendment but urge you to continue exploring the value of off-street parking
in the Manhattan Core and to consider additional opportunities to take advantage of the connection between

surface parking and new development.

Thank you.

The Real Estate Board of New York, Inc., 570 Lexington Avenue, New York, NY 10022 Tel. {212) 532-3100 FAX (212) 481-0420
Over 100 Years of Building and Serving New York
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DCA# 1347094
April 24, 2013

Council Member Christine C. Quinn
224 Wesi 30 Street, Suite 1206
New York, NY 10001

Dear Council Member Quinn,

This letter serves as our agreement with the Chair, Council Member Mark Weprin, and
the encompassing mexmbers of the Subcommittee on Zoning and Fraochises that we will

commit to the following:

1. We will revise and submit updated plans to the New York City Department of
Consumer Affairs in order to reflect actual sidewalk width at 19 feet 7 inches and
to reflect absence of sidewalk tree. ‘

2. We will revise and submit updated plans to the New York City Department of
Consumer Affajrs in order to reflect the presence of planters along the perimeter
of the café.

3. We will not places tables and chairs outside the pexmitted sidewalk café area
designated by plans on file with the New York City Department of Consurner
Affairs.

If there are any questions please call my office. Thank you.

(646) 509-3435
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Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Judy Buck - Introductien and Governance

Hello. My name is Judy Buck, and | serve the Board of the Rooseveit Island Community Coalition
--more easily known as RICC. RICC represents 37 Island organizations that united in order to
communicate their concerns about the development of the Cornell complex.

We thank Council member Jessica Lappin for negotiating some of our major concerns, such as trucking
on Main Street ...and we're pleased that the Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation -- known as RIOC
--is negotiating others. Our Community Coalition is dealing with issues such as educational outreach.

Although discussions have been continuous...after nine months... there are still no binding
commitments. Clearly, we need help.

Roosevelt Island is not rich or powerful. We're a diverse community of mixed incomes and many
languages...of subsidized and luxury housing...of young families, senior citizens , and the disabled...and
beautiful children everywhere you look.

Our infrastructure is fragile, our financing inadequate, and our governance ...byzantine. -

New York City owns Roosevelt island, but leases it to New York State, which, for many years, provided
annual funding. In 1997, however, the state reduced its funding of $6.5 million ...to zero. To pick up the
slack, RIOC generates income through rentals of our residential, commercial, and recreational
properties.

Today, the only support New York State provides is a stop on the F frain and on the Queens bus route.
New York City does provide many essential services -- but by no means all.
For example...

New York City pays for emergency police, firemen, EMS... and one NYPD officer a maximum of 24 hours
a week...But RIOC pays for the public safety officers who protect us every day. New York City supports
the Roosevelt Island Bridge ... but RIOC pays for the Roosevelt Island Tram. New York City supports the
Island's middle school...but RIOC maintains all grounds, parks, recreational facilities, sidewalks , seawalls



...and our one crucial street.

Cornell will build its complex on a free gift of twelve point thirteen square acres... backed by billions in
gifts and endowments. Cornell has stated that it will not contribute to the structures and services we
anticipate they will use.

Itis bizarre that our challenged community should bear any burden created by one of the wealthiest
universities on the planet.

This is why we respectfully ask the help of the City Council. We need your wisdom to achieve the
appropriate binding commitments that will secure the health and safety of our community...during the
24-year construction that is our future.

Thank you for your attention.



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Lynne Strong Shinozaki - Trucking

I am Lynne Strong-Shinozaki a 22 year resident of Roosevelt Island. | am here with the Roosevelt Island
Community Coalition supporting their advocacy of Roosevelt Island. Roosevelt Island's life and vibrancy
is Main Street. It's all we have.

One road!
Let me paint a picture. Many Roosevelt Island residents live within what we call “The Canyon.”

What is the Canyon? It is Westview, Island House, Roosevelt Landings and Rivercross. Complexes that
tower over our only road.  Main Street a cobblestone road that was not designed for vehicular
traffic... Z bricks on sand.

Don't Truck Us.

Roosevelt Island’s founding citizens live within “The Canyon." The majority of our disabled population
live with “The Canyon.” Whatis “The Canyon?” The future Choke Point of Roosevelt Island.  Main
Street will not hold up to Cornell’s anticipated truck traffic. We will be paying for the repair of Main
Street for thirty years. We will get the excessive pollution from stalled trucks into our homes and into
our lungs.

Dont' Truck Us.

What will Trucking do? One Access-a-ride vehicle during rush hour will shut Main Street down. Two
School busses during rush hour will shut Main Street down. Two trucks delivery on different sides of
the street will shut Main Street down.  Any road repair due to trucking damage will shut Main Street
down. Will Choke the Canyon. Will Choke Us!

Don't Truck Us.

In 2015 a truck will barrel into the Choke point every 4.47 minutes — all day long! What will happen
when our children try to cross the street? When an ambulance comes for one of our elderly neighbors?
We know, we've seen it. It will shut Main Street down.

Don't truck us.

When the entrance to Roosevelt Island ...cur Helix Ramp...is shut down due to damage from
trucking...where will you be? We will be here paying for it! We will be stuck in traffic congestion... a
parking lot...miles into Queens!

What message will you send our community?



Please Make it:

"Barge Roosevelt Island!”

And allow trucks only for what absolutely cannot be barged. We request that the City Council amend its
approval of the Cornell project by stipulating no more than 10 trucks per day be allowed on Main Street.
We further request that New York City take financial responsibility for future repairs of the Helix ramp.



Testimony: New Yark City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Stephanie Herrera - Emergency Vehicles

In the future, will Roosevelt Island be able to provide residents with the timely emergency services that
are their right or wiil the rapidly emerging development impinge on their safety?

Currently, Main Street is often congested with many vehicles of all types that serve the needs of our
elderly, disabled, school children who are bused from the far reaches of the City, and delivery and repair
trucks of all sizes.

At times, traffic on our bridge ramp has to be stopped to accommodate trucks that cannot maneuver
without taking up both lanes. This not only ties up the bridge, but also Main Street's traffic flow and
requires a Public Safety Officer, and often several, to supervise the traffic interruption.

Roosevelt Islanders already anticipate increased commercial and construction traffic resulting from the
expanded rental of Main Street stores and the construction of Southtown buildings #7, 8 and 9.

All of this will take place simultaneously with the demolition and construction of Cornell-Technion. Al
of this will happen without a single reasonable proposal to deal with the emergency needs of the
Island’s population, including and especially the seniors.

Some believe that when Cornell vehicles back up Main Street traffic, the waterfront pedestrian
promenade can serve emergency needs. These promenades can only be accessed by driving out of the
way, slowing critical response time and putting lives at risk.

The inevitable, unavoidable and tremendous congestion that will result from Cornell's current planis
totally incompatible with the needs of the Island's people. This is an issue of major concern to us all and
must be given the greatest amount of consideration for our health and well-being. We cannot be
sacrificed to satisfy the wishes of others, no matter how lofty their goals may seem. Our lives and
well-being must come first and must be taken seriously at all times!

The mitigation for this problem is to limit the amount of construction and demolition truck traffic to 10
trucks per day.



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Adek Apfelbaum - Concrete
Below is a written precis of technical material, from which brief testimony was drawn.
CONCRETE AND HOW IT IS USED
1) Concrete is a mixture of water, cement, gravel, sand and chemical additives.

2) Most, if not all, foundations for buildings in New York City are constructed of concrete poured into
wood molds. Even steel structures consist of concrete footings and piers, on bedrock or piles.
Statistically, the amount of concrete required for pile caps, slab on grade, roofing and column
fireproofing (steel or concrete reinforced) comprises 100% to 120% of the total volume. The total
volume is calculated in cubic yards (3 x 3 x 3 cubic feet}. An estimate using Cornell's statistics and
standard procedures indicates a total of 10,000 truck loads of concrete would be necessary to achieve
the design demand.

Note: These estimated statistics are based on what Cornell gave us as "normal” campus design
(academic structures). They cannot be verified because Cornell refuses to let us see the drawings and
specs. Therefore, these preliminary “guestimates” may increase drastically if Cornell is planning
"hardened,” explosion-proof areas or lead-lined labs.

TRANSPORTATION

1) Ready mix is usually brought to a site by mixing trucks, which hold 6-7 cubic yards. Tobring in concrete
from a mixing plant would take 10,000 truck loads. This concrete will be required on an intermittent
basis (during foundation work, slab pours, etc.). During a placement day, 200 trucks may be required
during an 8th shift or 25 trucks per hour, or 1truck every minute. The cost per cubic yard of concrete is
+/-560.00, of which transportation costs $35.00 (mostly for drivers, gas, and rejected loads).

2) Ready mix trucks cause diesel fumes, vibration damage, and traffic congestion. Good construction
management practices dictate that ready mix be fabricated (mixed) as closely to the site as possible.
When the question of trucking came up in community meetings, | was asked to review the construction
procedures as listed in Corneil's Draft Environmental Impact Study. One item that stood out more than
all others: Cornell wants to bring in ready mix by truck. On a 12 +/- acre site, | saw a potential for a
temporary mixing plant, and produced a written quote from a reputable concrete producer to set up
such a plant and operate it for a reduced cost of 10%-14% per cubic yard. The advantage of an on-site
plant is that concrete becomes available as needed and not subject to traffic delays or accidents or
rejections. Thus, barging became a topic.

THE CONFUSION

1) When 1 testified in front of the New York City Planning Commission, only Commissioner Kantor, a very



prominent engineer, understood the concept and agreed with me. Cornell took the position that barging
will be costly. They still think in terms of ready mix trucks being brought in on barges. That thinking is
flawed. It is not practical to barge trucks (roll on and roli off). The time period that a truck can mix
concrete in transit is limited. By barge it would be beyond the limit and subject to rejection. Here is
where the misconception started:

2) Barging is only economical and practical if it becomes a raw material transporter, as it is for ready mix
plants. Therefore, an on-site plant must be part of a barging program to avoid heavy truck loads (steel,
cement, gravel, precast, etc.}.

3) We can only reduce traffic by shipping bulk raw material by barge and allowing light trucking
{hardware, hand tools, accessories) on Main Street. Only this combination of an on-site plant and
barging can reduce traffic. Anything less is only words.

COSTS

1) Barging of raw materials is already included in the cost of a yard of concrete. Large producers use this
method. Road delivery costs are an additive. So, the differential in cost is only the temporary, on-site
plant minus the teamsters and trucks. Amortized over the cost cycle, the savings may be minor, but the
elimination of heavy truck traffic is a very important factor. A cost proposal for an on-site fabricated
cdngrete has been submitted. i

2) In summary, barging, trucking, and an on-site plant are one topic - integral with good management
practice. We should not view part of this package as a total solution.



Testimony to NY City Council - Land Use Committee
Sub-Committee on Zoning & Franchises - April 30, 2013

Cornell-Technion and TRUCKING on Roosevelt Island

Good afternoon. My name is Sherie Helstien. | have served for 10 years as the Roosevelt
Island Residents Association’s Common Council Secretary as well as an elected Council
member for 14 % years.

| am speaking about the massive number of truck trips Cornell-Technion predicts it will
need for demolition and construction at their site. According to calculations contained in
the FEIS, the number of expected trips on our only street will average one construction
truck every 4.5 minutes throughout the day, day after day for years. Our easily congested
Main Street must not be made subject to this proposed constant barrage of trucks.

Cornell’s estimate combining “Harbor Barging” with “Roll-On, Roll-Off” Ferries reduces
truck traffic by up to 55%. But when calculated using only one option or the other, the
percentage drops to at-or-below 25%. The added noise that barging and ferrying will
create at the site, versus trucking, is much preferred by Roosevelt Islanders. Keeping the
hoise, inconvenience and potential for walkway shut-downs at Cornell-Technion’s remote
site would be more desirable to Island residents than the pollution, traffic, noise, and
danger associated with major truck traffic running through the most densely populated
area of the Island. This problem hits hard at the heart of our community as it will impact
where the majority of residents reside, and includes children, seniors and disabled
members of the community. The appropriate way to build on an island is to use the
surrounding waterway for access. Common and commercial sense!

With construction of the FDR Memorial just South of Cornell-Technion’s project, Franklin
and Eleanor Roosevelt Institute (FERI) proved that with barging, building on Roosevelt
Island can be done smartly and with less intrusion on cur community.

Appropriate mitigation for the problem of trucking on Roosevelt Island is now in your
hands. We ask the City Council to insist on barging and/or ferrying all debris and

construction materials, and to limit on-Island truck trips to ten per day.

Thank you for your efforts on our behalf. Please, don’t truck Roosevelt Island!



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Mark Lyon - Environmental Hazards

The purpose of the State Environmental Quality Review Act is "to declare a state policy which will
encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment [and] to promote
efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and enhance human and community
resources." An essential function of this process is to incorporate environmental considerations directly
into the governmental decision-making process as early as possible, so that it remains practical to
modify a proposed project in order to mitigate adverse environmental effects.

This decision before you today represents one of the most important points in this process - if this
Council allows the project to move forward without firm commitments from Cornell regarding
important environmental issues relating to the demolition, construction and operation of this project
site, we will likely find that the hour is too late, the plans too firm and the needs of the community too
smali a priority when compared with the desire for project completion.

My name is Mark Lyon. | live on Roosevelt Island, am a board member of the Roosevelt Island
Community Coalition and participate in the Roosevelt Island Residents Association.

The Goldwater Hospital site is known to contain Hazardous Materials. In addition to standard hazards
found in buildings of their age, the ground below the buildings contains heavy metals and dangerous
organic compounds. Removing these materials by truck risks exposing residents of Roosevelt Isfand,
Queens and Manhattan to these toxic substances. The construction site is located close to several parks
and recreational facilities - including those used by children.

For the protection of those near the construction site and along the removal path, it is important that an
independent Air, Water and Noise monitoring program be implemented. Additionally, it is vitally
important that Cornell replace as many truck trips as practicable with barge deliveries.

The project site is uniquely suited to barge deliveries; using our waterways to transport materials will
almost completely eliminate many of the most significant environmental concerns with this
development.



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Ali Schwaryi - Air Pollution
My name is Ali Schwayri and | have iived on Rooseveit Istand since 1977.
I'am a retired physician and my specialty is Pulmonary and Preventive Medicine.

Roosevelt Istand is a narrow strip of land with one street running down the middle. The street, about 30
feet wide, is bordered 40% of the way with buildings on both sides.

Construction of the Cornell Campus, as well as the first of three large residential buildings, will start next
year with completion in about 25 years.

The current plans, as detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement, call for using heavy Diesel
burning trucks to remove debris and bring in construction materiel. A conservative estimate envisions an
average of 74 single truck trips per day and a total of more than 75,000 for the next four years.*

Diesel exhaust contains about 40 harmful chemicals, many of them carcinogenic, such as Benzene,
Toluene and Styrene. It also contains_fine Particulate matter which is the major component of Soot. As
we breathe, the toxic gases and microscopic particles are drawn deep into the lungs and contribute to a
range of acute heaith problems such as headache, coughing , nausea, dizziness and irritation of the eyes
and throat.

Long-term exposure can lead to chronic, more serious health problems, such as Lung Cancer,
Cardiovascular Disease as well as exacerbation of Emphysema, Asthma and chronic Bronchitis.

Because our street is surrounded by buildings, creating what is called a Canyon Effect, these toxic gases
will take longer to disperse and thus expose Island residents to these poilutants for longer periods of
time.

Children, the elderly and people with heart and lung problems are particularly at risk. To mitigate these
health risks, Cornell should seriously consider the use of barges and truck ferries instead of Diese|
burning trucks,

THE RISKS TO OUR SAFETY, HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE ARE TOO GREAT FOR US TO REMAIN PASSIVE
AND SILENT WHILE A SOLUTION IS READILY AVAILABLE.

*FEIS, page 20-12, Table 20-3
The average number of trucks per day is 37 during Phase 1.
37 trucks = 74 truck trips

74x 260 work week days/year = 19,240 truck trips per year



19,240 x 4 years = 76,960 truck trips in Phase 1.



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, Aprii 30, 2013
Joyce Mincheff - Policing and Recreational Facilities

My name is toyce Mincheff. I'm a 37 year resident of Roosevelt Island. It is truly an honor to speak
before you today on behalf of my community where | serve on the Board of Directors of the Roosevelt
Island Community Coalition

When Columbia University expanded in West Harlem, it took approximately 17 “blighted” acres and
provided enhancements to it. That’s not what’s happening on Roosevelt Island.

We’re an unusual community of 14,000 people, and we’re already straining to provide an acceptable
quality of life given the limits of space and facilities imposed by being an island.

Cornell will be raising the population of Roosevelt Island by approximately 50%, but it hasn’t offered a
single, solitary addition of recreational space or operational services to our community.

Their new population will use our ball and sports fields, picnic on our grounds, and drive and walk down
our streets. They will ride our already over-crowded buses. They will require the emergency intervention
of our Public Safety Department foi~any emergencies that occur as they walk down our streets.

None of these services or facilities are supported by the State of NY or the City of NY. To grow them will
take a huge infusion of funding. Who will pay for it?

Unless the City or Cornell-Technion steps up, this development will render Roosevelt Island an
overcrowded, overburdened mess and everyone, including the population of Cornell-Technion, will
suffer.

Carnell-Technion thrusts our sleepy, safe hamlet onto the world stage. Housing a world-class technical
institute who is at the heart of driving the technological growth and expansion of NY City, will put an end
to our virtual anonymity and we will no longer be one of NY’s best kept secrets. It will heighten the
exposure of our tramway and additional areas of vulnerability, opening the door wide to the potential of
terrorism.

NYPD only patrols Roosevelt Island 15% of the time it normally devotes to a community. Out of 168 total
patrof hours in any given weék, we're scheduled for a maximum of 24 and rarely receive that. Our Public
Safety Department has only 37 officers when the lustice Department figures for NY City average 47
officers per 10,000 residents. That’s a current shortage of 29 officers.

Another consideration regarding the safety of our community is that it provides recreational
opportunities that develop character in our youth and keep them off the streets and out of trouble.

We've already begun to feel the negative effects of too little recreational space for our kids. We've seen
fighting between Little League and Corporate League players, between tennis players, and even



between gardeners, simply because of our space constraints.

Our safety and recreational space problems can be mitigated by NY City directing tax dollars to
Roosevelt Island to increase its police protection and to expand the recreational facilities that are

available in the community.

The population of Roosevelt Island is counting on you to make that happen. Thank you.

And please don’t Truck Roosevelt Island!



I"'m Ellen Polivy, the Co-President of the Roosevelt island Community Coalition. 'd like to begin by
thanking the many hard-working government officials, from the Community Board, City Planning
Commission, The Borough President and now, all of you here at City Council, who have worked so
diligently to develop an appropriate pian for Cornell-Technion’s construction.

As you can imagine, Roosevelt Islanders are deeply concerned.

We are not the typical community whose borders blend and overlap with the surrounding
neighborhoods. We are completely isolated by the East River. We have finite limits of land and services.
While we have committed countless hours to reviewing, negotiating and discussing mitigations on all
the issues we’ve brought to light, we have yet to see a meaningful document that gives concrete
assurances for the reasonable mitigations we have sought.

1. We have seen no written commitment to assure us that our one congested thoroughfare will
not be besieged by construction truck traffic. While we have heard projections about barging,
nothing is resolved.

2. We have asked for cement mixing at the site to alleviate truck traffic. You'd think we could get a
concrete solution about the concrete, but to date, absolutely nothing has been carved in stone.

3. Instead of hearing what Roosevelt Islanders know of our parking problems by living it, we are at
the mercy of folks who have zero experience with parking on cur streets and in our garage.

4. While we plead for added policing and bus service in keeping with the added population growth
that Cornell brings, and the added homeland security issues, we have received no assurances.

5. Our AVAC system that vacuums garbage and keeps trucks off our streets has received little
attention.

6. Our need for added recreational facilities to enable us to live with a reasonable quality of life
given the huge addition of residents that will come, has yet to be addressed in a meaningful
way.

7. What we were told would be meaningful STEM enrichment for our entire school has been
reduced to technology supports for our middle schooi, alone.

8. We believe the intent to be a good neighbor, professed by Cornell, can be summed up in their
response to our Disabled Association’s request for an air conditioner for their van. This multi-
trillion dollar institution’s answer was “no.”

As you can imagine, Roosevelt Islanders are deeply concerned.



Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Jonathan Kalkin - AVAC

The Roosevelt Island community strongly urges that Cornell connect to the Automated Vacuum
Collection System for disposal of its waste. This world-famous system is now used throughout the Island,
including the existing six Southtown buildings and three additional Southtown buildings that will shortly
be under construction.

AVAC eliminates the need for Department of Sanitation garbage trucks to traverse Main Street south of
the helix ramp. A few City trucks pick up compacted garbage at the AVAC facility north of the helix.
These do not contribute to traffic south of the helix, to which garbage trucks picking up from Cornell will
be contributing.

The AVAC is being studied to see how it can be expanded to include the disposal of recyclable materials
and be expanded and upgraded to eliminate most of the garbage removal on the street. This NYSERDA
funded study will be completed in June and we invite Cornelf to not only connect to the AVAC system,
but to work with RIOC to make it more efficient with NYSERDA study recommendations. Like all green
solutions the AVAC system takes a larger initial investment, but the study estimates that this investment
pays for itself in ten to twenty years.

We applaud Cornell for attempting to achieve LEED certification for their campus, and we believe
expanding the AVAC system is a crucial step in achieving a green campus. Rejection of the AVAC system
would be unprecedented for a new building on Roosevelt Island, and we respectfully request that
Cornell embrace this investment in a sustainable community.



Dave Evans: Testimony New York City Council - - Cornell NYC Tech April 30, 2013

My name is Dave Evans. My family has lived on Roosevelt Island for four years and | am an elected
member of the Roosevelt Island Residents Association’s Common Council.

Cornell NYC Tech wants to limit the presence of cars on Roosevelt Island...and so was the desire of those
who “conceived” the community. That is, our community was conceived as a ‘traffic-less’ place.

Cornell's idea is that if you limit the parking spaces... the cars won't come. Unfortunately, this concept
is not well thought out. QOnly if cars were limited, which they're not, could we have confidence in

deploying limited parking.

We have a miserable street-side parking shortage and a growing problem at our Motorgate Garage,
where space Is let out to fleets of leased cars.

With its students, academic staff, administrators, corporate co-location partners and their clients,
conference attendees, hotel workers and guests, etc. - - the Cornell presence will bring more than 7,000
additional people to Roosevelt Island.

Many of these people will be transient and will approach the community by car. For them, it will be the
maost feasible means.

Instead of limiting traffic, failure to supply sufficient parking will cause additional traffic competing for
parking and turn our narrow Main Street into a nightmare. On much of the Island, parking is available on
only one side of the street. ~ Searching for space clogs our only road as drivers must travel its length
before they can turn around. And there are no intersections in the most populated area.

The community needs Cornell to place at least 500 spaces at their site to accommodate their increased
traffic.

The FEIS calls for “Up to” 500 spaces. This is unreasonably deficient considering the amount and nature
of their population increase.

The mitigation for this problem is that Cornell be required to place a minimum of 500 spaces at their site
in the first phase of construction. Also, that they conduct a parking study before beginning any
remaining phases of their project in order to determine whether more parking must be built at the

Motorgate Garage.

Our Operating Corporation (RIOC) plans to implement a “smart parking” system that will display real
time parking options to drivers as they come onto the island.  Cornell must be required to participate
in this system; and the data gained can be used for the studies that wilf be needed in the future.

Our Island is counting on your help. Thank you for your time and consideration.



CITY COUNCIL HEARING
Tuesday, April 30" 10:00AM
Cornell NYC Tech Project

In Favor with Amendments

I am Joseph Clark Strong and I was born and raise on Roosevelt Island and have lived there all
my life. I am here today representing the youth on Roosevelt Island.

Today I am going to talk about the amazing fields, parks and open spaces we have on Roosevelt
Island. I grew up knowing my neighbors and making friends at the parks and in the
neighborhood programs that exist on Roosevelt Island. I grew up playing soccer and running
around in the parks with my friends. I grew up in a real neighborhood where we care about each
other and our Island.

We do not want our neighborhood to be sacrificed for progress like the Bronx was all those years
ago by Robert Mosses. Neighborhoods destroyed for roads with no consideration for the
communities destroyed for the sake of progress. It took decades of militancy and anger for them
to recover. With your help we can avoid this on Roosevelt Island.

We have a special Community we ask that you consider this and make amendments to your
approval that earmarks City and require Cornell designate project funds to protect and support
our parks, schools and children’s programs. We ask that you ask Cornell to add substantively and
monetarily to the existing community programs for the seniors and the disabled. We ask that
Roosevelt Island doesn’t lose the in-lieu of Tax payment on the land still leased to RIOC, that is
the only source of funding for RIOC.

The Cornell Project will cost the community a great deal:

Without compensation from Cornell to the island. Residents will bear the burden of the cost of
the islands unique infrastructure which comes from our rent and not from our taxes we all pay.

Secondly we will have all the people associated with the project jamming already inaccessible
trains at our station. Crowed Trams will be even more crowed. Just this last Friday at morning
rush hour train after train went by and we could not get on.

Respectively request you use your power as city council members make amendments to the
Cornell Plan to protect this community



CITY COUNCIL HEARING
Tuesday, April 30" 10:00AM

Cornell NYC Tech Project
In Favor WITH CONSTANT AIR MONITORING AND LIMITING TRUCKS

Hello, my name is Nancy Brown and | am the Vice President of
Roosevelt Island's Disabled Association, of which there are over 100
members. |

| am frightened by the level of pollution that this community will
experience as the demolition of Goldwater Hospital and Cornell
construction proceeds.

There was an environmental study conducted in the year 2000. |
recall it saying that Roosevelt Island is already at toxic levels of air
quality.

Our community is situated so that we are vulnerable on all sides to
various kinds of pollution -- We are immediately under the
Queensboro Bridge and next to the largest electricity generator in
New York City, Big Alice. We see the yellow pollution suspended in
midair and we wipe the rapid accumulation of dust and particles from
our window-sills and furniture.

Our single roadway frequently contains idling cars that must stop for
traffic congestion. And now...this project will bring us to a whole new
level of pollution from demolition, construction and truck traffic.

Roosevelt Island was built to be accessible and to mainstream
chronically disabled out of hospitals and into apartments.

As you probably know, the lungs of many disabled people are
particularly vulnerable, as are those of the elderly and of young
children who are in great numbers in our community.

The mitigation for this problem is vigilant and constant air monitoring
by an outside third party throughout demolition and construction, and
minimizing truck trips to 10 trucks per day.

Thank you for caring about disabled, elderly and young residents.



At our initial meeting with Cornell we discussed several ways in which we hoped
they would become involved, particularly in the areas of teacher support, student
opportunities and school community development. We came to the mutual
conclusion that the PS/IS 217 Upper Elementary and Middle School should be a
top priority, as student retention in the upper grades has historically been a -
problem. We expressed interest in many of the programs already offered by
Cornell such as the development of After school Programming, Career Day
options such as the Middle School Mock Application Project and the
implementation of Honors Classes, all of which would play a crucial role in
making the PS/IS 217 Middle School a competitive option for students around the
city. In addition, we looked forward to their involvement in developing the STEM
concept, as the Cornell Campus is on the cutting edge in the areas of Science,
Technology, Engineering and Math.

Unfortunately, Comnell’s response and follow through has been disappointing.
Cornell offered to facilitate a partnership with Urban Advantage, a program that
has already existed in our school for the last three years. It was unclear how
Cornell’'s involvement would be beneficial in this area. In addition, Cornell is now
withdrawing their offer to be involved in the Science, Engineering and Math
component of the STEM program, only committing to the Technology aspect. At
out last meeting, Cathy Dove mentioned that they were in the process of hiring
staff that would volunteer to assist in hardware and software programming
development at our school. We ended that meeting unclear on next steps and
nothing has happened since.

One program that is receiving follow through is the Girls That Code Program,
which offers the opportunity for Middle School students to apply for an 8-week
summer internship. Seven students from PS/IS 217 have applied to the program,
but as it is open to student’s city wide, there is no guarantee that they will be
accepted into the program. Again, we are uncertain how this program will
directly benefit our school community.

We are unclear as to what Cornell’s vision is for a partnership with PS/IS 217.
We feel that it is important that they clarify their intentions and ask that it include
more than what they have most recently committed to. There is no doubt that a
strong partnership between Cornell Technion and PS/IS 217 would be beneficial
to both institutions and possibly serve as a model for similar collaborations
around the country. We look forward to further discussions in the very near
future. :

- Mandana Beckman
Principal
PS/S 217



COMMUNITY BOARD 7 % Manhattan

RESQLUTION

Date: January 3, 2613

Committees of Origin: Land Use and Transportation

Re: The Department of City Planning Manhattan Core Parking Text Amendments, Application
ZN130105ZRALL

Full Board Vote: 34 In Favor 4 Against 1 Abstention 0 Present

This reselution is based upon the followiig facts:

The Department of City Planning has proposed a series of zoning text amendments relating to mndoor/off-
street parking i the Manhattan Core (comprizing Manhattan Conumumity Board Districts 1 through 8). These text
amendments are summarized at: http: e nve govhimldepdtmlimn_core/index.shtml: and the full text of the
proposed amendments can be foundd at:
hittp: wwaw.nve sovhtmbidep/pdfing coreimn core propozed text muencinent pof .

The CB7 Land Use and Transportation Committees and other Board members have received or attended
mutltiple presentations by DCTP on the proposed amendments and the studies on which the propesals are based,
“and have congidered these matters at joint comunittee meetings in November and December 2412,
: Now, Therefore. Community Beard 7/Manliattan resolves as follows with respect to the proposed
Manhattan Core Parking text anendments:

A CB7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendments refating to Automated Parking
Facilities. which would establish the furst regulations i New York Clity to accommodate
autemated parking facilities.

Land UsesTransportaiion Connnitreo: 11-0-0-00 Board AMembers: 1-0-0-0

B. BT approves the portion of the proposed text amendnent relating to Loading Docks. which
would enhance pedestrian safety by providing required space for such uges,
Land Use:Transportaiion Conmiitiee: 11-0-0-0. Board Aembers: 1-0-0-0.

C, CB7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendment relating to Rental Vehicle Parking.
which would permit off-street parking facilities to accommudate more rental vehicles than the
current limits,

Lend Use Transporiation Cominitiee: 11-0-0-8 Board Members: 1-0-0-0

D. CR7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendment relating to Commercial Vehicle
Parking, which would permit commercial vehicles to be stored in off-street parking facilities.
Land Use:Transporiation Connnittee: 11-0-0-0. Board Aembers: 1-0-0-0..

E. CB7 disapproves the portion of the proposed text amencinent relating to Permitting Accessory
Parking to Operate as Public Parking unless a defined percentage of spaces were reserved for
menthly parking only. and with the percentage to be determined through further study.

Land Use:Teansportation Conpnitiee: 11-0-0-0. Board Members: 1-0-0-0,

F. CB? approves the portion of the proposed text amendments relating to Special Permits — New
Findings Requirements. which would impose new criteria for granting a special permit for any
off-street facility that seeks to exceed the permitted number of spaces. In addition to general
criteria, the proposed text amendment provides specific eriterra where the reason additional

230 West $7% Street New York, NY [0024-2706
Phone: (212) 362-4008  Fax (212} 595-9317
Web site: nvegovineb? e-mail address: office@eh? org



Date: Jearen 3, 2013 Page 20f2
Connitiees of Origine: Land Use and Tvaasportarion
Re: The Department of Cinv Pleaming Meoihattem Core Peaiinig Text Amendments. Applicarion =NIT30105ZRA

ML

gpaces is sought is ax a rexult of seelking a () Residential Growth Special Permit; (b)Y Health
Care, Arts or Public Assembly Uses Special Permit: (¢) Economic Generators Special Permit: or
{dh) Large-zeale developnient Special Permit. CB7 calls o the DCP to retain the requirenent that
all special permit requests are reviewed by the City’s DOT and DEP for waffic and aiv quality
impacts. '

Land Use/Transportation Conanittee: 8-2-0-1. Board Mentbers: 1-0-0-0.

CB7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendments relating to Floor Area Exemption.
The existing floor area exemption for parking spaces between curb level up to 23" in new
developments would be retained only for buildings wrapped to a depth of 307 with non-parking
uges. Inresidential districts, exempted floor area would have a planting and screening
requirement.

Land Use:Tremsporiaiion Connnitiee: 10-0-1-0. Board Members: 1-0-0-0

(B7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendments relating to the As-of-right retail cap
alowance. The as-of-right retatl parking allowance would be capped to 10 spaces.
Land Use/Transportaiion Comnittee: 10-0-0-0. Board Memibers: 1-0-0-0,

CB7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendiments relating to Removing Parking
Requirement Provisions. While parking is not required in new developments today. parking
wag required prior to the 1982 parking regulations and currently cannot be removed, Thisg
proposal would allow for reductions or removal of thix once-required parking by a City Planning
Clommisston authorization.

Land Use:Tramsportaiion Connnittee: 11-0-0-0. Board Members: 1-0-0-0

CB7 approves the portion of the proposed text amendments relating Requirement exemptions.
Ramps and mechanical space wounld be exempred from the 200" -per-zpace palking requirement

and ztanclards would be defined for mechanical lifts.
Land Use:Tremsportation Conaitiee: 11-0-0-0. Bocrd Members: 1-0-0-0.

CB7 approves the portion of the propoged text amendments relating to Waiving Reservoir
Requirements. Reservolr space requirements to allow small facilities to waive out would be
modified to enable a more rational provision of reservoir spaces given garage capacities,
Lemd Use:Tremsponviciion Conunitree: 11-0-0-0. Board Members: 1-0-0-0

CB7T approves the portion of the propoged text amendiments relating to Enhanced Pedestrian /
Vehicular Design and Safety Requirements. Design regulations to ensure safe vehicular and
pedesirian access would be established with a “stop” sign and a speed bunip located within the
exit lane of the pmlking facility.

Land Use Tramsportation Connnitiee: 11-0-0-0. Board Aewbers: 1-0-0-0

CB7 approves the remainder of the praposed text amendments.

230 West $7™ Street New York, NY 10024-2706
Phone: {212) 3624008  Fax:(212) 395-9317
Web gite: nvegovineb? e-mail address: officeidich? org
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HELL'S KITCHEN
NEIGHBORHOOD
QSSOG!ATION)

Good morning, members of the Committee,
I am Kathleen Treat, Chair of the Hell's Kitchen Neighborhood Association

I would like to add to this testimony my outrage at the enormous "gift" to the parking industry
this text includes : giving a general amnesty to parking operators for twenty years of illegal
operation is absolutely wrong - and wrong-headed. How the hell did they get away w1th it for
twenty years???? Apparently no one was minding the store.

Why should we forgive this heinous behavior and then turn our backs on the money that belongs
to the City? What POSSIBLE RATIONALE can there be to forego millions in fines for illegal
operations while we are told over and over again that the budget can’t pay for after school
programs for little kids???

What idiot dares to call this economic development? We KNOW that the parking industry
generates precious few jobs and that the robots approved in this zoning will decrease that
number even more. What else can we give the parking industry? How about the keys to the City?
How about our first born grandchildren?

Let's make it crystal clear that this City Council does not reward illegal behavior.

—F
— W
athleen McGee Treat, Chair
April 30, 2013

Hell’s Kitchen Neighborhood Association
454 West 35" Street, New York, New York 10001
212-501-2704 - www.hknanyc.org




CHEKPEDS

My name is Christine Berthet. I am speaking on behalf of CHEKPEDS, a coalition for
pedestrian safety, as well as the Tri State Transportation Campaign.

We support the proposed changes to public parking and public special permits in the Manhattan
Core parking regulations based on the December 2011 study of Public parking.

However DCP 1s also proposing wholesale changes to residential patking — namely to open
accessory parking to the public- without having performed a study focused on residents. Of
CPC’s own admission “The (public) survey methodology, likely over-represents frequent auto
users and under-represents infrequent auto users,” such as monthly residential parkers. Thus the
survey largely ignored their concerns as well as concerns of residential neighborhoods (DCP,
“Manhattan Core Public Parking Study,” December, 2011, p. 21).

Opening accessory parking to the public allows it to be used by commuters, which in 1982
the Commussion itself found to “attract[s] additional cars to residential streets to the detriment of
the neighborhood”....“as a matter of good land use planning, public parking facilities do not
belong in residential buildings or neighborhoods without a careful review of their land use,
traffic and environmental impacts” Yet the Commission has conducted no such study.

At the same time, when commercial users compete for residential accessory spaces, some
nearby residents may be forced to park far from their buildings and pay higher parking rates.

Not a prospect that anyone would enjoy if it happened in your residential neighborhood, and in
conflict with DCP’s avowed goal for the change.

Finally not unlike the repeal of the Glass Steagall act, such changes will have slow
insidious and cumulative effects that will take years to manifest and will not be easy to correct.

The Commission indicates that its proposal for “public parking everywhere” is mainly
aimed at accommodating nearby residents without parking in thetr own buildings. If that is the
goal, there may be an array of solutions that ought to be explored as part of a study beyond the
rather blunt solution proposed. Just like one set of parking rules do not fit all neighborhoods of
Corona, Downtown Brooklyn, Riverdale, one solution surely does not fit Wall Street, East village
and the Upper east side who have very different parking constraints and needs.

The fact that four community boards CB1, 2, 4, and 7 oppose the solution, one board,
CB6 opposes the concept but proposes another solution and three boards support the change -
goes to show that local specificity matters.

Until a study is performed, we recommend that a cautious approach be adopted— open
residential parking to nearby residents only, by changing “public use” in §13-21 to “monthly
rental”. '
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JOAN & IRWIN JACOBS
TECHNION-CORNELL
INNOVATION INSTITUTE

- Cornell University
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Members of Beta Class

Academic Programs

One year professional masters degrees

Two year dual MS degrees
(Cornell/Technion)

Matrix of interdisciplinary hubs and core
technology disciplines

Integration of technical with business and
entrepreneurship courses

Entrepreneurial Culture

Entrepreneurial Office and Practicum
Fridays for real-world ties and skills

Hands-on apprenticeship style learning

Projects supervised by faculty and industry
mentors

CORNELL
NYCTECH
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Community and

the Campus

= 2.5 acres of new open
space, welcoming visitors
and residents

= Indoor and outdoor
public programming

= Space for community
groups to meet

= ADA compliant facilities

= Bike lanes, street widening
and improvements

= Cornell population to
support Rl retail




Community engagement

« K-12 STEM education — breadth and
depth

- Middle school focus

« Special programs for girls

» Pilot schools — programs
starting now

. IS 217 - Roosevelt Island

+ MS 406 - Global Tech Prep
(East Harlem)

« I8 204 - Oliver W. Holmes
(LIC)
» PSS 111 - Jacob Blackwell
(LIC)
» Other educational programs

« Programming and support for
adults e.g. disabled and seniors

= Programs and research
projects benefitting Island
residents

* Hackathons
« Computer training

« Support for community events




Provide Economic
Development
Opportunities

= Create quality
construction and
permanent
employment
opportunities

= $150 million Cornell
investment fund—
investing in New York
City start-ups

= Catalyze business
growth in western
Queens and
surrounding areas

CORNELL
NYCTECH



Commitment fo Diversity

= Cornell founded on principal of
diversity

= 1865: Ezra Cornell: I would
found an institution where any
person can find instruction in
any study”

= 1867 Affirmed accepting
students of color

= Engineering freshman class
43% female compared to
average UG women
grads18%

= 2011 Presidential Award for
Excellence for mentoring of
engineering students

=  Cornell in NYC
= Current workforce:
= Hispanic 31% (NYC 26%)
= Black 24% (NYC 22%)
= First faculty member female

= MWBE goals for campus
development

= HireNYC for ongoing
operations

10 CORNELL
NYCTECH
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Campus Vision
= Up to 2.1 million sf of program
over 25 years
- Academic/research uses
- Commercial co-location
- Housing
- Executive education center/hotel

= Vibrant campus with top quality
architecture, focus on
sustainability, and public open
spaces

- 2.5 acres of new open space,
welcoming visitors and residents

%

= Center point for the tech
community

- Formal and informal venue to foster
connections across industry

- Creating networks across companies

CORNELL
NYCTECH
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Fi

rst Academic Building

Innovative academic
environment

Design process underway

Classrooms, workspace,
large atrium/cafe and
collaborative space

Highly sustainable with
ambition for Net Zero

ELS;

CORNELL
NYCTECH



Phasing and Schedule
= Developed over 25 years as the campus population grows

= Allows for flexibility over time, and to accommodate changes in building
technologies and programmatic needs

= Each phase of the development will result in a complete campus with
diverse uses, multiple building types and high quality public open spaces

PHASE 1: Open in 2017
Academic, co-location, residential, exec. ed. ctr. (up to 790,000 sf)

Full Build: Open in 2037
Academic, co-location, residential (total campus up to 2.1M sf)

CORNELL
NYCTECH
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Zoning Map Amendment

Current Zoning Map: R7-2

Proposed Zoning Map:

Community Facility FAR: 6.5 C4-5/SRI
Residential FAR: 3.44 Community Facility FAR: 6.5
Mixed Development FAR: 6.5 Residential FAR: 3.44

Commercial FAR: 3.4
Mixed Development FAR: 6.5

CORNELL
NYCTECH



Zoning Text Amendment- Special Southern Roosevelt Island District

* Goal: Promote development of an academic, research and technology campus
with mixture of uses and network of publicly accessible open space

B Jse " Pafkiﬂg

= Development Envelope = Open Space

CORNELL
NYCTECH



Modifications and Commitments

1. Disposition- Tailored to disposition for a technology oriented academic
campus

2. Zoning Text
a) Performance Standards
b) Open Space
* Hours
* Operations
+ City Planning Oversight
c) Special Permit for Modification of Envelope Controls

3. Parking

CORNELL
NYCTECH
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Committed to Safety

Hire independent 3" party to monitor air quality during abatement
Monitor air quality during demolition and excavation

Have a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and Construction Health and
Safety Plan (CHASP) in place

Minimize use of diesel equipment and maximize electrification where
feasible

Utilize ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel in diesel equipment that is used
Maintain a secure site, free of garbage and debris
Strict fugitive dust control measures

Source location to limit the location of equipment near sensitive
receptors where feasible

Restrict vehicle idling of more than three minutes except where
necessary

CORNELL
NYCTECH



Committing to the most aggressive
barging program in NYC

= Undertaken an unprecedented effort to
reduce the impact of construction on the
Island, with specific focus on the weight and
frequency of trucks on Main Street and the
helix

= Prepared to commit to the most aggressive
voluntary barging program in New York City

* Nearly all bulk materials will be
delivered and removed by barge;

* Heavy materials such as steel, curtain
wall and equipment will also be
delivered by barge

= Truck trip reduction from a conventional
project by half

= Committed to implementing this program,
pending necessary approval by state and
federal regulators

b
it

CORNELL
NYCTECH
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BEN KALLOS

FOR CITY COUNCIL

Democratic Candidate fer City Councf on the Upper East Side and Roosevalt Island

Testimony of City Council Candidate Benjamin Kallos for the
Upper East Side and Roosevelt Island before the New York City Council
Land Use Committee’s Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises Hearing on Land Use
Items 796 — 799 of 2013 relating to the Cornell NYC Tech Campus
April 30, 2013

Saul Nadel, Campaign Director for Roosevelt Island
Executive Summary

Thank you, Council Members. Before you is the opportunity to literally build a better City.
Thank you to my Council Member Jessica Lappin. We look forward to your strong leadership in
delivering the necessary amendments we are seeking.

My name is Saul Nadel, I am the Roosevelt Island Director for City Council Candidate Benjamin
Kallos who is running to represent the Upper East Side and Roosevelt Island. Our campaign
empowers residents to take a larger part in City government, so as a lifelong resident of
Roosevelt Island, I am here to provide our advice on amendments to build a better City.

Our key points:

¢ Require Cornell NYC Tech to be truly “sustainable” by supporting their own infrastructure;

¢ Direct tax revenues from businesses on the Cornell NYC Tech campus to RIOC;

* Require transportation improvements ahead of Cornell NYC Tech’s move-in day;

» Support local renewable energy through the Cornell NYC Tech “applied sciences” mandate;
and

e Support and extend the AVAC to remove waste sustainably from Cornell NYC Tech.

Cornell NYC Tech can’t claim to be sustainable unless it supports the local infrastructure
of Roosevelt Island on which it relies.

Following our testimony on February 6, 2013 before the City Planning Commission,
Commissioners Michelle de la Uz and Anna Hayes Levin actually agreed with our testimony.
Commissioner de la Uz said the following prior to voting no: “Services on the Island are paid for
by residents through ground leases. Although Cornell has agreed to provide private security and
pay for a few other things, I am not happy with their exemption from paying for services.”

Please review our testimony and respect their opinions by amending the proposal to require that
Cornell NYC Tech pay their fair share to support the local Roosevelt Island infrastructure.

Direct Tax Revenue from the Cornell NYC Tech to RIOC.

The Comell NYC Tech Campus currently plans to include a hotel, corporate co-location and
residential housing. Please amend the proposal so that the City receives the same taxes as it

1520 York Avenue, Suite 21E, New York, New York 10028 + 855-252-5567 - kallosforcouncil.com
Printed In-House by Volunleers



BEN KALLOS

FOR CITY COUNCIL

Democratic Canglidete for Clty Councii an the Upper East Side and Rocxevalt Isfand

would from any other business in New York City, directing all revenues to Roosevelt Island
Operating Corporation to support local infrastructure.

The ‘nerd boat’ must be funded in next year’s budget to go online in time for Cornell NYC
Tech move-in day in 2017.

The Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation’s “Ferry Landing Feasibility Study” placed the cost
between $5.3 and $7.2 million with a 12 to 18 month implementation timeline. In order to
support the 2017 move-in day, funding must be secured in time for the 2014 — 2015 fiscal year.
The “nerd boat” must be funded in next year’s budget to go online in time for Cornell NYC Tech
move-in day in 2017,

Please amend the proposal to require the Cornell NYC Tech contribute towards transportation
infrastructure improvements such as a ferry landing (in the absence of federal funding).

Cornell NYC Tech can fulfill its mandate of “applied sciences” by supporting local
renewable energy.

New York State is facing an energy crisis according to the New York Power Authority, with
insufficient energy to meet demand within the next five years. Cotnell NYC Tech is uniquely
positioned to fulfill its “applied science” mandate by identifying and developing new renewable
energy locally and partnering with existing projects such as Verdant Power’s Roosevelt Island
Tidal Energy (RITE) Project.

Cornell NYC Tech should have a sustainable waste management plan that includes
supporting and extending the existing AVAC system.

Roosevelt Island is the home of the United States only Automated Vacuum Waste Collection
System (known as “AVAC™) serving a residential population. Rather than relying on the

unsustainable and environmentally unfriendly model of trucking garbage, Corneli NYC Tech
should be required to support and extend the existing AVAC system to serve their campus.

In Closing

Please consider our testimony and make the amendments that we, the City Planning Commission
Commissioners and other Roosevelt Island residents are requesting, including supporting local
infrastructure, directing City tax revenue to RIOC, implementing transportation improvements
for move-in day, and using applied sciences to support local renewable energy.

1520 York Avenue, Suite 21E, New York, New York 10028 + 855-252-5567 « kallosforcouncil.com
Printed In-House by Volunteers



BEN KALLOS

FOR CITY COUNCIL

Lamocralic Candidate for Clty Council an the Upper East Side snd Rooxavelt Isfand

Testimony of City Council Candidate Benjamin Kallos for the
Upper East Side and Roosevelt Island before the New York City Council
Land Use Committee’s Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises Hearing on Land Use
Items 796 — 799 of 2013 relating to the Cornell NYC Tech Campus
April 30,2013

Saul Nadel, Campaign Director for Roosevelt Island
Full Testimony

My name is Saul Nadel. I am the Co-Director for Roosevelt Island on the Kallos for Council
Campaign, here on behalf of Benjamin Kallos, a Democratic candidate for New York City
Council to represent the Upper East Side and Roosevelt Island where the Cornell NYC Tech is
currently seeking approval for this ULURP.

The core value of our campaign is to have a City and State government that better serves the
people with improved transparency, openness, accountability and a vision for a better City. To
that end, our testimony will focus on amendments we suggest to the application before the
council.

We are submitting for the consideration of the New York City Council Land Use Committee’s
Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchise comments regarding the creation of the Special District
(zoned C4-5) on Southern Roosevelt Island. The creation of this district as currently proposed
would significantly affect the environment of Roosevelt Island. Particularly impacted will be the
operation and services provided to the island and its residents by its governing body, the
Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation (RIOC). As a campaign dedicated to solutions, we also
suggest the inclusion of certain sustainability measures, including supporting local renewable
energy production and transportation alternatives to and from Roosevelt Island.

Sustainability Means That Cornell NYC Tech Must Support Their Own Infrastructure

Asa ce‘lmpaign. to represent Rposevelt Isla'm;l fn the City “Cornell NYC Tech can’t
Council, we will be tasked with a responsibility to pass an ] ]
annual City Budget supporting the needs of all claim to be sustainable
constituents in the district. However, Roosevelt Islandis | unless it supports the local
ina ur}ique position because the City of Ne:w York has infrastructure of Roosevelt
never included the Roosevelt Island Operating e N
Corporation (RIOC) in its budget. In addition to the lack | 151and on which it relies.

of support from the City of New York, in 1997, Governor
George Pataki declared Roosevelt Island financially “self-sufficient,” and removed the Roosevelt
Island Operating Corporation from the State budget. Without City or State support, RIOC is
stuck paying the bill but has been able to be self-sufficient and provide services to the
community.

1520 York Avenue, Suite 21E, New York, New York 10028 « 855-252-5567 » kallosforcouncil.com
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RIOC currently solely funds infrastructure upon which Cornell NYC Tech (“Cornell”) will rely,
including transportation to and from the island, by maintaining the tram, the roads, the “helix,”

sanitation (AVAC) services, and the public safety department. All of these services are funded
by the ground leases of developments on Roosevelt Island.

Cornell is receiving billions of dollars in windfall in the form of 12.5 acres of land on Roosevelt
Island. However, Cornell’s campus, unlike the buildings already on the island, will not
contribute any funds to RIOC. Unlike the other ground leases held by the developments, Cornell
will not pay a penny for its 99-year lease of 12.5 acres of land, which represents 8.5% of the 147
acres of land on Roosevelt Island.

Roosevelt Island is struggling to support existing infrastructure with [
some of the largest growth in New York City. With the addition of | ., P
1,500 residences on the Island, population has grown from 8,345 in 12600 /
the 1990 census to 9,520 in the 2000 census to 11,661 inthe 2010 | e
census. Cornell’s proposed plan will increase the population of the a0 —

Island by at least 20%, with 2,780 residents including students and

faculty. This dramatic growth in local population, not to mention
non-residents who will be using the campus, will put a huge strain
on existing infrastructure. Cornell NYC Tech cannot claim to be
sustainable unless it supports the local infrastructure of Roosevelt
Isiand on which it relies.

6000

4000

2000

T T T 1
1990 2000 2010 2017

Hosting Cornell on Roosevelt Island will require numerous infrastructure improvements. The
seawall around the Island, including the areas near the Special District, is in need of repairs.
Planned changes to the seawall during the campus’s construction should take place alongside
repairs and modernization of this vital piece of Roosevelt Island infrastructure. Additionally, the
Roosevelt Island Helix and the Island’s streets, which will be used during construction and once
construction is completed, will require increased maintenance. Cornell cannot expect to make
use of Roosevelt Island’s only driving link to the rest of New York without helping maintain it.

Cornell’s current short-sighted, zero-sum approach has them positioned against existing
residents, relying on a sweetheart deal that does not require the university to contribute a penny
toward Roosevelt Island infrastructure, while seemingly failing to realize that the same problems
that current residents express will be magnified for Cornell’s own constituency after construction
is complete.

A Roosevelt Island without adequate transportation because they cannot afford to maintain the
tram, helix and roads will be a Cornell campus that is inaccessible.

A Roosevelt Island without intact seawalls is a multimillion dollar Cornell campus under water.
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Regardless of the deal offered to Cornell, it is in Cornell’s best interest to voluntarily commit to
supporting the infrastructure on Roosevelt Island to provide for its students, faculty, and partners,
who will need to easily access a campus that is not underwater.

We join Commissioner Michelle de la Uz, who said the following prior to voting no: “Services
on the Island are paid for by residents through ground leases. Although Cornell has agreed to
provide private security and pay for a few other things, I am not happy with their exemption
from paying for services.”

The City Council must heed our testimony as well as the agreement we received from
Commissioners Michelle de la Uz and Anna Hayes Levin and amend the application to require
that Cornell contribute towards the infrastructure of Roosevelt Island. The Special District
should be approved with the amendment that it be subdivided so that all spaces not used for open
space or educational purposes automatically support local infrastructure.

The City Must Direct Tax Revenues from the Cornell NYC Tech Campus to Roosevelt Island

The Cornell NYC Tech Campus currently plans to include a hotel, corporate co-location and
residential housing. The City must collect real estate and other taxes from residential
apartments, hotel rooms, and corporate offices, earmarking them for the Roosevelt Island
Operating Corporation to support local infrastructure,

Please amend the proposal to require that business uses on the Cornell NYC Tech campus be
subject to the same taxes as any other business in New York City, with all collections earmarked
and provided in whole to the Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation to support local
infrastructure.

Cornell NYC Tech Must Support Transportation Improvements Now So They Are Implemented
Jor First Students, Faculty and Staff

Roosevelt Island has inadequate transportation
infrastructure to support the existing 11,661 residents.
On April 13, 2013, the Roosevelt Islander reported over
4,500 people visited the island as part of the Annual
Cherry Blossom Festival, roughly the same number as
will be added with the completion of the Cornell NYC
Tech campus. On that weekend, with no Manhattan
bound subway service, the result was long lines at the
tram without any other way off the island for the visitors.

I am pleased to join Senator Charles “Chuck” Schumer,
with whom I served as an intern, and the New York City “The ‘nerd boat’ must be
Economic Development Corporation to call for the “nerd | funded in next year’s
boat™ to serve technology hubs like DUMBO, Astoria, budget to go online in time
and, most importantly, the Upper East Side and Roosevelt

for Cornell NYC Tech

1520 York Avenue, Suite 21E, New York, New York 10028 *{ move-in day in 2017.”
Printed In-House by Voluntee




BEN KALLOS

FOR CITY COUNCIL

Dumocratic Cand/date for Clty Council on the Uppar East Side and Reosevelt isisnd

Island. The Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation’s “Ferry Landing Feasibility Study” placed
the cost between $5.3 and $7.2 million with a 12 to 18 month implementation timeline. In order
to support the 2017 move-in day, funding must be secured in time for the 2014 — 2015 fiscal
year. The “nerd boat” must be funded in next year’s budget to go online in time for Cornell
NYC Tech move-in day in 2017.

Cornell NYC Tech must publicly support Senator Schumer and our Congressional delegation in
seeking Department of Transportation funding. To the extent that we are unable to secure
Federal funding, Cornell NYC Tech must commit to supporting their fair share of the ferry
landing costs to serve their new constituency.

Additionally, we support an amendment to Section 133-00(e), encouraging alternative forms of
transportation by requiring bicycle parking, including space for NYC BikeShare along with
bicycle lanes within the Special District, in order to provide a safe and accessible commute to
those traveling to and from the campus by bicycle.

The City Council must amend the proposal to require the Cornell NYC Tech contribute towards
transportation infrastructure improvements such as a ferry landing (in the absence of federal
funding).

Cornell NYC Tech Can Fulfill Its Applied Sciences Mission by Partnering to Support Local
Renewable Energy on Roosevelt Island

New York State is facing an energy crisis according to the New York Power Authority, with
insufficient energy to meet demand within the next five year. Cornell NYC Tech is uniquely
positioned to fulfill its “applied science” mandate by identifying and developing new renewable
energy locally and partering with existing projects such as Verdant Power’s Roosevelt Island
Tidal Energy (RITE) Project.

¢ i
The RITE Project is now in Phase 3. Having received the first-ever W l I =
issued commercial ten-year license for tidal power last year, ]‘} oW
Verdant is building its next generation of tidal turbines. Cornell
NYC Tech should investigate a partnership with Verdant Power as
well as other companies in the renewable energy area.

—— T
e
L

f?

Cornell NYC Tech can fulfill its mandate of “applied sciences” by supporting local renewable
energy.

Cornell NYC Tech Should Extend the Current AVAC System to be Greener and More Sustainable

Roosevelt Island is the home of the United States’ only Automated
Yacuum Waste Collection System (known as “AVAC”) serving a

residential population. The system, built in 1975, is also used at
Disney World as well as in 30 countries, with Montreal and Indiana
planning to implement the system.
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Rather than relying on the unsustainable and environmentally unfriendly model of trucking
garbage, Cornell NYC Tech should be required to support and extend the existing AVAC system
to serve their campus.

The City Council should amend the proposal to require a sustainable waste plan that would
support and extend the existing AVAC system to serve the Cornell NYC Tech campus.

Conclusion

Please approve Cornell’s ULURP with the amendments we and other representatives of

Roosevelt Island have proposed, including:

* Require Cornell NYC Tech to be truly “sustainable” by supporting their own infrastructure;

¢ Direct tax revenues from businesses on the Cornell NYC Tech campus to RIOC;

* Require transportation improvements ahead of Cornell NYC Tech’s move-in day;

¢ Support local renewable energy through the Cornell NYC Tech “applied sciences™ mandate;
and

¢ Support and extend the AVAC to remove waste from Cornell NYC Tech.

It is only with these amendments that we can provide for the responsible planning and orderly
development of the Island with adequate and appropriate infrastructure for existing residents as
well as Cornell NYC Tech.
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An Island of Opportunity
And An Island of Refuge...
An Island ldeal for Its Disabled

by Anusha Shrivastava
Principal Photography by Margery Rubin

- Michelle Vidra was 16 when a car accident left
her in a coma for a year and a half at Elmhurst
Hospital. "The doctors said her chances were close
to nil and that even if she woke up, she would
neither walk nor talk,” reminisces Fay Vass, her
mother. "I thought I might lose her so | visited her
in the hospital every single day, whispering into
her ears, hoping she would pull through, and
finally, she did. The doctors don't know
everything. My Michelle has come a zillion-
biltion miles since the day she came out of that
coma. She was tike an infant then. [ had to give
her baby food and toilet-train her. Today, at age
41, she lives in a separate apartment in Eastwood.
She manages 80% of her life and that's pretty
good for someone who was supposed to die."

Michelle believes that her mother gave her life twice over and she is probably right. The other
factor that has helped her progress is the fact that she lives on Roosevelt Island. Ron Vass, her
stepfather, points out that she could not have lived as comfortably anywhere else in the City,
"Many doors are open to her here that are not open elsewhere. She can be a part of any
organization she chooses, she has freedom of movement and several friends. The Roosevelt
Island Disabled Association (RIDA) provides a lot of support and helps solve problems like

transportation,” says Ron.

After a two-year stay in Goldwater Hospital, Michelle moved into an apartment with her
parents, who in turn had moved to the Island so that the hospital would remain easily
accessible. Michelle now lives with an attendant in a separate apartment. The apartment is not
a specially designed one but it does have wide doors and a bar in the bathroom so she can get
in the tub.

"The Island is great because everything is accessible and it is very safe," she says. "People are
very friendly and they make you feel like you are like a normal person. There is a wide variety
of people so I never feel discriminated against. I can go to Trellis and eat there or hang out with
friends. Off the Island, people are not as friendly and talk to you as if you are incapable of
understanding adult conversation. They don't take the time to see that you are different. Here, |
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am just a neighbor, another person,” says Michelle
? . Nancy Brown has had polio since she was seven years

' old. She spent eleven years in Goldwater Hospital and
then decided to move into an apartment in Eastwood for
the same reason as Michelle - easy access to the hospital.
*I have lived here for 25 years and I love it here. Several
of my friends moved out of the hospital into apartments
on the Island and now we visit each other. We never feel
isolated.” says Nancy, as she strokes the head of her dog,
Misty.

Not all the disabled people
who live in the Istand's
residential housing have
moved out of Goldwater
Hospital. Margaret and
William Graham moved to
the Island from Bensonhurst, Brooklyn, in 1996. They had heard
this was a good community to live in because there were several dlsab!ed people here, and
changes had been made to accommodate them, "Our old apartment building had an elevator
that was always broken. We had to call the Fire Department several times to rescue us. Here,
the Public Safety Department helps and we hardly ever feel trapped. We can get out of the
house easily and take part in several activities,” said Margaret. Her husband of 21 years,
William, added, "The apartment is well constructed. There are no stairs, the bathroom has rails
and an emergency switch and the kitchen cabinets have been made lower. We can commute to
the City easily and use Access-a-Ride if the subway does not suit us."

RIDA President Virginia Granato says that the fact that the Island
was created with the disabled in mind has helped the entire
100-0dd disabled population who live in Eastwood and in 2-4
River Road. "The two hospitals have always been here, the streets
are level and all the spots are accessible. The apartments have
lower peepholes for those confined to wheelchairs. The sinks have
special faucets. The kitchen entrances are wider than in other
apartments and there are special machines in the laundry rooms.
We have a strong organization that plans outings to museums and
shopping trips." says Virginia,

She does have a wish list, though. The elevators in the subway station are often not working
which poses a huge problem. Their maintenance needs to be looked into, says Virginia, adding,
"We need wider aisles in stores and merchants should be forced to keep things off the floor.
Also, | think we should have more space assigned to us like the seniors so that we can plan
more activities,"

Dexter Benjamin: On the Move

Dexter Benjamin's story is

A30/13 1234 AM



TESTIMONY TO THE NEW YORK CITY COUNCIL
Land Use Committee
Subcommittee on Zoning and Franchises
April 30, 2013

Good afterncon. My name is Matthew Katz and I've served on the
Roosevelt Island Residents Association since 1997, eight years as
president, elected Island-wide to four two-year terms. Currently, I am a
director of the Roosevelt Island Community Coalition, and I'm here today in
that capacity.

Today, I wish to address the population figures in the FEIS which are
critical in terms of assessing the concentration of new residents, i.e.
students, faculty and administration, but particularly transients, that is, co-
locators; business people who will commute daily to Roosevelt Island as
well as visitors to the campus. Both groups will be using Island services
and infrastructure, and the population projections will determine the
anticipated stress on our community.

The complex at full build out will comprise 2.13 million square feet of
which 1.46 million square feet will be utilized by academics, residences and
central utilities. This leaves 695 thousand square feet set aside for
corporate co-location enterprises, retail facilities, a conference center and a
hotel. That transient population will comprise fully one-third of the total
population.

Again: These co-location managers, clients and workers, conference
center attendees, hotel guests and campus visitors will be a transient
explosion that will greatly increase the estimated population figures
delineated in the FEIS. They will not reside on campus and will contribute
most heavily to the traffic and transportation issues that in some locations
are already beyond mitigation. Our F-train and aerial Tramway are already
sardine cans during rush hours.

The assumptions for both co-location sites and for academic space
are, at best, unexplained and at worst, inaccurate, causing increased
environmental impact. We believe that Cornell has underestimated these
critical metrics and approval should be based on how they intend to
mitigate the stress on this community’s quality of life.

Thank you for your time.
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Testimony: New York City Council Subcommittee Zoning and Franchises
Cornell NYC Tech, April 30, 2013
Linda Heimer - Conclusion

Good afternoon. My name is Linda Heimer. | am a 32-vear resident of Roosevelt Island and am on the
Board of Directors of the Roosevelt Istand Community Coalition (or RICC).

l'am sure you will be happy to know that | am the final speaker representing RICC,
As you have heard from my colleagues, our community is facing severe, unresolved problems.

The financial situation on Roosevelt Island is unique. Although we pay taxes to both City and State, we
receive limited services from them. RIOC, the public benefit corporation which runs the Island, receives
all its revenues from Island sources - business and playing field rentals, Tram and Red Bus fares, and
from the ground rents from residential buildings. Most of it's $22 million-dollar budget comes from
middle-income and some low-income residents. These revenues have to cover almost all of the Island’s
infrastructure, transportation, and community services,

Contrast this with Cornell which has been given $100 miilion by the City of New York to build here, in
addition to campus land worth $300 milfion, They have recently received donations in the amounts of
5350 million and $133 million for this project, have a $5 billion endowment, and
[see #1]. Additionally, they will receive $86 million in annual tuition from their 2,000 students
and royalties from products they invent.

As a Land Grant University, they are supposed to give to the communities in which they build.  Cornell,
has a reputation of doing as little as possible to live up to that mandate. They do contribute $1.5 million
in annual PILOTS to lthaca, but agreed to do so only after they were forced to by the mayor.[See #2]

With few exceptions, they have refused to contribute to Roosevelt Island services which will be strained
by their presence. Island residents will be subsidizing them!

They have been looking into whether barging construction materials was possible since last September,
with no commitment, as yet. Barging was used to build Goldwater Hospital on the Island in the 1930's
and used to build the FDR Memorial which was completed only a year ago.

Of course it is possible.

They have repeatedly cited expense. it comes down to our health and well-being vs. their money. While
the rest of the City is understandably rejoicing because of the benefits Cornell will bring, Roosevelt
Islanders are forced to bear the brunt of 25 years of demolition and construction, with few mitigations
in sight.

For us, this is truly a David vs. Goliath situation. David had a slingshot. We have you! We respectfully
look to this body to be our weapon requiring Cornell to sign binding agreements which will protect our
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The Manhattan Core is Community Districts 1-8
= helow 110™ Street on the west side; below 96 Street on the east side.

Bronx

The Manhattan Core parking regulations do not include the area
subject to the special Hudson Yards parking regulations.

Removed parking requirements for most residential developments
and replaced with parking maximums.

= Before 1982: parking required for all new residential
developments.

= After 1982: no parking required and where it is permitted,
subject to limits.

Max:mum res:dentzal parkmg __
~ spaces perm:tted as~of»—r1ght
(% ofumts) e

35% max
20% max

Brooklyn

City Department of City Planning 2




» Accessory parking permitted (not required) up to maximum amount based
on use and size of development:

= (ffice, retail, manufacturing: one space per 4,000 SF; 100 spaces max
= Hotel: 15% of number of rooms
= No more than 225 total spaces for any mix of uses.

Bronx

» New parking in existing buildings no longer allowed as-of-right,
only by City Planning Commission authorization.

Public parking lots no longer allowed as-of-right in Lower
Manhattan and Midtown.

> New developments and enlargements may provide
off-sireet parking up 1o the maximum amounts
allowed by the as-of-right ratios.

Brooklyn

City Department of City Planning 3

Parking garages require special permit




Deficiencies in existing Manhattan Core zoning regulations:;

Existing special permits do not provide adequate guidance for decision-makers
to determine the appropriate number of parking spaces.

The regulations do not reflect how accessory and public parking is actually used.

The regulations are 30 years old and some provisions need adjustments.

Current regulations contain few standards for the safe layout of new parking facilities.

Obsolete references to inactive categories of publicly assisted housing.

New York City Department of City Planning 4




The New Special Permit Findings would set reasonable standards for
determining the number of permitted spaces.

e Based on recent residential development in the surrounding area

e Based on recent changes in the supply of public parking

New Findings would consider neighborhood and street characteristics.

o Address neighborhood character, pedestrian safety, land use conflicts

New York City Department of City Planning 5




Special Generators could apply for parking spaces beyond as-of-right
maximums.

e Medical, cultural, theaters, large public assembly uses

e Employment generators or developments of major economic importance

Large Scale Development Sites.

e For sites larger than 1.5 acres seeking
parking beyond as-of-right maximums

e Considers proposed density and uses;
displaced parking,; access to transit;
capacity of nearby garages; and
development phasing

New York City Department of City Planning 6




All new parking facilities may contain public parking.

Existing parking facilities operating under DCA
license are permitted as a conforming use.

o Efficiently allocates the supply of parking

e All facilities retain the right to make spaces
available only to specific users, such as residents of
the building

New York City Department of City Planning 7




23’ to 40” by "Chair certq‘:cat:on if

= floor area above garage

= first floor must be wrapped by
another use to a depth of 300

- = facade up to 40’ is consmtent thh
the rest of the bu:ldmg fagade




Create flexibility for rental vehicles.

e Allow rental cars to park in public
parking garages (like car share vehicles)

up to 40% of spaces

e Set the cap on permitted parking
spaces in rental car establishments to:
150 in C2 districts
225 in C4, C5, C6, C8 districts
300 in M districts

Create flexibility for small commercial vehicles.

s Increase permitted percentage of small
commercial vehicles in public parking
facilities up to 50% in C5, C6, C8 & M districts
(includes car rental & car share vehicles)

New York City Department of City Planning 9




New and revised layout & design requirements to all new facilities.

e Pedestrian safety measures; exempt ramp space from square footage calculations

e Small garages and automated facilities would be exempt from some requirements

Increase the depth of loading docks.
e Increase depth to 37 (from 33’) & include increased floor area exemption

e DOB Commissioner waiver: sites w/below grade or infrastructure constraints;
loading requirements in situations where curb cut for loading dock is not feasible

Allow reduction or removal of pre-1982 required parking by CPC authorization.

Remove the existing obsolete references to inactive public-assisted housing programs.

New York City Department of City Planning 10




Manhattan Community Board Recommendations

o (B3, 5 6 8Approves
e CB 1, 7 Approves with conditions
e CB 2, 4 Opposes with conditions

City Planning Commission unanimously approves with modifications

e Vacancy rates

» Traffic congestion finding

New York City Department of City Planning 11




My name is Judith Berdy and [ am a 35 year resident of Roosevelt Island. I have been president
of the RIHS for many years and have seen all the developments for the last 3 decades.

Our island is a community of diversified pgpulaticns and we welcome Comell/Technion.

Being a mere sliver in the River the island has many chalienges to maintain its daily ebb and
flow.

The upcoming demolition of Goldwater Memorial Ho_spitai and the construction of the new
campus can be accomplished with the least effect on the current population or create chaos.

We know Cornell does want to be good neighbors and not create undue stress on our island, its
streets, its fragile roadways, on its air quality and noise levels.

I have in multiple meetings displayed our by now famous image of Goldwater Hospital under
construction in 1937, with a barging pier on the East Channel

I am sure in our technological era that a similar pzer can be cgnstruci&d fcsr debris to be removed
and new materials to be delivered. :

Some other aspects of the project interest me as I_siand Historian:
The preservation of the six torchere lamps that now grace the entrance to Goldwater.

The removal, preservation, conservation of 4 WPA murals installed at Goldwater and
other materials that may of historical significance.

A time set aside for archaeological research on thé'site ‘before construction begins. The
penitentiary was located on this site and assurediy some mterestmg artifacts will be
located. :

The integration of the Island history and story. mt& the campus. The campus should not be

“bubble” but an integral part of the community.

Our Society has had a great relationship with the Cornell staff, consultants and planners to date
and we look forward fo continuing this.

Judith Berdy
President

The Roosevelt Island Historical Society
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“Abstraction”

By llya Bolotowsky

1840 .

Unit B11

Goldwater Memoriat Hospital

-One of 6 Torcheres
at entrance to
Goldwater Memorial Hospital



150 Wooster Street Fact Sheet (N 120200 ZRM and € 120201 ZSM)

Summary: Applications facilitate construction of 35,853 sg. ft. residential building with ground-floor
retail in the SoHo Cast Iron Historic District. Current zoning allows construction of a building of the
same height and bulk as-of-right, but does not allow residential and retail uses without a special
permit. City Planning Commission found that residential and ground-floor retail uses are appropriate
at the site because they are consistent with the predominantly residential and ground-floor retail uses
on the block and surrounding neighborhood. The existing one-story building at the site will be
demolished by redevelopment with or without the requested zoning text change or special permit.

Existing Proposed

Location: 7,125 sqg ft. mid-block site on the east side of Wooster Street between Prince and West
Houston Streets, Site currently contains surface parking and a one-story retail building.

Land Owner and Developer: MTM Associates, LLC, owners of the site since 1986.

Requested Actions:

1) Zoning Text Amendment (N 120200 ZRM) to § 74-712 of Zoning Resolution to expand percentage
of lot coverage of existing buildings on a zoning lot from 20 to 40 percent as an eligibility criterion for
applying for a special permit for residential and retail use.

2} Special Permit (C 120201 25M) to allow residential use and ground-floor (and cellar-floor) retail and
allow 7 stories instead of 6 stories within the as-of-right 85 ft. street wall.

History:

e 1973: SoHo Cast Iron District designation report prepared by LPC staff determines that existing
one-story building does not contribute to historic character of the district.

e 2008: LPC approves Certificate of Appropriateness for changes to existing one-story building.

e May 2011: CB2 recommends approval of the demolition of the existing one-story building and
conditional approval of the proposed building.

¢ Oct. 2012: LPC approves Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition of the existing one-story
building and construction of the proposed building.

o Dec. 2012: CB2 recommends denial of text amendment and conditional denial of special permit.

e Jan. 2013: Borough President recommends unconditional approval of applications.

e March 2013: In response to CB2 comments, applicant reduces huilding height from 108 ft. to 102 ft.
s March 2013: City Planning Commission unanimously approves applications.



150 Wooster Street

View looking north up Wooster Street
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150 Wooster Street

View looking south down Wooster Street
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Impact of Proposed 74-712 Zoning Text Amendmeni-Noho

The proposed zoning text amandment would not impact any site in Nolo
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impact of Proposed 74-712 Zoning Text Amendment-Soho

The proposed zoning text amendment would only potentially affect two other sites in Soho
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Site 1

The gas station sile can already apply for a special permit pursuant {o Section 74-712 teday. As a resulf of the proposed
zoning text amendrment, the gas station development site can potentially be enlarged to include the adjacent one-story
non-historic buildings. A Certificate of Appropriatenass from LPC and 74-712 special parmit would still be required.

siemmmnseTe R e

East side of Houston Strest betwean Crosby and | afayetie Stresls

Adjacent one-slory non-historic buildings



Site 2

The parking lot site can already apply for a special parmit pursuant to Section 74-712 today. As a result of the proposed
zoning text amendment, the parking lot development site can potentially be enlarged to include the adjacent one-story
non-historic building on Crosby Street, A Certificate of Appropriatenass

from LPC and 74-712 special permit would stilt be required.

Adjacent one-story non-historic bullding



Andrew Scott Dolkart
F16 Pinchurst Avenue
New York, New York 10033
Tel Pax: (212) 5082480
Email: asd3@eolumbia.edu

Statement by Andrew S. Dolkart on the Proposed Demolition of 150 Wooster Street

I have prepared this statement in my capacity both as the Director of the Historic Preservation
Program at Columbia University and as a historian whose work focuses intently on issues of
architecture and development in New York and especially on the history of architectural change
that created our neighborhoods and what these changes can tell us about the physical and social
history of our city.

I want to speak specifically to the garage at 150 Wooster Street. This is an important building in
the Soldo Historic District, one that should be protect for the future, as it has been since the
designation of the SoHo district in 1973. The building is both distinguished as a work of small-
scale vernacular architecture and provides fascinating insights into the history of this commercial
neighborhood. The garage began its life as a five-story brick structure, probably built in the
1860s. It fit in nicely on Wooster Street between Houston and Prince, which was lined almost
entirely with brick buildings and never had any cast-iron facades. Later, a five-story building
was added to the rear of the lot, with a one-story connector.

The building underwent significant change in 1939 when, like other buildings in the southern
neighborhoods of Manhattan, the effects of the Great Depression made the maintenance of the
five-story structure uneconomical and it was reduced to a single story for commercial use.
However, unlike other examples of this trend, the owners did not simple lop off the upper floors,
but, instead, redesigned the lower story, creating a handsome essay in the art of bricklaying. The
modestly-scaled facade is enlivened with bricks laid like a checkerboard, with a brick denti]
course, with a central lozenge-shaped shield, and with contrasting colored bricks outlining the
vehicular and pedestrian openings, and a stepped parapet capped with limestone or cast stone.
Clearly the architect was making a statement and it remains entirely intact save for paint on the
facade. Indeed, so interesting is this style of design, that I have a student this semester writing a
thesis on this type of architecture which he refers to as in a Tapestry Brick style.

This handsome little building adds to the heterogeneous character of SoHo, contributes to the
beauty of SoHo’s streetscapes, and reflects the evolution of the neighborhood’s physical fabric.
It should be preserved as part of a development that would see an appropriate building erected on
the neighboring vacant site.

Andrew Scott Dolkart
April 30, 2013



Statement by Prof. Mark Wigley for the hearing of Land-Use Committee of the City Council on April 30,
2013

As a member of the wider Soho community, as one of the representatives of a large group of the
immediate neighbors living in the histaric buildings adjacent to the site of this proposal, and as the Dean
of the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation of Columbia University, | must voice
my strongest possible objection to the proposal to demolish the existing historic building on 150
Waooster and build an over-scaled residential/retail structure. This project depends on a proposed text
change to the zoning code that is unnecessary, unwarranted and will have irreducibly negative and

indefensible consequences.

SUMMARY

The developer of 146-150 Wooster is asking the city for a substantial change to the zoning code, a
special permit to do residential/retail, and some associated variances to required set-backs etc. Any text
change to the zoning code is obviously a major issue with huge implications for the neighborhood, in
terms of the immediate effect of the change of zoning and in terms of the principles embodied in the
change that will act as a precedent for transformations to the neighborhood in the coming decades. In
this case, a very strong and convincing argument with long term benefits has to be made. Yet the only
apparent explanation for this change to a long established zoning principle would be to simply maximize
the opportunity for profits of the developer of the site — which is not an acceptable rationale. The
question is, why would the city go out of its way to create a special set of opportunities for this
developer? Why again grant such opportunities when the real bulk of the project has been so
systematically misrepresented to LPC, Community Boards, CPC and now the City Council itself?
Especially, why do so when the immediate and permanent negative effects of the proposed text change

for this site include:

e 1, The foss of a valuable historic building that until recently has been under landmarks
protection and only lost that protection as a result of this project.

s 2. The loss of the unique neighborhood range of scales and building types produced by a
building that is over-scaled in every aspect.

s 3, The physical endangerment of all the neighboring landmarked buildings by going below the
water table with a sub-basement solely in order to maximize retail.

o 4. The creation of oversized retail capacity beyond the capacity of a smali residential street.

e 5. The loss of lot line windows by some of fongest standing members of the Soho community
who rightly thought they were overlooking a protected building.

e &, Substantial negative environmental impacts on light and air to the residential neighbors by a
building that over-reaches in all dimensions,

Mare detail on each of these points, particularly the first two, is offered after this summary.



Fam resolutely pro-development and pro-preservation but of course the right balance between them
has to be achieved and this sense of balance is specific to every site and every neighborhood. The
change to the zoning code being proposed {with wording that does not take account of the sensitivity of
mid-bleck, narrow street, predominantly residential contexts) would on this site harm the very
neighborhood the zening code was designed to protect and has been one of the shining triumphs of our
city. It is completely unnecessary in this case because the developer has a valuable vacant car park site
on which to build a structure that respects the neighborhood and would be highly profitable. Indeed,
one of the consequences of the special historic district of Soho is that respect for neighborhood and
profit are aligned. The owner of the two lots currently has a highly profitable one story historic building
on 150 Wooster used for high end retail which can continue to be profitable and contribute strongly to
the local neighborhood life and is a wonderful example of early twentieth century design. The
immediate community would embrace an elegant new building respecting the unique neighborhood
quality on the adjacent empty car park.

It is my strong view, for the reasons spelled out below, that the text change to the zoning code shouid
not be made, the historic garage building on 150 Wooster needs its protection restored, and a building
can be erected on the vacant car park site that contributes positively to the architectural character, daily
life, and economy of the neighborhood. There is no need for the city to change the rules. City,
neighborhood and developer can partner on a good outcome.

DETAILS OF THE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED TEXT CHANGE

1. The Historic Garage Building on 150 Wooster

The garage at 150 Wooster is an important part of the urban fabric and historic character of the Soho
neighborhood. Unlike almost all the other garage buildings in Soho, this 1939 design is architect
designed, elegantly proportioned, finely detailed, and in excellent condition. It is an important record of
early twentieth century Soho and has been continuously active in the life of the community. Most of the
one story garage buildings in Soho {including 2 others on the same side of the street on the same biock,
are anonymous buildings without any architectural distinction) but 150 Wooster is a jewel,

The garage building is a fine example of early twentieth-century brickwork and marks the arrival of a
new wave of commercial architecture in Soho. Its unique quality is obvious if you look at the photograph
of the building just after its construction, It is a refined camposition with elegant detailing in the
corbelled brick below the stone parapet with bricks laid to form a dentil and extending below to
produce the effect of three ornamental plagues, while a soldiers course forms the lintet ahove the
vehicle entrance and above the pedestrian entrance, and a panel of pulled bricks produces a diaper
pattern of diamonds above the pedestrian entrance. The design of the facade is sophisticated and in
excellent condition. Even the bullets on either side of the vehicle entrance are original and the glazed
infill panels of the current renovation of the interior respect the original design, This is precisely the kind



of building needing protection because its architectural merit and its vital contribution to the local
identity can easily be overlooked during periods of rapid development. Preserving the smallest valuable
buildings in a neighborhood is essential to preserving the neighborhood itself. The historic, architectural
and contextual value of this building is clear and therefore the critical need for its preservation. My
pasition is not to say that all one story buildings in Soho need to be preserved. But it is to say that the
loss of ail the one story buildings would a huge irreversible mistake and the loss of the one story
buildings of high architecturai quality is simply indefensible and easily avoided.

Landmarks reversal: This building on 150 Wooster has been protected by landmarks with good reason. A
critical error was the recent abrupt removal of LPC's longstanding protection of the building in order to
approve the proposed large scale residential/retail project. Despite what | think is a genuine attempt to
make a thoughtful Wooster Street facade, the new project will deprive the neighborhood of a vital part
of its own history and directly threatens the physical and daily life of the historic buildings around it. In a
remarkable turn, the LPC completely reversed itself on its protection of the historic garage building,
literally going from saying that the building contributes to the historic neighborhood, and defending the
building against any modification through a series of vioiations, to now arguing that it does not
contribute in any way at all. The process by which this self-contradictory reversal occurred reveals how
easily the new interests of a large project can overwhelm the interests of a smaller building.

Apart from very concerning procedural improprieties both on the side of LPC and the developer, with a
series of highly misleading representations of the actual project aimed to dissimulate its excessive bulk
and the large number of its elements that exceéd the standard codes, it seems that LPC was dominated
by an understandable desire to fill the vacant car park lot with a building and by its appreciation of the
facade treatment in the proposed building. But the judgment of the merits of the garage building must
of course be independent of this, LPC's core responsibility was sacrificed for other motives, and in so
doing the neighborhood is placed in significant jeopardy. This is very concerning, not just for this
particular site but also the wider implications for other sites. Any argument which allows a real historical
building to be replaced by a larger building simulating historical qualities needs to be rejected.

Change itself is not the enemy. On the ccntrary:hi'si;:)ric: p::eservation preserves and celebrates a record
of change. The 150 Wooster site is a classic example. In the mid-nineteenth century the front of the lot
was occupied by a 62 foot high 5 story tenement building facing onto Wooster and by the end of the
cantury there was another 5 story tenement building at the back of the lot with a 1 story building linking
them. In 1939 the architect Abraham Davis was asked to reduce the structures to a single story garage
huflding running the full length of the lot with new floor and roof and the designer produced a highly
refined brick facade that drew on the new forms of decorative brickwork first pioneered in New York in
the twenties. Traces of the original one story building from the nineteenth century appear to remain
within the side walls of the structure today. To preserve the garage building is to protect both an
outstanding design and a particular moment of Soho’s history. The LPC neglected its core mission by not
insisting that that the nineteen thirties are just as important as the second half of the nineteenth
century, and certainly more important than twenty-first century buildings that try to simulate those of
the nineteenth century. The opposition between them is anyway unnecessary since the new approach
ean be used on the empty lot, allowing all three time periods to stand side by side.



The main point here is that just the possibility of the proposed zoning code change has already led to an
inappropriate re-evaluation of the merits of a modestly scaled but invaluable historical building.

"S55 WABSTER ATHEET




2.The Scho Special District

The rhetoric with which this proposed building has been presented is full of disingenuous sensitivity to
historical context and neighborhood character as the proposed building profoundly violates historical
character, requires the demolition of an actual historical building in favor of simulated history, and is
grossly over-scaled. The proposed building is described as being of “average” or "median” height but in
fact towers over its neighbors, being an eight story building on the side of a street with a maximum of
six stories and an average of less than four stories. The basic arguments with which it has been defended
would fead to the destruction of the whole Soho historic district if turned into law. If these arguments
are taken seriously, all buildings that are below this inflated hypathetical average, those that are not
cast iron or simulated cast iron, and especially those of the early twentieth century, could be replaced in
the name of enhancing the historical character. Making a zoning text change that aliows this particular
project to be built will make a very clear statement that the actual historical character of Soho and the
lives of its community are simply of no value to the city. This again appears to be exactly the wrong kind
of message and the wrong circumstance to make an exceptional change to the law.

The fundamental character of the Soho historic district is buildings of a great variety of scale, a great
variety of time periods, and a great variety of materials. While the cast iron facades of the nineteenth
century buildings are often referred to and were central to the original landmarking of the district, those
buildings were always embedded in an urban fabric of tremendous variety of scale and style that is
fundamental to the historical character of the neighborhood. There has been no period of Soho’s history
with simply one type of building, and within different huilding types there has never been one scale,
There has always been a Jayering of time periods and a variety within time periods and it is this layering
that needs to be preserved, including the new layers of the twentieth and now twenty-first century,
which are very positive. It is easy to show that the great success of Soho’s economic, cultural and human
vibrancy is directly connected to this architectural vibrancy —~ which can be maintained through a
sensitive balancing of preservation and development. In this case, however, the pseudo-preservationist
arguments of the developer aim the neighborhood towards a single monolithic scale of building
simulating one historical style using contemporary materials.

The developer’'s arguments are full of contradictions and hypocrisies. Their only real purpose is to
stretch all possible opportunities to produce a whole new excessive scale of retail space and raise the
price of six full site hyper luxury apartments capped off with a massive 18 feet tall penthouse space that
will stand as a monument to undue influence on city procedures and disregard for the neighborhood if is
built. Basically, it is proposed that the site of the garage building and the adjacent car park site that
used to have a 4 story building until a fire in 1950 is to now be occupied by an 8 story building with more
generous ceiling heights. The immediately neighboring 5 story building to the south is 60 feet high with
a single compact elevator bulkhead half way between front and back, while the proposed building rises
to a height of 108 feet for most of its bulk - ie around 80% higher than its neighbor, and then has its own
compact bullkhead rising a little higher still. Ever on the north side, it is 35% higher than its she story

neighbor.



The architects have workad hard to disguise this excessive height with a series of misrepresentations.
Most of the drawings attempt to play down the size of the proposed "penthouse,” which is truly
massive, going across the full width of the site, occupying more than 2/3rds of the building's plan, and
rising more than 18 feet over and above the 89 feet that were originally asked for as a waiver beyond
the usual limit of 85 feet at the street. The interior space alone rises 14 foot six inches above the 89 feet
being asked for then has a 4 foot parapet above. Amazingly, the penthouse was simply omitted from the
rendering of how the project would look like fram the street that was shown to LPC, Community Board 2
and CPC. Likewise the street elevation drawing presented to these bodies has a photo-realistic image of
the fagcades but gives just a light shading to the 7" floor of the proposed building and an every lighter
shading to huge proposed 8" floor penthouse to minimize its existence, whereas the equivalent higher
floors set back even further on Houston street between Wooster and Greene are rendered photo-
realistically. This is an attempt to disguise the fact that the building is taller than any other in the street
and is actually significantly higher than the highest buildings on the mid-block of Houston, one of the
widest streets in New York City {listed in the developer’s analysis of surrounding building heights as
being 97 feet). Even the sections of the building are similarly misleading. There was understandably
great confusion in LPC about what they were being asked to approve. The developer is basically asking
for the first six floors to be seen as fitting in alongside the other six story buildings on the street, (and all
the renderings try to reinforce this impression), then asking for the seventh floor to be treated as an
“attic” which would be given its own variance to allow it to come all the way to the street face of
Wooster {rather than the ustial sethack of 20 feet), then the massive 8™ floor "penthouse” is treated as
a minor rooftop structure that is downplayed or simply missing from many of the key representations.

The “llustrative Building Massing” drawing in the EAS is another tour de force of dishonesty. We are
looking down on the building and the penthouse appears to be a thin bar occupying the rear third of the
building with a few lower volumes for elevators/circulation/HVAC in front of it when in fact it occupies
more than two thirds of the building and the elevator/HVAC volume is actually taller. Any one of these
drawings constitutes a failure of correct procedure, compromising all involved and invalidating all
approvals. Such dishonesty should not be rewarded with special permission to demolish a special
historical building and build so excessively in its place.

One has only to look at a normal elevation drawing of the building {attached above} in context to
appreciate its excess. The developer’s Environmental Assessment Statement is transparently inaccurate
in its claim that “the proposed actions would not noticeably change the scale of buildings.”

The fact is that is the Fast side of Wooster Street has'six story buildings on each end (75 feet and 89 feet
high in the developer’'s own analysis) and a range of smaller sizes in between. In the proposed building,
(after the huge change of scale already implied in demolishing a smaller building) everything above the
existing six story fagade of the adjacent building to the north is one gargantuan duplex apartment -
highly visible as such from Wooster. It would literally be a very public monument to excess, and a
monument to the ability to get permission to detour around a set of rules at each stage of the process.



in the face of such criticisms, the most recent proposal by the developer to reduce the overall height by
6 feet is just a token gesture that still leaves the building towering over its neighbors and ignores the
unacceptable destruction of the historic garage building.

3.Physical Endangement to the Existing Historic Buildings

Given the typical rubble foundations of the surrounding buildings, there is little doubt that the proposal
for a new building with a sub-basement that goes below the water table wiil lead to damage to the
adjacent historic buildings. No reassurances about appropriate diligence and engineering techniques
from the developer can reduce this threat. There is a very good change of substantial adverse impacts
on the buildings — adding one more layer of abuse of the historic fabric. A few years ago, under the same
building code as today, the digging for the residential project on the corner of Wooster and Houston
caused the North side of 152 Woaoster to drop by around a foot. Once again the motive is excess. The
proposed building digs so dangerously into the ground simply to maximize the amount of retail and
provide a serious of gratuitous amenity spaces and “sunken garden” for the residential apartments. A
more efficient design could have minimized the depth and thereby the risk ~ but every detail of this
project tries to go the max and beyond.

4.0verscaled Retail,

The proposed building includes 9000 sq. feet of retail, 6000 at street level and another 3000 below. This
scale of retail is too large for this block of a narrow residential street. The incremental environmental
impact is too great. The whole personality of the street would change. The major risk is that the entire
space would likely be leased by one company who operates at that larger scale, and the lawyer of the
developer made it clear to the Community Board and CPC that they did not want to subdivide it. Retail
on this block Wooster is currently strong but “quiet,” being largely furniture show rooms. What is being
proposed Is more at the scale of Broadway, West Broadway or East Houston.

There are already some similar sized retail spaces in the smaller streets of Soho but the developers logic
here is the same as with the overall height of the proposed building — treat the biggest size around as
the new average. Once again, the text change to the zoning code is proposed in order to facilitate a
special permit that would allow this particular developer to stretch retail to the max.

The developers’ motive for upscaling retail is obvious, as is the damage to the life of the street were
such oversized spaces to proliferate further. The balance of vibrant retail to vibrant residential is always
delicate in Soho, and it is important to respect the needs of both sides, but this is not a delicate
proposal. Wooster would be forever a different street with just a few more spaces like this. Once again,
the radical shift is unnecessary. According to the developers’ own EAS analysis, a building on the car
park site alone would have the potential of 4600:s'q. feet of retail in addition to the 2500 sq. feet of the
existing garage, le a substantial 7100 sq. feet is available to genearate terrific revenue, but subdivided,



5.Loss of Lot Line Windows

The residents of 152 Wooster include some of the longest standing residents of Socho. While they do not
have lot line windows on the southern side of their apartments by right, they with good reason believed
that they would keep this light because of the landmark protection of the garage. It seems right to
suggest that just as small huildings need to be respected so toe do our older neighbors.

6.Negative Environmental Impact

The proposed building has a major negative environmental impact by intruding unnecessarily into the
light and air of the immediate community. A number of details of the design exacerbate the already
negative impact of its grossly over-scaled butk. For example, the building appears at first to respect the
required 30 foot setback from the rear of the lot for light and air. But 5 foot masonry walls intrude into
the 30 foot setback on each side, blocking off air and light for no good reason other than effectively
claiming more space for the building. Likewise the substantial balconies that intrude 6 feet into the 30
foot set-back on floors 4-8 cannot be explained away as simulating the pattern of existing fire escapes in
the neighborhood as unconvincingly suggested by the architects. Similarly, the proposed "penthouse”
does not "mimic” other rooftop structures in the neighborhood as was suggested. The buildings on
either side have only a single elevator bultkhead each. The proposed floor is not even a rooftop
structure. As is made clear by the massive masonry walls that frame the whole building and is clear from
the rear view of the project presented to the Community Board, the so called penthouse is really part of
the building's overall bulk, with a terrace carved out in the front third of the volume. The basic decision
to make the rear of the penthouse coincide with the rear fagade of the building maximizes the loss of
fight and air for the rear neighbors and once again confirms the disinterest in the well-being of the

immediate community.

f hope it's clear why this proposal reflects very badly on our city and why there is no reason to make the
proposed change to the zoning code for this site. There is a great opportunity for the developer to make
a highly successful building on the existing vacant lot within the existing laws.

I am of course hapoy to provide any more information that would be helpful.
Sincerely,

Mark Wigley,
Dean, Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation,

Columbia University
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T ,;&,d_t_l_rg_g_s:‘ TR el A e - Sl L TR I S T TS T T

o Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int, No/ Wi/ ‘&?L Res. N ow_

O in favor \F in epposition

Date:

Dhu GRS
Address: q W‘A{N A}C %/

- 2
I represent: C/g

~ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. JL Res. No.

[J in favor [X in opposition

Date:

Q ( LA f() (PLEAalPRINT) <L W
<
Addresas: [ (’ 7/ \/‘/@(75‘( < KT

I represent: [\Cﬁ'&/&’(/"-l/éfﬂ %L&—L { Q"GLO
- 1(‘3’.'.,\,<!oot‘{"f/ ‘??{"

"THE COUNCIL %%mw
THE CITY OF NEW YORK ./ 07¢

Appearance Card

e

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.
O in favor D in opposition

Res. No.

Date:
Name:

(PLEASE PRIN )
Avgnen INVIZHS
Address:

I represent: /A}{Wc

Address: ;r

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




" THE COUNCIL f@z@im
THE CITY OF NEW YORK , 2,

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __:~  Res. No.

'Fl. in faver |_':]':Fin opposition
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) o

Name:

321 g ‘57/?;’ i t /Y
Address: [ﬁ Zﬁff/
1 represent: @}ﬁ W 8l

A Jdrpaq L

THE COUNCIL //15{6 poim
THE CITY OF NEW YORK Core W

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
[0 infavor [] in opposition

Date:
'(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /%%i/w&’ EYExS
Address: : M/ép MWV/[ ;/éd/lw

I represent:

Adc_lrfis:

 THE COUNCIL,
- THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

- Tintend to appear and speak on Int. No. __________ Res. No.
O infavor [] in opposition

Date;
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \S,l/ﬁﬂ Dﬁ/ }90}95
Address: 5.3/ /?7"?;]” é-]—_

I represent: /’7 KSEC }:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to'the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res, No.
] in favor jgﬂin opposition | SO LIOOSTRR
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: SOO l(lM
Address: {35 G'@Q.Q,N‘e S’\":B(g()\.l

I represent:

l2s’«~ R7 Greome st

THE COUNCIL ’
THE CITY OF NEW YORK 9727,

Appearance Card

o ooAddress y
BRI ,U/Zgjf;ﬂ//l"

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. x4’ =: - Res. No.
Q in favor [’ in opposition

Date:
SE PRINT)
Name: E&g-ﬁ,ﬂ{ fbeA *NIL ‘7/
: Address: ‘ i
¥ ropresent: "?’? ayos S Vi
B .Address:

T TR NERTT M T

e ————

THE COUNCIL

DS TVG- |

THE CITY OF NEW YORK .,

Appearance Card

ol a b
I intend to appear and speak on Int. Np 8 Sy

. in favor in oppos:tmn
Jraiy

&
L

Date:

Eug Z(PLEASE PRINT)
cne

. v -
,', t‘{." —“i"fq! ;

ﬁQa/cfof 5 ﬂ"c’c'“-

Name:

Address:

I represent:

Addresg_ : B

»

Please comp!éte this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




)  THE COUNCLL.
[0, THE CITY OF NEW YORK

{/1/1(90&: Ly

Appearance Card

Iintend to appear and speak on Int‘jgp Q”ﬁes No.

in favor in opposition

d | Date: ﬁ % ﬁsi LA‘}

P .o, (PLEASE PRINT)
Name; g ¢ N?LOV\ wrn 9
Addross: 22" 1est 'Z/S r 91“*/{;{_

{
1 represent: I/LW GP%T" f MJ‘([ /l Ck-"’ /—3

Addrese:. 74}?7-\? 85 & ]r L.

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ________ Res. No.
3 infaver [ in opposition

Date: (Z/ r?(;)’/ /2
; {PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Zﬁic 12 ,(\ml;‘ 0[)\\

Address: _ /i 4 /- I pyinn
I represent: MyCFEDNE
. Address

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

B Tintend to appear and speak on Int. No. —  Res. No.
in favor [} in opposition

Date: If’goﬁ ‘ 3
. (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: __L-N &N SChotaw LD

Address: Q(\-\M Cove. 1} L.p iil‘J'D é"ﬁwg NT f(}'(

I represent: M ™ f)ﬁ Soty '\\6_3
Address: 1S \Wigeser S

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




Tt e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

e
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No;_[_@_ Res. No.

[0 in faver in opposition

Date: U/ 30 / 1-3
- :b/ ﬂ\a r(((l::.EASE PRINT)

Address:

I represent; ’Y\au mbar> (R Y
Addr@pg,; S— W@)! \fr) K ﬁrrf’e*

. THE COUNCIL
! THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card o\

[ intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

f) in favor [ in opposition
Svgag f pmm Date: - 30~ (3
{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: j‘VUi DI (7L
Address: \\1 LAy %
I represent: (B % / f\/(

Addrese: 4’\‘ \_ U} e‘{_ .

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card 8@ (

I intefad to appear and speak on Int. No. ) Res. No{:

in favor [ in oppositio
g " Date: Jk D/ 5
(PLEASE PRINT)
Nme: 6L CTME S flumm
Address: iq'g w q_,:&"{l:[— g/f / U \{

I represent: g('LCLm_, ? QJJLMM
Address: [q’% \A;J %Tﬂ 34 ; U“/ , U\l/

" Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

e SRR e ki o e e T % e o e

A o e -




THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

in favor [ in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name. Ju Key  Hs,

I intend to appear a:El{éfieak on Int. No. M Res. No.

Address: (‘05¢/‘ ?L'n" ﬁu Q\Mffﬂs

- I represent:

o THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 60)’ w -Res. No.

infavor [J in opposmon

Date:
/. fey Z (PL SE PRINT)
Name: /C"ﬁj/,( 414!4,0}'"
Address: RS
1 represent: ;&C@ éO(’)é

Address: :

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear alé];{eak on Int. No. M Res. No.

in favor [J in opposition

Date:
{PLEASE PRINT)
Nase: Jessiia Lawrare
Address:
I represent: Mﬂlfi L‘lﬂ#ﬂ!/‘ /M{?C‘l' Ufg
Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




" Name:

~ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear aryﬁeak on Int. No. 4‘6 F W Res. No.

“in favor [J in opposition

Date:
7/ /bEASE PFIID?IZ
Name: / J""fdg Y ‘é fé(('”’ f’fié
Address: _ ! ——
it erd 10
I represent: /S /0' ﬁﬁ X (29 : !
: ‘&dd'res"‘g’:"“—'r T e T s B — .._._.._ P ——— e — .

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and apeak on Int. No. @"/ h&& Res. No.

in favor [ in opposition e

Date

(PLE SEJPBIN , .
/3 51 74/%” gﬂ’w s /n ’
Address:

":." 7 .«},{'
I represent: QV("( £ E Ohd/?’n’/(r D(l/f /ny (D(/j

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Car‘d. | (¢ (
I intend to appear apd speak on Int. No. __~_ Res. No. -
pp/ ll:l favor [ dn oppoislrtio.n
Date:
(PI.EASE PRINT)
Name; £]£//é - 7%’&-}’}‘7"0,00{'/65

Address:

1 represent: /7 ﬂ/ ¥ t{/ »?z’ #Cr / W

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




e b et e -y ©

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

in faver [] in opposition

I intend to appear ﬂrgyleak on Int. No. A” w Res. No.

Date:
-~ s+ - {PLEASE PRINT) .
G ey, / v & LA
Name: "M;f’%ﬂ’@ Jordg £

Addren

[Zr Prte 51, i A7
CAddress: U U Y S|

~ THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int, No. L_ﬁﬂes No.

Yinfavor [J in opposition

1 represent

Date:

J;’a ¢ . (P EASE PRINT)

Name: o] V{/f st o
Address:

I represent:

470 ‘ % VIS ,ﬂ ,Oh (;g': b }z((“g( C{I‘MW\UCQ |

Address:

_— == T m e o e e

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

L.
I intend to appear algg(k on Int. No. g)f.ﬂ/_té_ RestNo
f;yo/ (] in opposmon{z

i
v Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /%@ o/ OYC oninve

Address: i _ —
I represent: Bui i i ﬁf‘/za(/wﬂff r [9 Vi i P/ v bt 5
Address: ‘ M("L / /

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-ot-Arms ‘




“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card i

I intend to appear ar;?e/gk on Int. No, LA A/ézéﬂes. No.

in favor [ in opposition

Date:

Tewdn MLE?SE SHCD AN

Name:
Address: = 2( - I
,g 1/ Sa L FE e s
1 represent; 5& / 2 g! - Rk
. ,Address:‘____ : _— I g4 ,

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

JZ L
I intend to appear and spegk on Int. No. C,f___/t ML~ Res. No.
Dui{:avor ] in opposition
Date
¢ .- (PLEASE PR NT)
Name: / /‘W)K¢ ‘ Wé(/(
22 i f '

/)’ Fir¢ z?iﬂ I3 vag’ft‘ISS

. Address:

I represent:

_ Ad_(_i_reL —

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

i : L
I intend to appear ar;ajl}peak on Int. No. _Mé Res. No.

in favor [ in epposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT),
ey (3 e

“v

1\

Name: -g

Address: _
1 represent: ng Qe’/?f'{ f)l‘bﬁ "/O’rﬂ”f/’q =i (e
A A iy T
Address: E e s
¥

. | Please complete tf}is ;:arrdanfi :jezun{: to tlﬁpﬁqig?:}m‘;a‘tqdrm y ‘

e Ly

e e g A g e i s




* THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

774
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. oR Res. No.
favor [7] in opposition ) ‘J
Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

ST/ HalPin

Name:

Address:

I represent: £ Z FV#ZD/( Cﬂ/U £ /ZD (T/O N W‘J/C/ /??f
Address: e //ﬁ(/(;é / _ _ , !

" THE COUNCIL =~
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
(L
I mtend to appear axéi({peak on Int. No. _.Cﬂ Res. Now

infavor [J in opposmon

Hag

Date:
(PLEASE PRlNT)

Name: f(ﬁgf}(/ /)& f” /t{//}_/\\/’-

Address: : _ o

1 represent:

fﬁé";c ,/’ /SL/M'/",. J\/**/

.w:.——#ﬁr-— o

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Cr',ird

o Address:

7 L —— - mmacy gpimere by

- .Z.KM
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. B_‘Eﬂ Res. No.
IB/i(:n favor [ in opposition
| Date: :
, (PLEASE_PRINT
Name: e‘p}'\e- eV ;‘

Address: 32\0 Q/T’L‘-) A)y /UY /00& 6
1 represent: P’\YS"Q/ r

Address:

‘j.é
T

’ Please complete thh card and return to the Sergeant-at:Arms ‘




i

R Vo S A S o

(s AHE CITY OF NEW YORK
bUVOﬁTﬂQ_ -«Mﬁfeafance qu "~

I intend to appear al'g)peaé onm Res_. No. 3 |

in favor [_-_'I in epposition 1
b0l 3
S {PLEASE PRINT) - - o

© Name:  DOVGUAS MEPEAS _
addron: 24 POBCUASE ST ¥#35 prye OY {05&3 |

1 represent: 'DE?ICQL) C&M%F\)O‘ré '
: --mAddra& SkW\? /4{‘5 A"&m S w ‘
A ;

THE COUNCIL,
THE (ITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. o 7 95 Res. No. .

o {(;D in favor  [¥ in opposition
Date: 4 ~30 ’/ =z

(PLEASE PHINT)

Name: ka+h“eg \ \’\ea-'
Address: Lffﬂ Wp!’é }4!3 S:‘_ '\%2‘;{\// \OOBé

1 reprosent: el S K4 chon N ‘\{i}ﬂ}“bOﬂ\DO‘{ A

s o A dTees:

A}

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

180 WJos -(»J? C
f § + > Appearance Card I
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No Res. J}I

[J in favor in opposition - A
Date: LI/ %d/ ,;
———— (PLEASE PRINT)
~
Name: __ ‘ D TGN

Address: ..».) @ ( 1’ ég!‘ < g },
I represent: fi {9 ’Z— M.-{,v\ L‘”-...’Hd‘—*

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-ot-Arms ‘




e e R Attt S

" THE: COUNCIL
THE CITY OF ?NEW YORK

I\J\f—lkiq’-: H"‘i'w (ovp
~ f‘vx . ‘j Appearance Card

I intend to-dppear ang speak on Int. No. L’h_}_ -Res. No.
=in favor (¥ in opposmo
]{ %0/ D

/[/ {/ { (PLEASE"PRI::)‘& -
Name: {971 W;’M.":‘ N
Address: ) £ fwﬁ. tte SF 3
I represent: L o d b Mﬂ LI"“{‘L.A’ -
*"“""’édm T T . T =

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

1 intend to appear and speak on Int. No. L-—U_?L Res. No.
H in favor [ in opposition M4h/lﬂ%®‘q c@f'e

Date: B Zo i
’ ;40 4k
~F

{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ﬁ & /1 ! é / fm of /’}
Address: 4 0_7 ’4/ 2 HLLIL 72 CS:_IL:-

1 represent: Tn - 87‘?7 +15 7—}_7?»*1 S‘l.’) ()/“7;' 7L¢OA
Address: CC?M/.?Q; g1

AT N e T T N T e et

T
/THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. N J%who@r%ﬂ -

Jnfavor [J in n opposition

Date: 30 A‘pﬂ m@
(PLEASE PRINT)
 Nume, RICHAROWNGS HGOULD
Address: "£4”‘| W{OG S T&:&&met

. AN i .
I represent: MXS &LF‘ '
Address: .
{ ’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

.:“13. [T 5 ST I A [ - S e e e e e



1o pwtice < THE COUNCIL
: THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
A infavor [J in opposition

Date: Lf 30 ‘}%
. (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: C A é ;Q'M ﬂ}igbgé*éf,ﬁ;;r
Address: Z‘f HerATIo STREET WY~ 00 H’
I represent: HL’ &&}M S &\Jﬁé—{' BARTH 4‘ Pﬁ E s \"MS-»

__,__,___A}ddreas; U i( H’ﬂ :jO\/mz \&Jf\l@ij N\Icr l&)i’?ﬁ(

T A PR L —

" THE COUNCIL Fiici iz, |
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M Res. No.

'Mf}f‘avor O in opposmon /
S0/(3

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: SA’KAH /77
Address: CH’PC 42 A‘/ZOMUJM/{ gU/TE 7 o
I represent: CLTZAUS (AUIMES g AAVMWE (o Uyt

Address

_Ifo L‘fQO(’“m (T‘ THE COUNClL c
_THE: CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

_ lintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
(¥ infavor [ in opposition

Date: 4/ ;0/ 20’,;
S (PLEASE PRINT)
Neme: ___10JZ20d A Rasdegar
Address: 10 QoS hall J'r" (Z(mfmli’ cr 0,(&7

I represent: A/I T 'A'gfo ¢ &S[f;

Address: {0 /7///:{1‘5 ;\d// J?L[ep,ﬁ'/ N@ﬁ/\f‘a/kf
CT. DEESY
’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

BT . . C e e e =




|50 WoosTER_ THE COUNCIL
— THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear dnd speak on Int. No. Res. No.
in favor []J in opposi

T/

Name: (/ -F.qu;f ;PC'E{QSE Sk
Address: %Ké L 74_#:4“,‘1 ITEZ?GS

| ‘ Scion e
: I represent: _:%’ 1o -
__ Address: ’ 6& Wo.gé‘rfh 5—1—- S

R R

150 Wosg s THE COUNCIL
——THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

Res. No.

I intend to appear apd gpeak on Int. No. '
M favor (] in opposition
Date: %@L
q } ,kPLEASE Pam‘r)
Name: d&ﬁ‘( E,I\D

Address: jF” g— AE(‘*]TECK -26 W, Z’j i gr

1 represent:

" Address:

U THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card Lu 74

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.

ﬁ\in favor [ in opposition
Date: 4 - g o~ ,ZF'O IB
{PLEASE PRINT) '
Neme: _ ANV es VS
Address: 4 44 é UV St
@V%Fé ﬁ‘ﬂ——ééﬁ"{‘\ua

I represent:

Address:

. Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




e e

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ﬁﬁ Res. No.
in favor [ in opposition

pare: 1/ 30/13

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _ CAROLON  GROSSMman)

Address:

1 represent: - [T,\—) ?L"&M M\NO

Addrese: SR

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

R - 1A
I intend to appear and speak on Int-No. 7?5 Res. No.
& in favor O in opposlt:on% j@ / 3

Date:

Name: Sﬁi’ M%’m f%?/'f Bh

Address: D‘e 0" () ‘A-\ P/&tﬂhlﬂﬁ

27- Kapcke 87

I represent:

_ Address:

T

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

g =
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. £S5~ Res. No.

B in favor [J in opposmon /
Date: L/ ol3

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ‘6’47\"0"/ %KH/C(Z

Addresa: y Za K&z’é S¥‘ >‘~/ﬁ

AN
I represent: ' D C_l/)

Address:

‘r’ Please complete this.card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms
<




" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 36— Res. No.
w in favor [ in opposition

Date: (?// 36/ /3
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: eﬁl c Ko 66&

Address:

LT PUARRAN 6~

I represent:

. 'AAf..d-d""-“f,,

s L

“THE COUNCIL

Appearance Card

oA

I intend to appear and spesk onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
[J in faver q in opposition

Date:
e PL
vumer L TEE™ ¢ bipd, 4 PIIE
Address: 3«1: = ’U 2 ALYy — /( C /7 g
I represent: I/ / 7L / - /u /D [ ‘ :
Addreas: 'i?{' ;‘ Lo ) ??‘

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

i1

Appearance Card \/ﬂ { z{/iif g

.
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _u__:_ Res. No.
' [ infaver [ in opposition -~ &/ VAZ

Date: L{ - ?/""’" { 3
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: MARK  DILLIA

Address: 1 /} Uic" S¢ }Ci A/ A AT ;\lfj

I represent: _{ ‘JVV”HJ’\‘“M %‘J’Mﬂ) 3({ L s
Address: ? \tj V4 u"l

i. Please complete thislﬁard anfi return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

THE CITY OF NEW YORK ” L S

% |




" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear gpeak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.

in favor [ in opposition

Date:

{PLEASE PRINT)
Name: &mﬂ I?V@HS}G

addrem: | 26" Wigvecly £ %ardél?

I represent: é // vS L’ de Vd fon%
Address: I% 7'%\ AV(’ SDU‘H’\

Covedy  THE COUNCIL
| Pf{gw{’ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

&MZ/H’RW Appearance Card

I mtend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
- (& in favor [] in opposition

@ﬁ#—éédiﬂ/ﬁ% . & Date: zA‘Oh]’ 3O, 2013
{PLEASE 'PRINT)
Name: ax’}zﬂsf'#"‘)’f f)ﬂf’ﬂ&f”fﬁ‘ ‘
Address: PJ‘M-{M Y stas/ ey y
i

 _Address: ____

1 represent:

iy T R |

Ouveql  THE COUNCIL
9‘}4/ “THE CITY OF NEW YORK (7

,2'0 0 TRL , Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
in favor '[] in oppositien

e oaw!l'(wwr Dace: J-10in] 30,203
(PLEASE PRINT)
#Name -fjff-(‘; ﬁj fﬂrl);il"

Address;: /&t‘/@’.k nead 95, c’cfﬁ/ WY RI
I ‘represent: F Y 4
Address:

i ’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



Curli@ost  THE COUNCL
L’f f’ﬁm CITY OF NEW YORK + (8

Q&OVWH' ElM Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _______ Res. No.
O infavor [J in opposition

Date: fgfprj/ 70, <o /.8
{PLEASE PRINT)

Name: «_Jt¢ly 5{%’/5/
Address: 32 ek 3£ iedsereN IS [;_f»,,/-; Ay rep e,

I represent; f)"“’d"f{r"\{z Loostied Iilen / #)5-'/2”?40/ Stiady
7

Addresa

- Cotayl] Projoct THE COUNCIL
vl % HE CITY OF NEW YORK D 7.

QM@M' {’ /lé.lﬁnﬂ Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. . Res. No.
O infavor [ in opposition
: #Daze Apnl 30, 2as3
(PLEASE ann
Name: -{)E‘?M/-/{Jjéfz/'f/ e
Address: /<ovie reay (ﬁiéﬂﬁ/

[

1 represent: /= £ putlos

uasweol Islarel THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
_ [ in favor [J in opposition
’wf?’ﬂ‘ "Cf""‘:?"/’_”‘?*’} e " Date: A’Dh' / 30,80/5

_ : ; {PLEASE PRINT)
Name: . il H2ivier _
Address: .' f;{ /%/’!»fh §1L« N 7 /0(7 /0B SZ'Y : ';2;«?"9‘3( N j—ée(.»/]

RICC foa b e Lndnd

1 represent:

Addreas:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




Cont Pt THE COUNCIL
Rt dsla-i THE CITY OF NEW YORK # €

Appearance Card

-

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
‘in favor [J in opposition

- LB COMDITIONS Date: Lpril 30, 10/3
{PLEASE PRINT)

M dhder g BPC}( wah Schont /9/?})’-'3{}4/ PJ /> Q AV

i.ddren: E!"?JJ(M.«N Jileect .

I represent: BS IS 217 Konseree )5 Larey

Nariie:

| Address: R T

cormed Prayect THE COUNCIL ,
;mwfzw THE CITY OF NEW YORK + '

3 Appearance Card

" Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___~__ Res. No.
in favor  [J in opposition
wriyf Cowll 7/ou5 Date: L0k ) \3@‘; 26,73
- {(PLEASE PRINT) f
Name: '_4/48‘0(':1 Bt
m&ddrelu:f; ./25 oStreeey Jsles exf
1 repreéent- Epe sepueX ‘-)"—5 Leer] Kesr '/{A’-(;?L

L . Addresa T

Gl ool THE COUNGL
>~ “THE CITY OF NEW YORK ~ O

@%%’ Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _________ Res. No.
£] infaver [ in opposition

Date: é\ﬁh/ 59, 2o
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \jdf S"I’i‘f/??fj
Address: KovseresX ) [la i

I represent: r'r:\ o }‘[&?MT

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




Corvell Pt THE COUNCIL
bswai bl THE CITY OF NEW YORK +# >

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and Speak onInt. No. _____ 'Res. No.
[Ef'm favor [ in opposition
Lhptrt Cope7i008 Date: Al 3o, 20/7

R = ey

; (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: o’ Flanbsi 0.
Address: Kidtepunt Sslard « . 1T Uf o/ ] o,
1 rt;present- & 0-34{}"@\! .QJZ;{JL@«! EC.S /j/éelfd/—-

_Address: — —— S

('o\ Mtg ijéd THE COUNC[L .H’ “ .
oosetel-3sled THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
in favor [] in opposition

" . &7’4 cad) /1n A7 Date: djg)h/;‘a ),
(PLEASE PRINT)

\Name: E/Zeé /’%//l"?
- A}dréau: '7'3’ Mﬁ“(h S‘I’ AI‘? /Vlj/ /Qﬂ S/S/‘ Q;mmm\.f f(),ii(nu/?
I represent: &( C

Corvet Pyt - THE COUNCIL
“  v..THE CITY OF NEW YORK ¥ lo

Cnsevetf Islard
Appearance Card

3.

I mtend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
& in favor (O in opposition
MITH, 2P (9 S Date: Apnt 39, 2073
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Jormuf’/!am Ha i

Address: +_tfb M J-:L.”, Lt s,
I represent: 78{((

-

Ad:ireéa :

: ’ " Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-ut-Arms ‘

2R =




Cocrel) Pocr  THECOUNCIL _
on ‘\gﬁm CITY OF NEW YORK ~ !

H"-Eguwﬂ Appearance Card =/~

&

Iintend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
71 in favor [] in opposition "

i 0] - .
LOA77 Cofpry 1ot Date: %QP_M/ 30, 20,3
~ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Ali ScAuaru, %

- f
Address: S5 2/ f)/}ff{/:h S4. /UL/ Y /crd{/l(/
I represent: pods.(}-q) JSLGU':{ Qémﬁéaj_

Addresa T

T———— e

Corned) Prpect o COUNCIL %g
Kmm’ﬁffa # THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

?r

I intend to a;;:;pear and speak onInt. No. _______ Res. No.
_ 7} infavor [ in opposition
DL (oD ITIONS b pyni] 30, 20)3

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: f%ﬁjfli(w /{ff%z
Addiess: E;%‘Jf e s [

1 represent: L/?c”&/é‘:{“’) 2@6 seree T sl st
Address: 1 _

oy Dot THE coUNaL "
Fdaym Jsiml THE CITY OF NEW YORK q

A ppearance Card

1 mtend to\ppear ‘and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
in favor [ in opposition

Wrrh ot D//2 S Lois / 30, Zos3
{ - " (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: JG‘?E{ Q’/)fﬂ‘)(/!;{ﬁ-_\t
Addfess: _R'AL,~,( ptne X SSlet i

-1 represent: f/C C

A

Address:

. Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘




fj ’r‘rH’f) P}’OJQCT" - THE Cdi]NCIL e : #—‘Q) ‘
Fusero Js THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend tg appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
- infaver [] in opposition

o e e ettt 1 ‘e

1t ColBiTlws o o :
| .M/ A 2 Date: ﬂpwﬁ 20, La /3

) . ~ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: zk?éuﬁ}(t Lg‘:] gy © 2
Address: _Keo3iherY Iilerimd .-

I represent: ?)C C

o Address; ———— , e

ﬂme// )zojz’ 4 F THE COUNCIL - # g
/<o'omf'* >“THE CITY OF NEW YORK -

Appearance Card

T intend to appear and speakonInt. No. __ Res. No.
Pl infaver [ in opposition

’_éd 7TH (‘0/!’!7/?/5”_; Date: ‘,ngh/ 30 26,1\3

_ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: 5“4‘4?""/. £ ﬂ@/ﬁlf‘fﬁ

Address: Fodsiyeed Jslan !

= I rqpresent \f‘“&//t/ﬁ/fy /{mjﬁg}.{;)f )‘J}ZM

J ] Ad.drena _

( cJVﬂ// /)fonc'f‘ o THE CbUNCIL # q‘
s “/'THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
('in favor [ in opposition
\
ok ComBI T oS Date: Jpr/ 20, 20/3

(PLEASE PRINT)
- Name: _Adek Aﬂ;'[-é/b.&; ) iifi
Address: (3074 S 7[/0 e ¥, Tf-l gl /01_\, 4%

1 represen_t. ,L’(/ildﬂu\f, EG&S—r JreeX J)L& ;»-(/

Address:

. Please complete this card and return to the Se‘_r-geant-at-z!rms ‘

N




- . - SR, g o

Corwedl Proj¢ THE COUNCIL 2

0r

Dposet H5iar/ THE CITY OF NEW YORK E

Appearance Card

I intend to appear an'd‘-“speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
” [ in favor [ in opposition
Qi Copd! 110 Dase: A/ 30, 22(3

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: J‘@A Gh e %/C Hota_
Address: r‘fﬁﬁu( e XY Isletes /

1 represent: KJES i({é&f\‘, }\7 7D.Se s /O J Za/d\,;'/

Address —— _

Condl Pujer g COUNCiL
Fuvsirat st THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

+ >

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in favor [ in opposition

L g2 Commimodis " Date: A PR/ B0} 2ot/ o
(PLEASE PRINT) /
Name: ,J uhﬂc Shi hozafs
Address: 30 P”’ﬂ Zc g f‘J?’r’U? //Jdl}’/

1 repré’sent }W&LCA&Y" J’_SLda i /O‘M:?ém 7—
Address:

curs oL g
ﬁaox,w s/ THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppearance Card

I intend to appear and quak onlnt. No. _____ Res. No.
7 intaver [] in opposition
iy Lot DT/ a s Date: /43!1)_#3‘/ 30, 720,3
. (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: slict; Bud
Address: S757 Mam SMreT, _i“u‘-f JUD ¥ L DW)MPULV,}Q@»—/

I represent: '{?“WC

Address:

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

-—p .



“THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
I intend to i-pﬁﬁgér and speak on Int. No, 7 f‘; ___ Res. No.
L [ in faver In opposition ’

Date,. :.51 / / LB

(PLEAS&
Name: A’h /ETQM Oﬁf

Address: Hb PH’H’ b%‘l& A"QJ /{/YO

I represent: ,ﬁj?%’ & /:1 ){;/f’

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

D in favor TH.in opposition

I intend t6 appear and speakonInt. No. ____ Res. No. m_

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) :
Name: WaARY W \gue, , ~
Address: \3s 6QtE3\)E sl q# 3 s
N d 1 re;;resent: NQW\\"\\’@WS C)(. IO L\)OOS\S«,—
" Address: C’b\b V‘\O\é\ \/\V‘\W”\L‘\' ; S{QLM L pﬁd"\\\ﬁct—\’.

’ Please complete this card and return to the( Sergean -at-Arms




